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President’s Letter 
Jason Merrick 

Dear DAS Members, 

As I write, the Decision Analysis Society has 1,436 members. We are 

consistently one of the three largest societies within INFORMS, but our 

membership is not the same as the other sections and societies. Roughly half 

of our non-student members identify themselves as practitioners rather than 

academics. Looking back at the history of our field, much of the fundamental 

theory that we use today came from academics working with organizations to 

improve their decision making. Howard Raiffa, Ron Howard, Ralph Keeney, 

Jim Dyer, Detlof von Winterfeldt, and Bob Winkler, amongst others, developed theory from practice and 

had a significant impact on the organizations they helped.  
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As the field matured, research areas have developed in their own right. In their editorial entitled “Decision 

Analysis in Management Science,” Jim Smith and Detlof von Winterfeldt divided the field into probability 

assessment, utility modeling and assessment, and game theory and competitive decision making. Each of 

these areas has seen significant fundamental theory developed by researchers from both a mathematical/ 

methodological and a behavioral/ experimental perspective. However, as with most mature fields, we must 

ask how much of our new theory do practitioners use? 

Herbert Simon is best known in our field for his introduction of the concepts of bounded rationality and 

satisficing. However, researchers in other fields know him for his investigation of the types of knowledge. 

He distinguished between scientific knowledge, where we try to determine generalized theories, from 

actionable knowledge, where we determine how those theories apply to practice. In his book 

Administrative Behavior: A Study of Decision-making Processes in Administrative Organizations, Simon 

observes that research is most challenging when it attempts to answer questions that come from practice. 

Many people think of the interface of theory and practice as a knowledge transfer process, flowing from 

theoretical science to practice. However, there is an emerging field called design science that sees the 

interface of theory and practice as a feedback loop. In design science, researchers design a generic 

solution to a real-world problem using the best that theory has to offer and then implements that solution 

in an organization. In our field, we may think of this as an Interfaces article, and such work is judged on 

the impact made on the organization.  However, as most decision analysts who have worked in practice 

may recognize, the research literature does not always provide a complete solution to real-world problems. 

There is often actionable knowledge that is required for successful implementation, and in many cases, 

this actionable knowledge can be generalized and leads to the next exciting piece of research. The transfer 

of actionable knowledge from practice back to theory can lead to new mathematical theory or behavioral 

experiments.  

When individual researchers have engaged in practice, we have seen specific instances of this feedback 

loop, but we have not formalized this feedback as part of our research process. This exchange of ideas 

back and forth between theory and practice could significantly benefit our field. Our sister fields of 

information systems and operations management have taken this challenge, and their top journals 

frequently publish design science articles. While these articles discuss implementations in the real world, 

they begin and end with theory. They begin with the theory they used to design a solution. They end with 

the gap in the theory they discovered, and some hypotheses aimed at filling that gap. I would like to see 

our top journals publishing design science articles on decision making and identifying the gaps in our 

research literature that could improve decision analysis practice.  

As a start, I would like to suggest some useful articles for understanding design science and its role in the 

research literature: 

 Joan van Aken, Aravind Chandrasekaran, Joop Halman (2016) “Conducting and publishing design 

science research: Inaugural essay of the design science department of the Journal of Operations 

Management.” Journal of Operations Management 47-48, 1-8. 

 Jan Holmström, Mikko Ketokivi, Ari-Pekka Hameri (2009) “Bridging Practice and Theory: A 

Design Science Approach.” Decision Sciences 40(1), 65-87. 
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 Ken Peffers, Tuure Tuunanen, Marcus Rothenberger, Samir Chatterjee (2008) “Design Science 

Research Methodology for Information Systems Research.” Journal of Management Information 

Systems 24(3), 45-77. 

 Andrew van de Ven, Paul Johnson (2006) “Knowledge for Theory and Practice.” Academy of 

Management Review 31(4), 802-821. 

I look forward to discussing these topics with you, and I hope you have a great summer! 

Jason Merrick 

Virginia Commonwealth University 

DAS President 2016-2018. 
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Letter from the Editors 

Debarun Bhattacharjya and Cameron MacKenzie 

 

Dear reader,  

The spring newsletter of Decision Analysis Today highlights the call for nominations for the Decision 

Analysis Society (DAS) awards that will be presented during the annual meeting in Phoenix, Arizona 

from November 4-7. The DAS will announce the Ramsey award, the student paper award, the publication 

award, and the practice award. (The practice award is co-sponsored by the Society for Decision 

Professionals.) The newsletter outlines the details for nominating individuals for these awards. We hope 

you will review the calls and consider nominating your work or somebody else’s work for these awards. 

We are fortunate to have not just one, but two “DA Around the World” columns in this issue of Decision 

Analysis Today. Column editors Shijith Kumar and Mavis Chen summarize the Society of Risk 

Analysis—Benelux Conference 2018 as well as the International Conference on Risk Analysis, Decision 

Analysis, and Security 2017. In “DA Practice,” column editor Pat Leach muses over a couple of sessions 

from Decision Analysis Affinity Group (DAAG) 2018 that stood out to him. In “DA Research,” column 

editor Roshanak Nateghi provides an article by Sybil Derrible about system dependencies in the study of 

resilience. We also have an update about forthcoming issues and award winners from the Decision 

Analysis journal. 

As always, we welcome your feedback and thoughts and suggestions on the newsletter. We have a great 

team of editors and writers, whose work is invaluable in producing Decision Analysis Today. 

Happy reading, 

Cameron and Debarun 
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Upcoming Conferences 

 
 

June 17-June 20, 2018 

2018 INFORMS International Conference, 

Taipei, Taiwan 

http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/2018inte

rnational/  

 

July 8-11, 2018 

29th European Conference on Operational 

Research 

Valencia, Spain 

http://euro2018valencia.com/  

 

August 6-10, 2018 

Conference on Uncertainty in Artificial 

Intelligence (UAI) 

Monterey, California, USA 

http://www.auai.org/uai2018  

 

August 20-23, 2018 

Resilience Week  

Denver, Colorado, USA 

https://secure.inl.gov/ResWeek2018  

 

 

 

 

November 4-7, 2018 

INFORMS Annual Meeting 

Phoenix, Arizona, USA 

http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/phoenix2

018/ 

 

December 2-6, 2018 

Society for Risk Analysis Annual Meeting 

New Orleans, Louisiana, USA 

http://www.sra.org/2018-annual-meeting 

 

December 9-12, 2018 

Winter Simulation Conference 

Gothenburg, Sweden 

http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/wsc2018  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/2018international/
http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/2018international/
http://euro2018valencia.com/
http://www.auai.org/uai2018
https://secure.inl.gov/ResWeek2018
http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/phoenix2018/
http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/phoenix2018/
http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/wsc2018/
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Call for Nominations 

DAS Publication Award 

Submission deadline: June 1, 2018 

 

We are accepting nominations for the Decision Analysis Society's Publication Award. Papers or books 

published in 2016 are eligible. Please submit your nomination(s) through this link: 

dukefuqua.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_9pMb7fUsbn4TYhL by June 1. 

A complete nomination consists of the following:  

•  Author's name(s)  

•  Full journal citation or book title  

•  Copy of the publication, preferably in electronic form  

•  Strongly encouraged: A short statement (1 page or less) summarizing why the publication should 

be considered for the award  

•  Optional: Testimonials by those who have benefited from the work 

Self-nominations are permissible. The Publication Award Committee members (Erin Baker, Canan Ulu, 

Alec Morton, Jack Soll) may also nominate publications. For more details on the award, see below.   

The Decision Analysis Society Publication Award is given annually to the best decision-analysis journal 

article or book published in the second preceding calendar year, as judged by an award committee. For 

example, publications appearing in the year 2016 are eligible for consideration in the year 2018.  For this 

award, decision analysis is defined as a prescriptive approach to provide insight for decision making based 

on axioms that are logically consistent with the axioms of von Neumann and Morgenstern and of Savage. 

Key constructs of decision analysis are utility (to quantify one's risk preferences) and probability (to 

quantify the state of one's knowledge).   

The intent of the award is to recognize the best publication in decision analysis. Contributions could 

include, but are not limited to, theoretical, methodological, and procedural contributions to decision 

analysis, descriptions of applications, and experimental studies. Publications addressing behavioral aspects 

of decision making are eligible if the relevance to the theory or practice of prescriptive decision analysis is 

clear.  

Nominated publications will be judged for significance, relevance, originality, and readability. The award 

includes an honorarium of $750 and a plaque. 

Erin Baker, Professor, Industrial Engineering & Operations Research 

University of Massachusetts, Amherst 

edbaker@ecs.umass.edu 

 

  

https://dukefuqua.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_9pMb7fUsbn4TYhL
mailto:edbaker@ecs.umass.edu
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DAS Student Paper Award 

Submission deadline: July 1, 2018 

 

The DAS Student Paper Award is given annually to the best decision analysis paper by a student 

author(s), as judged by an award selection committee. 

For this award, decision analysis is defined as a prescriptive approach to provide insight for decision 

making based on axioms that are logically consistent with the axioms of von Neumann and Morgenstern 

and of Savage. Key constructs of decision analysis are utility to quantify one’s risk preferences and 

probability to quantify the state of one's knowledge. 

The intent of the award is to recognize the best publication in decision analysis, by a student. This 

includes, but is not limited to, theoretical, methodological, and procedural contributions to decision 

analysis, descriptions of applications and experimental studies. Publications addressing behavioral aspects 

of decision making are eligible if the relevance to the theory or practice of prescriptive decision analysis is 

clear. Nominated publications will be judged for significance, relevance, originality, and readability. 

Students who did not complete their Ph.D. prior to May 1, 2017 are eligible for the 2018 competition.  

The majority of work, including writing, must be that of the student, though faculty members or other 

mentors can be co-authors if appropriate. Papers need not be published, but published, peer-reviewed, 

papers should be given careful consideration. Unpublished manuscripts should be 30 pages or fewer 

(double spaced and 11 point font) and, in the standard format of the Decision Analysis journal. 

The award includes an honorarium of $500 and a plaque. To be considered for this year's competition, 

please email both committee co-chairs, at the address given below, by the deadline, July 1, 2018, with 

your final submission of: 

(i)  An electronic version of your paper in PDF format, and 

(ii)  A letter in PDF format from one faculty co-author (if any) articulating your role in writing this 

paper 

Let us know if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

2018 INFORMS Decision Analysis Society (DAS) Student Paper Award Co-Chairs 

 

Joe Hahn 

Clinical Associate Professor 

Department of Finance, McCombs School of Business, The University of Texas at Austin 

Email: joe.hahn@mccombs.utexas.edu    

 

Asa Palley 

Assistant Professor 

Department of Operations & Decision Technologies, Kelley School of Business, Indiana University 

Email: apalley@indiana.edu     

mailto:joe.hahn@mccombs.utexas.edu
mailto:apalley@indiana.edu
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Ramsey Award 

Submission deadline: June 1, 2018 

 

A complete nomination consists of the following: 

 The name and affiliation of the nominee 

 The name and affiliation of the nominator 

 A short statement describing why the nominee should be considered for the award 

 The nominee's CV 

 Any other material that the nominator believes would be useful in evaluating the merits on the 

nomination 

The award includes an honorarium of $1000, a medal, and complimentary membership in the Decision 

Analysis Society. 

Nominations should be emailed to the committee chair on or before June 1, 2018. A nomination should 

include a one-page summary of the nominee's contributions with respect to the award criteria listed above 

and a vita or a link to one. 

2018 Ramsey Award Chair 

Eric Bickel 

Email: ebickel@mail.utexas.edu 

  

mailto:ebickel@mail.utexas.edu


Volume 37, Number 1, May 2018                                       Decision Analysis Today 

 

Page 9 
 

 

DAS/SDP Practice Award 

Abstract submission deadline: May 15, 2018 (talk to the chairs if the deadline has passed) 

 

Are you a decision analysis practitioner who has done some outstanding decision analysis? Has it made a 

significant difference in a critical decision? Would you like to be recognized for your contribution? If so, 

please consider submitting a presentation to the 2018 INFORMS annual meeting and competing for the 

2018 Decision Analysis Practice Award.  

About the Award 

The Decision Analysis Practice Award is sponsored jointly by the Decision Analysis Society and the 

Society of Decision Professionals.  It is given annually to the best decision analysis application, as judged 

by a panel of members of both Societies. The award includes a cash prize of $750 and assistance in getting 

the work published in a suitable journal, if the winner so desires.  Traditionally the winner of the Practice 

Award is also invited to present their work at DAAG the following spring.  

How to Submit your presentation?  

Submit your abstract directly to practiceaward@chevron.com or you can submit to INFORMS at 

http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/phoenix2018/submit/.  

If you submit (or have already submitted) an abstract to the INFORMS conference, please email the co-

chairs and let them know the title of your submission. 

Questions? Please contact Matt Fitch or Mike Runge, the Co-Chairs of the 2018 Decision Analysis 

Practice Award Committee. 

Matt Fitch: practiceaward@chevron.com   

Mike Runge: mrunge@usgs.gov  

 

 

 

  

mailto:practiceaward@chevron.com
http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/phoenix2018/submit/
mailto:practiceaward@chevron.com
mailto:mrunge@usgs.gov
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Decision Analysis March 2018 Issue 
http://pubsonline.informs.org/toc/deca/15/1 

Participation Costs and Inefficiency in Takeover Contests 

Didier Dègnidé Hounwanou 

Abstract. We consider a takeover in which risk neutral bidders incur private costs when they participate 

in the auction. Supposing that valuations for a target firm are common knowledge, we study the optimal 

strategy of bidders and analyze the takeover result when they get or do not get toeholds in the target firm. 

We find that bidders’ decision of participation is endogenous. By analyzing bidders’ condition of 

participation, we find that there is a probability that the potential bidder with the highest valuation does 

not participate in the control. We show that this probability increases with the size of toeholds possessed 

by the bidder with a low valuation. Nevertheless, a larger size of toeholds possessed by the bidder with the 

highest valuation increases the probability of his participation in the auction. Asymmetric toeholds 

between potential bidders can accentuate inefficient allocation when participation costs are private 

information. However, if the bidder with toeholds deters completely bidders without toeholds in private 

valuation setting (Ettinger [Ettinger D (2009) Takeover contests, toeholds and deterrence. Scandinavian J. 

Econom. 111(1):103–124.]), the results of the current papers show that the phenomenon of fully deterring 

is destroyed when valuations are common knowledge. 

https://doi.org/10.1287/deca.2017.0356 

 

When to Release Feedback in a Dynamic Tournament 

Brendan Daley and Ruoyu Wang 

Abstract. We study dynamic tournaments in which time is modeled explicitly, as opposed to with the 

abstract notion of “periods.” By doing so, we characterize the effects of the ex ante designated timing of 

an interim progress report. Whether or not a policy of reporting increases total expected effort does not 

depend on the release time of the report; however, the magnitude of the effect does. We demonstrate that 

total expected effort is single peaked or single troughed in the report’s release time depending on 

parameters, with the peak/tough located at a time strictly more than halfway through the tournament. 

However, a policy of releasing information always harms the expected utility of the tournament’s 

participants. Implications for tournament design are discussed. 

https://doi.org/10.1287/deca.2017.0357 

 

Impact of Compound and Reduced Specification on Valuation of Projects with Multiple Risks 

Saurabh Bansal and Yaroslav Rosokha 

Abstract. Several firms make business decisions based on risk specifications or estimates provided by 

domain experts. But research on whether the format of risk specifications systematically affects decision 

making in multidimensional environments is scarce. Using laboratory experiments, we show that 

subjective valuations of projects with multiple risks are highly sensitive to the format of risk specification. 

In the experiments, participants considered a project that had two risks and would be considered a success 

when favorable outcomes occurred on both risks. Participants were provided with the probabilities of 

http://pubsonline.informs.org/toc/deca/15/1
https://doi.org/10.1287/deca.2017.0356
https://doi.org/10.1287/deca.2017.0357
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success for each risk in two different specifications. In the reduced specification, each probability was 

directly specified. In the compound specification, each probability was specified as a two-point 

distribution. The data showed that under the reduced specification, decision-makers’ perceived value of 

the project was higher than its true value, because of conjunctive probability bias in which decision 

makers overestimated the conjunctive probabilities. Under compound specification, however, judgmental 

valuations were subject to two biases that acted in opposite directions and, as a net outcome, managerial 

valuations were closer to risk-neutral valuations.   

https://doi.org/10.1287/deca.2017.0358 

 

Kelly Betting on Horse Races with Uncertainty in Probability Estimates 

Michael R. Metel 

Abstract. We investigate the problem of gambling with uncertainty in outcome probabilities. Stochastic 

optimization models are proposed for optimal investing on events with mutually exclusive outcomes when 

probabilities are estimated using multinomial logistic regression. Special attention is given to the case of 

there being two outcomes and the general case of many outcomes. An empirical study using simulated 

data was conducted where the loss of return from probability estimation error was observed, and superior 

returns were achieved taking it into consideration. 

https://doi.org/10.1287/deca.2017.0359 
 

 

Decision Analysis June 2018 Issue 
http://pubsonline.informs.org/toc/deca/15/2 

Modeling and Validating Public-Private Partnerships in Disaster Management — A Sequential 

Game Considering Risk Preferences 

Peiqiu Guan, Jing Zhang, Vineet M. Payyappalli, and Jun Zhuang 

 

On the Road to Making Science of “Art”:  Risk Bias in Market Scoring Rules 

Majid Karimi and Stanko Dimitrov 

 

When Hackers Err – The Impacts of False Positives on Information Security Games 

Bin Mai and Shailesh S. Kulkarni 

 

Eliminating the Weakest Link Approach to Army Unit Readiness 

Paul Goethals and Natalie Scala 

_________________________ 

 

  

https://doi.org/10.1287/deca.2017.0358
https://doi.org/10.1287/deca.2017.0359
http://pubsonline.informs.org/toc/deca/15/2
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Decision Analysis Special Recognition Award, 2017 

The Decision Analysis Special Recognition Award is given annually for the paper most worthy of 

recognition published in Decision Analysis.  For more information:  

http://pubsonline.informs.org/page/deca/decision-analysis-special-recognition-award  

 

2017 Winner: Was Angelina Jolie Right? Optimizing Cancer Prevention Strategies Among BRCA 

Mutation Carriers 

Eike Nohdurft, Elisa Long, Stefan Spinler 

Volume 14, Issue 3, September 2017; https://doi.org/10.1287/deca.2017.0352   

 

2017 Finalist: Johnson Quantile-Parameterized Distributions 

Christopher C. Hadlock, J. Eric Bickel 

Volume 14, Issue 1, March 2017; https://doi.org/10.1287/deca.2016.0343  

 

2017 Award Selection Committee:  

Emanuele Borgonovo (chair), Victor Richmond Jose, and L. Robin Keller 

 

 

DECA Blog 

Be sure to check out the Decision Analysis journal blog:  Decision Analysis Review at 

https://www.informs.org/IOL-Home/Blogs/DECA-Blogs/DECA-Review   

 

Attention INFORMS Decision Analysis Society Members! 

By special arrangement with the Decision Analysis Society Council, 

dues-paying regular members of the DAS receive a 

subscription to the journal as part of their membership dues. 

The DAS is a subdivision of INFORMS. 

For information on DAS:  https://www.informs.org/Community/DAS  

  

Decision Analysis is a quarterly journal dedicated to advancing the theory, application, and teaching of all aspects of decision analysis. The 

primary focus of the journal is to develop and study operational decision-making methods, drawing on all aspects of decision theory and decision 

analysis, with the ultimate objective of providing practical guidance for decision makers. As such, the journal aims to bridge the theory and 

practice of decision analysis, facilitating communication and the exchange of knowledge among decision analysts in academia, business, 

industry, and government.  Decision Analysis is published in March, June, September, and December by the Institute for Operations Research 

and the Management Sciences (INFORMS) at 5521 Research Park Drive, Suite 200, Catonsville, Maryland 21228.  Please visit our website at 

http://pubsonline.informs.org/journal/deca.  

 

http://pubsonline.informs.org/page/deca/decision-analysis-special-recognition-award
https://doi.org/10.1287/deca.2017.0352
https://doi.org/10.1287/deca.2016.0343
https://www.informs.org/IOL-Home/Blogs/DECA-Blogs/DECA-Review
https://www.informs.org/Community/DAS
http://pubsonline.informs.org/journal/deca
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DA Around the World 

Society for Risk Analysis—Europe 

Column Editors: Chen (Mavis) Wang and Shijith Kumar 

In this column we introduce decision analysis (DA) communities around the 

world with the purpose of promoting their visibility and strengthening the ties 

between DA researchers and practitioners across borders. In the current issue we would like to introduce 

the Society for Risk Analysis—Europe (SRA-E) and provide a brief overview of the 2018 SRA-Benelux 

conference held at Belgium. The conference was held at Belgium providing a forum for exchanges 

between researchers, students, and professionals on the changing nature of risk analysis, management, and 

policy in Europe.  

SRA-E aims to build an interdisciplinary platform of exchanges by bringing together individuals and 

organizations to address emerging issues in risk analysis, management and policy. SRA-E features 

academics, policy makers, and industrialists to discuss future directions, to understand concerns about risk 

from both public and scientific perspectives, to promote efficient risk mitigation, and to develop effective 

communication about hazards. SRA-E aims to promote risk research and knowledge and understanding of 

risk analysis techniques mainly with a focus on Europe. The activities organized by SRA identifies and 

addresses issues in the domain of risk by fostering discussions and among various stakeholders and 

decision makers and emphasizing the usefulness of research in the risk discipline in order to deal with 

relevant and practical problems. The society acts as platform for communication among researchers and 

analysts in the field of risk and also promotes scientific and educational meetings to improve application 

of risk analysis and management. The SRA-E Benelux chapter organized this year’s meeting in March, 

and the 27th annual conference of SRA-E is planned during June 18-20, 2018 at Ostersund, Sweden. 

 

The SRA 2018 Council 
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2018 SRA-Benelux Conference: Change in Risk—Risk in Change  

The 2018 SRA-E Benelux Conference was held at Lakehouse SCK-CEN (a research institute of the 

Belgian Research Centre) in Moll, Belgium, on March 26, 2018. The organizing committee of the 

conference consisted of representatives from the University of Stavanger, Norway; the National Institute 

for Public Health and the Environment, RIVM, Netherlands; the Belgian Nuclear Research Centre; 

Wageningen University, Netherlands; KU Leuven, Belgium; and Leiden University, Netherlands. 

The scope of the conference covered the following: 

 The changing nature of risk analysis, policy, and management in the face of societal shifts 

 Risk research and understanding of risk analysis techniques and approaches 

 Research and improving our understanding and the practical application of risk analysis and risk 

management 

 Issues common to Benelux countries (Belgium, Netherlands and Luxemburg) in the field of risk 

research 

The program featured a welcome address by the SRA-Benelux president, Prof. Marijn Poortvliet and two 

key note speakers. Prof. Terje Aven, President of SRA, spoke on the foundation, scope, and features of 

scientific risk analysis and Prof. Peter Ayton from city university of London spoke about the unexpected 

psychological influences on risk and risk perceptions. The post lunch sessions also featured a couple of 

key note addresses. Prof. Fabien Medvecky from the University of Otago spoke on the ethics of risk 

communication, and Hubert Deluyker, former European Food Safety Authority scientific advisor, spoke 

on scientific assessment as a scientific discipline. The afternoon also encompassed a roundtable discussion 

on the subject: Europe after Brexit—consequences for risk analysis. 
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The morning and the afternoon sessions consisted of two parallel sessions each dedicated to presentation 

of research papers. The four sessions comprised various papers classified broadly as risk assessment, 

fundamentals of risk analysis, risk perception and communication, and risk and safety governance. The 

parallel sessions featured a wide range of topics, providing broad understanding of conducting national 

risk assessments in Europe, analysis of ambiguity in approaches towards safety and risk, analysis of 

systemic risks and financialization, complex nature of risk communication, and uncertainty and decision 

making in emergencies, among other topics. The sessions covered different contexts such as disaster 

management, nuclear energy, roadwork, nuclear emergency, healthcare management, technology 

management, and synthetic biology.  

Prof. Frédéric Vandermoere, from Antwerp University presented on the changing nature of research in the 

risk discipline. Risk studies is a growing field of inquiry. The majority of the research focuses on 

assessment, modeling and decision analysis, and on risk perception and communication, the later of which 

is impactful in terms of citations. From a geographical perspective, research in this discipline seems to 

have a U.S.-bias, which has sharply decreased over time, especially since 2005.  
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Upcoming conferences in Europe: 

 The SRA-E annual conference 2018 will be held at Mid Sweden University in Östersund, Sweden 

on June 18-20, 2018. The theme of the conference is “Risk and Uncertainty—from critical 

thinking to practical impact.” (https://www.miun.se/en/sra-europe-2018/) 

 The 2nd Risk & Uncertainty Conference will be held in Amsterdam on June 12-14, 2018. It is the 

follow-up of the successful inaugural meeting in Cambridge, 2017. This year's topic is “Contested 

Facts: how to communicate with the public and other stakeholders about controversial issues 

where competing information exists about risks and uncertainties.” (https://rucamsterdam.org) 

 

 

DA Around the World 

2017 International Conference on  

Risk Analysis, Decision Analysis, and Security 

 

Column Editors: Chen (Mavis) Wang and Shijith Kumar 

The 2017 International Conference on Risk Analysis, Decision Analysis and Security was held from July 

21-23 at Tsinghua University in Beijing, China. Chen (Mavis) Wang, an assistant professor of Industrial 

Engineering at Tsinghua University, and Jun Zhuang, an associate professor of Industrial and Systems 

Engineering at the University of Buffalo in New York, organized the conference honoring the 

contributions of Professor Vicki Bier (University of Wisconsin-Madison) to the field of risk and decision 

analysis, as well as celebrating her winning of the Decision Analysis Society Frank P. Ramsay Medal in 

2016. Half of Vicki’s PhD graduates attended the meeting and gave presentations in areas ranging from 

aviation and railway safety to software reliability. The three-day conference attracted over 70 participants 

in total from the United States, Europe, and Asia, providing a perfect opportunity for sharing and 

promoting decision analysis research among regional and international scholars.  
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Vicki gave a keynote speech on her over thirty-year adventures and explorations in the field of risk and 

decision analysis, using complex mathematical models to improve nuclear safety and homeland security. 

Vicki introduced her studies on decisions under extreme uncertainty, especially with probabilistic 

dependence. In the application fields of nuclear power, terrorism, pandemic preparedness, and balancing 

terrorism and natural disasters, low-probability, high-consequence events are common. Vicki shared her 

favorite title of research Learning from Samples of One or Fewer! and commented that “such extreme 

uncertainty makes rigor more important but sharpens the intuition about why uncertainty is important in 

decision making.” Many participants of the conference expressed that Vicki’s talk was truly inspiring and 

encouraging.  

 

After Vicki’s talk, 26 speakers presented their research in six sessions, covering topics in nuclear safety, 

cyber security, aviation and railway safety, software reliability, and transportation resilience. The was 

theoretical work on security games and network modeling and empirical work on defensive policies and 

public risk perception and communications. Local participants also shared their Chinese experiences on 

emergency management against natural disasters. A roundtable discussion was hosted in which all 
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participants from different countries brainstormed about what would be important and practical work on 

decision and risk analysis to make the world a safer place. 

 

 

Participants enjoyed the conference, as well as the summer campus of Tsinghua University. The campus 
of Tsinghua was formerly known as a royal garden of Qing Dynasty and has been selected as one of the 

world’s most beautiful college campuses by Forbes Magazine. Many of the attendees also took a trip to 

the Beijing National Stadium (Bird’s Nest) designed for the Beijing Olympics, the Great Wall, and the 

Old Summer Palace. Given that the conference was such a great success, the conference organizers, Jun 

and Mavis, are planning on another international conference in Buffalo in 2019. The conference 

announcement will come out soon and we sincerely hope to see many Decision Analysis Society members 

join us then! 
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DA Practice 

Column Editor: Pat Leach 

Data, Emotions, and Decision Making 

I attended the Decision Analysis Affinity Group (DAAG) conference in 

Vancouver (which has become the annual meeting of the Society of Decision 

Professionals). I always enjoy DAAG, and I thought I would share just a couple of the many insights I 

gained this year. 

One session was called From Data to Decisions, in which the speakers discussed how to deal with the fact 

that we have access to far more data than we ever did before (i.e., the phenomenon of Big Data). In this 

session, Chris Dalton made a couple of points that stuck in my mind. 

First, we have a number of tools and routines we go through when collecting subjective data from Subject 

Matter Experts (SMEs) to ensure that the inputs are as valid as possible. We do our best to draw out any 

biases the expert may have. We are careful not to anchor the expert to one value or another—in fact, we 

de-anchor them from whatever numbers they might have settled on before we got there. We phrase the 

questions in ways that facilitate the expert’s thinking in terms of ranges, rather than single values. We test 

and probe after the expert has given us numbers, making sure that the expert is comfortable with what she 

has said, and that the inputs are suitable for our purposes. 

Dalton points out that we need to be just as rigorous about testing and validating real data we collect. First, 

data is always taken from the past; how sure are we that it is indicative of what to expect in the future? 

Second, is the arena from which the data were drawn perfectly analogous to our situation? If not, how 

should we modify our inputs to appropriately capture the differences? Third, to paraphrase Nate Silver, 

how do we distinguish the signal from the noise? Because the vast majority of the data with which we are 

inundated these days is noise. 

Dalton’s second point may appear to contradict the first: Even lousy data may be better than a SME’s 

memory. Most of Big Data may be useless chatter, but there is frightening evidence that our memories are 

far less reliable than we imagine them to be. It is not just that we are biased (although we are)—it’s that 

our brains are not recording devices. The very way that our minds work—discerning patterns (sometimes 

where none exists) and encoding them in the complex self-organizing system of neurons that is our 

brains—distorts our perception of reality. This is why unbiased eyewitnesses can give drastically different 

accounts of an event they all witnessed from the same vantage point. 

The takeaway lesson is to be cautious and rigorous in our thinking about information, whatever its form. 

Never rule out the possibility that for one reason or another, it could be misleading. 

Another fascinating session was called Emotions and DA: Is There a Role for Emotions and Meaning in 

Decision Analysis? As you might guess, the speakers believe there is such a role, but the specifics were 

very interesting. 
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Somik Raha emphasized “listening for values” when interviewing decision makers. His rhetorical question 

“How can you develop a strategy if you do not know what you want to be?” contains an obvious fact: 

deciding what you want to be is very much an emotional issue. As much as we like to think of ourselves 

as rational and unemotional when making big decisions, it is far better to realize that emotions are a key 

part of our rational apparatus. Rather than try to suppress them, it is more useful to incorporate them 

appropriately into our decision making. 

If you doubt this, Raha points out that there is a group of people who are always coldly rational in their 

decision making: sociopaths. Research into sociopaths’ behavior reveals that they almost never feel 

emotional about the things they do—no pity, no remorse, no fear, not even excitement. I read an article 

recently in which they showed psychopaths (which, granted, are not the same as sociopaths—psychopaths 

are further out on the spectrum) pictures of actors expressing various emotions, and they had a very 

difficult time identifying what emotion was being portrayed. One, looking at a picture of someone 

showing Fear, said, “I don’t know what that’s called, but that’s what someone looks like just before you 

stab them.” 

Sociopaths are also notoriously short term in their thinking, rarely considering the long-term ramifications 

of their decisions. It is believed that the fact that emotions are not incorporated into their decision making 

contributes enormously to this phenomenon. Think about that: eliminating emotions from our decision 

process results in short termism. That is never a good idea. 

During discussions around our tables, one of my colleagues said he always starts his decision 

conversations with, “What do we care about?” He does this not because he wants everyone to hold hands 

and feel warm about each other, but because “If they don’t care about it, they won’t do it.” So 

incorporating emotions has yet another practical advantage. 

All of this raises a concern in my mind. The market rewards corporations for acting like sociopaths 

(provided they do not break the law, or at least they do not get caught breaking the law). If they can 

externalize costs by polluting streams or emitting toxins into the atmosphere (and they get away with it), 

they become more profitable and their share price rises. If they can take advantage of weak child labor 

laws, safety regulations, and/or environmental laws in developing countries, the same thing happens. If 

they can drive competitors out of business, monopolize an area of commerce, and charge extortionate 

prices for their goods or services, we all want to own their shares. In a very real sense, big, bad, evil 

corporations are just doing what we reward them for doing: being coldly unemotional and ruthless in their 

decisions. For some reason, we reward behavior in corporations that we would punish in human beings.  

In addition, given the link between sociopathic behavior and short termism, why should anyone be 

surprised that on a global level, we are, with the help of industrial methods, consuming resources and 

generating wastes at unsustainable rates? 

Fortunately, the pendulum seems to be swinging back from the 1980s “Greed Is Good” mantra. 

Shareholders are increasingly holding corporations to “Triple Bottom Line” standards, judging them on 

financial, environmental, and social performance. In an excellent article called, “Capitalism Redefined,” 

which appeared in Democracy: A Journal of Ideas, Issue 31, Winter 2014 (www.democracyjournal.org), 

Eric Beinhocker and Nick Hanauer make the case that the prosperity of a society is best measured by the 

number of human problems that have been solved, and how widely available to the public those solutions 

are. Capitalism is the engine that drives the discovery of innovative solutions, and the true purpose of 

http://www.democracyjournal.org/
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industry is to generate these solutions—so that is what companies should be rewarded for. Beinhocker and 

Hanauer propose metrics to measure progress along these dimensions, metrics that reflect human values 

more accurately than obsolete and misleading measures like GDP and even NPV. 

In my opinion, such a transition could not happen soon enough. 

 

Society for Decision Professionals 

 

 
 

Compete for the 2018  

Decision Analysis Practice Award! 
 

Abstract submission deadline: May 15, 2018 

 

Are you a decision analysis practitioner who has done some outstanding decision analysis? Has it made a 

significant difference in a critical decision? Would you like to be recognized for your contribution? If so, 

please consider submitting a presentation to the 2018 INFORMS annual meeting and competing for the 

2018 Decision Analysis Practice Award.  

 

2018 INFORMS meeting will be held in Phoenix, AZ on November 4-7. 
 

About the Award 

The Decision Analysis Practice Award is sponsored jointly by the Decision Analysis Society and the 

Society of Decision Professionals.  It is given annually to the best decision analysis application, as judged 

by a panel of members of both Societies. The award includes a cash prize of $750 and assistance in getting 

the work published in a suitable journal, if the winner so desires.  Traditionally the winner of the Practice 

Award is also invited to present their work at DAAG the following spring.  
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How to Submit your presentation?  

Submit your abstract directly to practiceaward@chevron.com or you can submit to INFORMS at 

http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/phoenix2018/submit/.  

If you submit (or have already submitted) an abstract to the INFORMS conference, please email the co-

chairs and let them know the title of your submission. 

 

Questions? Please contact Matt Fitch or Mike Runge, the Co-Chairs of the 2018 Decision Analysis 

Practice Award Committee. 

Matt Fitch: practiceaward@chevron.com 

Mike Runge: mrunge@usgs.gov 

 

Research 

 
Column Editor: Roshanak Nateghi 
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Director, Complex and Sustainable Urban Networks Laboratory 

University of Illinois at Chicago, 2095 Engineering Research Facility 

842 W. Taylor Street (M/C 246), Chicago, Illinois 60607-7023 

Tel: +1 312 996 2429 / Email: derrible@uic.edu 

 

As Rose and Rex hopped into their car, heading towards the airport a bit after 8AM on Tuesday, October 

15, 2013 to pick up some tourists, they felt that the ground started to shake and everything around them 

started to sway. Everyone was running in the streets, looking for shelter. They exited their car rapidly and 

went back to their home to make sure their children were secure. The 7.2 magnitude earthquake that hit 

the island of Bohol in the Philippines lasted 34 seconds, but it felt much longer. Fortunately for them, 

everyone was safe in the house and nothing was significantly damaged. This was not the case for 

everyone, however, as more than 200 people died because of the earthquake. Many buildings collapsed 

and many roads tore open around the island. Power also went out and was restored after three days. 

But the story does not end here. Fall is also typhoon season in the Philippines. Three weeks later, on 

November 8, the Philippines was hit by Super Typhoon Yolanda. Rose and Rex knew how bad winds 

file:///C:/Users/test/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/X4GR5WX5/practiceaward@chevron.com
http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/phoenix2018/submit/
mailto:practiceaward@chevron.com
file:///C:/Users/test/AppData/Local/Microsoft/Windows/INetCache/Content.Outlook/X4GR5WX5/mrunge@usgs.gov
mailto:derrible@uic.edu


Volume 37, Number 1, May 2018                                       Decision Analysis Today 

 

Page 23 
 

 

could get and how much rain could fall during a typhoon, and they therefore decided the stay home that 

day. Strong winds and heavy precipitations were expected, but at least Bohol was not in the path of the 

eye of Yolanda. Instead, Yolanda was headed towards Leyte, the neighboring island. On that day in 

Tacloban City, the largest city of Leyte, 282 mm of rain were recorded in 12 hours (nearly one foot). More 

than 6,000 people perished because of the super typhoon. As Rose and Rex watched the progress of the 

typhoon on their TV on that day, the screen suddenly shut off, as well as all the lights. The power went 

out, again, but this time it took three weeks to restore it. 

Bohol is a small island, geographically located in the middle of the Philippines. Except for a small 11 MW 

diesel power plant, it does not generate its own electricity. Instead, it is supplied via a cable from the 

neighboring island of Leyte. As Leyte was hit by Super Typhoon Yolanda, most power plants were 

affected and Bohol was immediately deprived of electricity as well. By focusing solely on electricity, 

Bohol and Leyte offer a perfect example of dependency since a region had become more vulnerable to a 

natural disaster hitting its neighboring region rather than hitting itself. When I visited Bohol in summer 

2014, I was told that some people were more directly and immediately affected by Super Typhoon 

Yolanda than by the earthquake since the power went out for three weeks compared to three days after the 

earthquake. We must remember now that power is needed to run water pumping stations. Three weeks 

without power also meant three weeks without running water and even without a functioning toilet. 

In the research world as well as in some parts of the industrial world, people are now generally becoming 

more cognizant of the dependencies, co-dependencies, and interdependencies between and within 

systems. For example, every single new traffic light installed requires electricity, every single power plant 

requires well maintained roads to allow staff to reach the power plant, and every single water main break 

can shut off a road for several days or even weeks. As many infrastructure systems are reaching their end 

of life throughout the world and as extreme events are becoming more severe and more frequent, the need 

to account for these dependencies is becoming ever more obvious. 

From network science to stochastic modeling and machine learning, the technical toolkit to measure / 

model these dependencies has grown substantially since the early 2000s, although it will require more 

time and more work before we find the right method(s) to assess the resilience of a system. What I would 

like to do here instead, is to go over a simple conceptual matrix initially published in Derrible (2016) that 

accounts for two major components of system resilience: integration and decentralization. The matrix is 

called the integration-decentralization (ID) matrix and it is shown in the figure below. On the x-axis, a 

system can be centralized (left) or decentralized (right), and on the y-axis, a system can be separated 

(bottom) or integrated (top). 
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In the second half of the 20th century, the general practice was to separate infrastructure systems and 

centralize them to benefit from increasing economies of scale. For example, larger and larger water and 

wastewater treatment plants were built, and so were power plants. This does not mean that dependencies 

were not created. Power plants needed water, and traffic signals, metro systems, and water pumping 

stations required electricity, but it was generally not in the purview of transport and water authorities and 

utility companies to affect the systems on which they depended; e.g., transport and water authorities 

seldom generate power. Dependencies were therefore created but not specifically designed for in the first 

place. These dependencies most often present vulnerabilities that have little to no impact under normal 

operating conditions but that can have dramatic consequences when a system fails. 

To remediate this issue, some systems are becoming distributed. This is the case for electricity as solar 

panels can be installed on virtually any sun-facing surface (i.e., siloed distribution on the ID matrix). 

Other systems start to integrate in specific locations. Every hospital, for example, possesses a backup 

generator in case the power goes out (i.e., localized integration). Where the general practice might want to 

head, however, is towards integrated decentralization. We could think for instance of neighborhoods that 

treat their own water and that are powered by microgrids. One of the best current examples of integrated 

decentralization is green infrastructure. Green infrastructure essentially stores water during rain events to 

limit the amount of surface runoff that can flood streets and overwhelm sewer systems; a typical example 

of green infrastructure is the rain garden that serves as a retention basin. Green infrastructure systems are 

highly decentralized—in contrast to deep water tunnels—and integrated with the transport infrastructure. 

While the transport infrastructure remains dependent on green infrastructure (to prevent flooding), the 

dependency is specifically accounted for at the design stage as opposed to being a side effect of a design.  

Accounting and designing for these types of dependencies represents an enormous paradigm shift, 

especially when the conventional decision-making process needs to change, and yet it is paramount. 

Changing the current practice may also require better coordination and collaboration between 

stakeholders. After all, why shouldn’t the transport and water industry have a say in designing the power 

grid since they are primary users? Therefore, it may be time to shift away from a service-based economy, 

in which we expect to pay an entity to get a service that can often fail but where the service provider is not 

responsible for any cascading failure. Instead, it may be time to switch to a collaboration-based economy, 

in which users of a service are included in the decision-making process to ensure reliable dependencies 

that make a system as a whole more resilient.  

Overall, these are exciting times to be part of the research realm. Although we have a tremendous amount 

of work ahead of us, becoming more proactive in designing dependencies will undoubtedly lead to a more 

resilient world. 
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