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President’s Letter 
Jason Merrick 

Dear DAS Members, 

The schedule for the next Advances in Decision Analysis conference is now 

out. Casey Lichtendahl, John Butler, and Yael Grushka-Cockayne have been 

working hard to put together an excellent program. The conference will be 

held at the Alumni Center at the University of Texas, Austin on June 26-27.  

We truly have excellent speakers and sessions lined up. We have two plenary 

speakers. Jim Dyer from UT Austin will speak from the academic perspective, 

while Bill Klimack from Chevron will give the practitioners perspective on 

decision analysis research. Our field already provides some of the most useful tools and methodologies to 

help industry and government make higher quality decisions. Hearing about future research directions 

from a researcher and a practitioner perspective will help to keep that rigor and relevancy alive. 
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The program includes three research incubator sessions, where eleven PhD students will present to a panel 

of journal editors and received feedback to help improve their work and get it published. The range of 

topics and the depth of their work is clear evidence that decision analysis has a strong future. The list of 

speakers in the regular sessions also demonstrates the current strength of the field: 

Aurelien Baillon Ying He Eva Regnier 

Erin Baker Richard John Heather Rosoff 

Martine Barons Jeffrey Keisler Sunny Shi 

Manel Baucells Janne Kettunen Jay Simon 

Han Bleichrodt Dharma Kwon Jim Smith 

Emanuele Borgonovo Elisa Long Jack Soll 

Bo Cowgill Cameron MacKenzie Chin Hon Tan 

Enrico Diecidue Cade Massey Canan Ulu 

Keith Gardner Kevin McCardle Onesun Yoo 

Yael Grushka-Cockayne Asa Palley Jun Zhuang 

Austin is a great city to visit with lots of interesting sites and great restaurants. My wife and I are heading 

out early to enjoy the sights and sounds. I encourage all of you to consider attending the conference and 

enjoying this great venue. The full program is included in this newsletter starting page 5 and you can learn 

more about the conference and register at http://connect.informs.org/das/conferences.  

As you know, I am using this column to highlight the interesting work that our members do at the 

intersection of practice and research. Last time, I focused on decision analysis research that is impacting 

other fields or applications, discussing the work of Melissa Kenney on climate change decision making. 

This time I would like to focus on fundamental research that can have an impact on practice, and it seems 

fitting to look at the work of Yael Grushka-Cockayne and Casey Lichtendahl, along with their 

collaborators Victor Jose and Bob Winkler. My interest in their work goes back to one of the first 

INFORMS annual meetings that I attended. Detlof von Winterfeldt and Larry Phillips discussed averaging 

distributions elicited from experts in the form of quantiles for specified percentiles. I do not remember 

which was which, but one thought one should average the quantile values and one thought one should 

average the probabilities. Neither could state which was the right method nor could any of the 

distinguished researchers in the audience. This problem is key to practicing decision analysis and had 

never been truly studied.  

 

http://connect.informs.org/das/conferences
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Casey, Yael, Victor, and Bob study this question across two papers: “Is It Better to Average Probabilities 

or Quantiles?” and “Trimmed Opinion Pools and the Crowd's Calibration Problem.” The first of these 

papers not only answers Detlof and Larry’s question but also sets the standard for the comparison of 

expert aggregation methods. They bring together all the best methods of comparison using both theoretical 

and empirical tools. So, is it better to average probabilities or quantiles? I will allow the authors to answer 

the question themselves by quoting from their blogpost and the answer like all good research is that it 

depends: 

“We found that averaging quantiles is a viable alternative to averaging probabilities and at times the 

preferred method … The conditions under which averaging quantiles are best depend upon the agreement 

of experts on matters of location of the average, underconfidence or overconfidence of the predictions, and 

sharpness and shape. 

• When experts disagree on the location of the mean, the average quantile forecast will tend to be 

more overconfident (or less underconfident) than the average probability forecast. 

• In cases where there is more location disagreement and the average probability forecast is 

underconfident, the average quantile forecast will tend to score better because its increased 

sharpness leads to better calibration. 

• When there is location agreement and the average probability forecast is overconfident, the more 

overconfident average quantile forecast may still score better. Our first two results involving shape 

concern the case of location agreement.” 

The second paper continues this work by showing that one can improve the performance of the aggregated 

forecasts by trimming and winsorizing (carefully removing extreme or central points to improve the 

calibration). This is a fascinating stream of research and I hope it comes to the attention of practicing 

decision analysts. Little did we know that the answer to the question was so nuanced. There are several 

techniques we can use in this work to improve our own decision analysis practice, and it does not require 

running hours of number crunching. 

 

Jason Merrick 

Virginia Commonwealth University 
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Letter from the Editors 

Debarun Bhattacharjya and Cameron MacKenzie 

 

Dear reader,  

We are proud to preview two conferences in this issue of Decision Analysis Today. First, as Jason 

mentions in his letter, the Advances in Decision Analysis conference is approaching quickly. It will occur 

at the University of Texas in Austin on June 26-27. You can see the full conference agenda on pages 5 and 

6 immediately following this letter.  

Second, the INFORMS annual meeting will be in Houston, Texas from October 22-25. The next Decision 

Analysis Today will preview the decision analysis tracks for that annual meeting, but we highlight the call 

for nominations in this issue. The Decision Analysis Society will announce winners of the Ramsey award, 

the student paper award, the publication award, and the practice award. We encourage you to review the 

call for nominations and considering entering your work or somebody else’s work for these awards. 

We want to welcome a new column editor for “DA Around the World.” Shijith Kumar is joining Chen 

Mavis Wang in editing this column, and they produce a very insightful piece on DA professions around 

the world. We thank Matthias Seifert for his excellent work in writing and editing this column. 

In “DA Practice,” Pat Leach provides a thought-provoking reflection on why decision analysis has not 

become more widely practiced in private business. We encourage your feedback, and we plan on 

extending this discussion to other people in the next Decision Analysis Today. 

The “Ask DAS” column transcribes an interview with Dr. Valentina Ferretti who developed a multi-

method intervention to support planning and management of a new UNESCO World Heritage Site in 

Turin, Italy. We thank Allison Reilly and Florian Federspiel for their work in producing this interview. 

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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Advances in Decision Analysis Schedule 
Monday, June 26, 2017 

8:00AM-9:00AM Registration and Light continental breakfast - Connally Ballroom 

9:00AM-10:30AM   Session 1A:  

Homeland Security - Legends 

 9:00AM-10:30AM   Session 1B: Expert 

Judgment - Schmidt 

Jun Zhuang: Crisis Communication and 

Rumor Management Using Social Media 

During Disasters  

 
Erin Baker: Finding Common Ground When 

Experts Disagree: Robust Portfolio Decision 

Analysis 

Richard John: Value of Deterrence Analysis: 

A Decision Analytic Framework  

 
Jack Soll: Explaining Overprecision In 

Judgment 

Heather Rosoff: How framing, 

controllability, and aspiration influence 

decision making and communications about 

natural disaster early warning programs 

 
Sunny Shi: Can A Successful Prediction 

Market Apply to All Products 

10:30AM-11:00AM Coffee Break - Connally Ballrom 

11:00AM-12:30PM Session 2A: Decision 

Analysis/Normative - Legends 

 
11:00AM-12:30PM Session 2B: Expert 

aggregation - Schmidt 

Emanuele Borgonovo: Model Uncertainty in 

Risk Analysis and Decision Theory A 

Preliminary Investigation 

 
Asa Palley: Quantifying Uncertainty Using 

the Mean and Variance of a Collection of 

Point Estimates 

Jeffrey Keisler: Using Big Data Sources 

with Decision Analysis: The Case of 

Software Vulnerability Management  

 
Martine Barons: Decision Support for Food 

Security Policy, From Expert Judgement 

Using Bayesian Networks.  

Kevin McCardle: The Valuators Curse  
 

Eva Regnier: Bayesian Insights in Model 

Building and Model Interpretation 

12:30PM-1:30PM Lunch - Connally Ballroom 

1:30PM-3:00PM Session 3A: Ambiguity - 

Legends 

 
1:30PM-3:00PM Session 3B: Beliefs and 

Uncertainty - Schmidt 

Han Bleichrodt: Robust Measurement of 

Beliefs in Decision Under Ambiguity 

 
Enrico Diecidue: Eliciting Attitude Towards 

Temporal Resolution of Risk: Utility Versus 

Probability Weighting Approaches 

Ying He: Revisiting Ellsberg And Machina's 

Paradoxes: A Two-stage Decision Making 

Model Under Ambiguity  

 
Elisa Long: Was Angelina Jolie Right? 

Optimizing Cancer Prevention Strategies 

Among Brca Mutation Carriers  

Onesun Yoo: Consumer Choice and Market 

Outcomes under Ambiguity in Product 

Quality 

 
Aurelien Baillon: Signal Perception and 

Belief Updating 

3:00PM-3:30PM Break 

3:30PM-5:00PM Plenary - Professor Jim Dyer and Bill Klimack of Chevron (Welcome 

By Casey Lichtendahl) - Legends 

5:30PM-6:30PM Posters & Reception - Connally Ballroom 
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6:30PM-9:00PM Dinner on your own (recommendations will be provided) 

Tuesday, June 27, 2017 

8:30AM-9:00AM Light continental breakfast - Connally Ballroom 

9:00AM-11:00AM Research Incubator 1 - 

Legends 

 
9:00AM-11:00AM Research Incubator 2 - 

Schmidt 

Yunke Mai 
 

Sasa Zorc 

Youngsoo Kim 
 

Yuyu Fan 

Jorge Gonzalez-Ortega 
 

Kenneth Nguyen 

Jinshu Cui 
 

David Soule 

11:00AM-11:30AM Coffee Break - Connally Ballroom 

11:30AM-1:00PM Session 4A: Portfolio 

Analysis - Legends 

 
11:30AM-1:00PM Session 4B: Research 

Incubator 3 - Schmidt 

Janne Kettunen: To Better Manage Risks in 

Multi-period New Product Development - 

Select Riskier Projects  

 
Jared Fisher 

Chin Hon Tan: Weighted Almost Stochastic 

Dominance and The Mean-variance 

Decision Rule 

 
David Puelz 

Keith Gardner: Combinations of Compounds 

for Pharma Oncology Development 

 
Edward Cook 

1:00PM-2:00PM Lunch - Connally Ballroom 

2:00PM-3:30PM Session 5: Algorithmic Judgments - Legends 

Cade Massey: Experts: Can’t Live with Them, Can’t Just Replace ‘em with an Algorithm 

Bo Cowgill: Automation and Decision-making: Theory and Evidence from Resume Screening 

Yael Grushka-Cockayne: Bayesian Ensembles: Why and When to Extremize Binary-event 

Forecasts 

3:30PM-4:00PM Break 

4:00PM-5:30PM Session 6A:  Sequential 

Modeling - Legends 

 
4:00PM-5:30PM Session 6B: Choice 

Under Uncertainty - Schmidt 

H. Dharma Kwon: Exit Strategy Under 

Uncertainty and Incomplete Information 

 
Manel Baucells: Frame Dependent Utility 

James Smith: Heuristics and Performance 

Bounds for Dynamic Assortment Problems  

 
Jay Simon: Multiattribute Procurement with 

Uncertain Buyer Preferences  

Canan Ulu: An Interactive Bayesian Method 

for Multicriteria Sorting Problems 

 
Cameron MacKenzie: Comparing Decisions 

with Intervals and Probability Distributions 
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Upcoming Conferences 
 

May 20-23, 2017 

Institute for Industrial and Systems Engineers 

(IISE) Annual Conference & Expo 

Pittsburgh, PA, USA 

http://www.iise.org/Annual/ 

 

 

June 26-June 27, 2017 

Advances in Decision Analysis (ADA) 

Austin, TX, USA 

https://www.informs.org/Community/DAS/ADA

-2017-Conference  

 

 

July 17-July 21, 2017 

The 21st Conference of the International 

Federation of Operational Research Societies 

(IFORS) 

Quebec City, Canada 

http://ifors2017.ca/  

 

 

July 26-28, 2017 

INFORMS Healthcare Society 

Rotterdam, Netherlands 

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

e2017/ 

 

September 18-22, 2017 

Resilience Week  

Wilmington, DE, USA 

http://www.resilienceweek.com/  

 

 

October 22-25, 2017 

INFORMS Annual Meeting 

Houston, TX, USA 

http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/houston2

017/ 

 

 

December 10-14, 2017 

Society for Risk Analysis Annual Meeting 

Arlington, VA, USA 

http://www.sra.org/2017-annual-meeting 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

http://www.iise.org/Annual/
https://www.informs.org/Community/DAS/ADA-2017-Conference
https://www.informs.org/Community/DAS/ADA-2017-Conference
http://ifors2017.ca/
http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/healthcare2017/
http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/healthcare2017/
http://www.resilienceweek.com/
http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/houston2017/
http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/houston2017/
http://www.sra.org/2017-annual-meeting
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Call for Nominations 

DAS Publication Award 

 

Nomination deadline: June 15, 2017 

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

published in 2015 are eligible. Please submit your nomination(s) to Vicki Bier (Committee chair) at 

bier@engr.wisc.edu by June 15. 

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, Manel 

Baucells, Vicki Bier, and Jagpreet Chhatwal) 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 2015 are eligible for consideration in the year 2017.  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. 

  

mailto:bier@engr.wisc.edu
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DAS Student Paper Award 

 

Nomination deadline: July 1, 2017 

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 PhD prior to May 1, 2016 are eligible for the 2017 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, 2017, 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, 

2017 INFORMS Decision Analysis Society (DAS) Student Paper Award Co-Chairs 

Emanuele Borgonovo 

Full Professor 

Department of Decision Sciences  

Bocconi University 

Email: emanuele.borgonovo@unibocconi.it 

  

Joe Han 

Clinical Associate Professor 

Department of Finance, McCombs School of 

Business 

The University of Texas at Austin 

Email:joe.hahn@mccombs.utexas.edu 

 

  

mailto:emanuele.borgonovo@unibocconi.it
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Ramsey Award 

 

Nomination deadline: July 1, 2017 

The Frank P. Ramsey medal is awarded for distinguished contributions in decision analysis. Distinguished 

contributions can be internal, such as theoretical or procedural advances in decision analysis, or external, 

such as developing or spreading decision analysis in new fields. The specific award criteria for evaluating 

potential Ramsey Medal recipients are a candidate's 

• Theoretical, methodological, and procedural contributions to decision analysis  

• Applications of decision analysis (including new uses and in new fields)  

• Other contributions promoting decision analysis (e.g. educational and public awareness)  

• Exceptional contributions to the Decision Analysis Society (e.g. service to society or journal)  

A potential recipient need not meet all of the criteria, but contributions to each criterion are pertinent. 

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 preferences and probability 

to quantify the state of one's knowledge. 

There are overlapping aspects of decision analysis with other fields such as behavioral decision research, 

probabilistic risk analysis, and engineering and economic analyses. Behavioral decision research 

addressing how people make decisions that has direct implications for improving the practice of decision 

analysis is a contribution to decision analysis. Models of uncertain possible consequences from scientific, 

engineering, and economic modeling that are useful for decision analysis are contributions. 

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 (Eric Bickel ebickel@mail.utexas.edu) on or 

before July 1, 2017. 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. 

  

mailto:ebickel@mail.utexas.edu
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DAS/SDP Practice Award 
 

 

The submission deadline was May 15, 2017. 

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 2017 INFORMS meeting and competing for the 2017 

Decision Analysis Practice Award. This year the meeting will be held in Houston, TX on October 22-25. 

There are two ways to enter the competition. You can directly submit your abstract to the chair at 

ghamm@thinkbrg.com or you can submit to INFORMS at 

http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/houston2017/program/. 

Our panel of judges will review all decision analysis practice abstracts that are submitted to the fall 

meeting and invite authors to apply for the DAS/SDP Practice Award. The top three Award submittals 

will be invited to present at a session of the INFORMS conference. All three finalists will be recognized at 

the Awards ceremony. For this award, decision analysis is broadly defined based on the definition used for 

publication in the INFORMS journal Decision Analysis (http://pubsonline.informs.org/journal/deca#). The 

deadline for submitting abstracts is May 15. 

The presentations will be judged by considering:  1) the quality of the decision analysis techniques, 2) the 

impact the analysis had on the decision making, 3) the benefit to the client organization, and 4) the 

importance of the problem.  

The DAS/SDP Practice Award is co-sponsored by the Society of Decision Professionals. The prize is 

$750, a plaque from the Decision Analysis Society and publicity (consistent with your proprietary 

restrictions.) The winning presentation will be showcased on a Society of Decision Professionals webinar 

and featured at the 2018 annual meeting of the Decision Analysis Affinity Group (SDP’s annual 

conference). Submissions based on previously published or presented work are also eligible for the prize.   

Submitters are responsible for obtaining any company or agency clearances necessary to allow 

presentation of the work. Aspects of the application or results may be disguised as necessary to preserve 

confidentiality, provided that the material that is disclosed is sufficient to allow evaluation of the work. 

We encourage co-authored submissions where appropriate.  

For more information on the prize and a list of past winners, see  

http://www.informs.org/Recognize-Excellence/Community-Prizes-and-Awards/Decision-Analysis-

Society/DAS-Practice-Award   

If you have any questions please contact Greg Hamm, the Chair of the 2017 Decision Analysis Practice 

Award Committee 

Greg Hamm 

ghamm@thinkbrg.com 

 

  

mailto:ghamm@thinkbrg.com
http://meetings2.informs.org/wordpress/houston2017/program/
http://pubsonline.informs.org/journal/deca
http://www.informs.org/Recognize-Excellence/Community-Prizes-and-Awards/Decision-Analysis-Society/DAS-Practice-Award
http://www.informs.org/Recognize-Excellence/Community-Prizes-and-Awards/Decision-Analysis-Society/DAS-Practice-Award
mailto:ghamm@thinkbrg.com
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Saul Gass Expository Writing Award 

 

Nomination deadline: July 1, 2017 

The Saul Gass Expository Writing Award honors an operations researcher / management scientist whose 

publications demonstrate a consistently high standard of expository writing. The award is given each year 

at the INFORMS Annual Meeting if there is a suitable recipient. The winner will receive $2,000 and a 

framed certificate that includes a brief citation at the 2017 Annual Meeting. 

This award recognizes an author whose publications in operations research and management science have 

set an exemplary standard of exposition. The awardee's written work, published over a period of at least 

ten years, should indicate (in terms of breadth of readership) an influence and accessibility enhanced by 

expository excellence. Criteria include the lucidity, conciseness, logic and interest of the writing at all 

levels, from the general organization to the details.  The author must have affected, through these 

publications, how something is done, studied, taught, or thought about by some group within the OR/MS 

community. 

The written work can contain any combination of practical, theoretical, and pedagogical subject matter, 

and may be original, synthetic, or historical. The corpus as a whole must be substantial in content, not 

necessarily prize-worthy in itself, but not trivial. 

Enough of the publications in question must have been singly authored to demonstrate the awardee’s 

expository skill. A team of authors writing together consistently over many years may also be considered 

for the award.    

The winner will receive $2,000 and a framed certificate that includes a brief citation at the 2017 

INFORMS Annual Meeting. 

A nomination will consist of a written statement from a single individual of no more than 1,000 words. A 

nominator should consist of a single individual, who is a member of INFORMS, who has expertise in, or 

close to, the expertise of the nominee. Nominations should include references to examples of the 

nominee's expository writing, as well as evidence of the influence these works have had on the OR/MS 

profession. Nominations must be sent by July 1, 2017 to: 

Nominations must be sent by July 1, 2017 to the 2017 Committee Chair: 

Noah Gans 

Professor 

University of Pennsylvania 

Philadelphia, PA  19104-6340 U.S.A. 

Email: gans@wharton.upenn.edu   

 

 

  

mailto:gans@wharton.upenn.edu
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Decision Analysis March 2017 Issue 
http://pubsonline.informs.org/toc/deca/14/1 

Combining Interval Forecasts 

Anil Gaba, Ilia Tsetlin, and Robert L. Winkler 

Abstract: When combining forecasts, a simple average of the forecasts performs well, often better than 

more sophisticated methods. In a prescriptive spirit, we consider some other parsimonious, easy-to-use 

heuristics for combining interval forecasts and compare their performance with the benchmark provided 

by the simple average, using simulations from a model we develop and data sets with forecasts made by 

professionals in their domain of expertise. We find that the empirical results closely match the results from 

our model, thus providing some validation for the theoretical model. The relative performance of the 

heuristics is influenced by the degree of overconfidence in and dependence among the individual 

forecasts, and different heuristics come out on top under different circumstances. The results provide some 

good, easy-to-use alternatives to the simple average with an indication of the conditions under which each 

might be preferable, enabling us to conclude with some prescriptive advice. 

For more: http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/deca.2016.0340  

 

Discretization Precision and Assessment Error 

Robert K. Hammond and J. Eric Bickel 

Abstract: Continuous probability distributions are often discretized by assigning a weight to each of 

several percentiles (e.g., the 10th, 50th, and 90th percentiles). Previous work has analyzed the accuracy of 

various discretization methods. In practice, however, the assessed percentiles may not be precise. In this 

paper, we compare the performance of several discretization methods when the probability assessments 

are subject to error. Our results indicate that one should still strive to use the best discretization method 

even in the face of assessment error. This is particularly true if one is trying to preserve the variance and 

higher moments of the continuous distribution. 

For more: http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/deca.2016.0342  

 

Johnson Quantile-Parameterized Distributions 

Christopher C. Hadlock and J. Eric Bickel  

Abstract: It is common decision analysis practice to elicit quantiles of continuous uncertainties and then 

fit a continuous probability distribution to the corresponding probability-quantile pairs. This process often 

requires curve fitting and the best-fit distribution will often not honor the assessed points. By strategically 

extending the Johnson Distribution System, we develop a new distribution system that honors any 

symmetric percentile triplet of quantile assessments (e.g., the 10th-50th-90th) in conjunction with 

specified support bounds. Further, our new system is directly parameterized by the assessed quantiles and 

support bounds, eliminating the need to apply a fitting procedure. Our new system is practical, flexible, 

and, as we demonstrate, able to match the shapes of numerous commonly named distributions. 

For more: http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/deca.2016.0343  

http://pubsonline.informs.org/toc/deca/14/1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/deca.2016.0340
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/deca.2016.0342
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/deca.2016.0343
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Clear Preferences Under Partial Distribution Information 

Chin Hon Tan and Chunling Luo  

Abstract: Stochastic dominance is often used to study preference between different distributions of 

outcomes. In the stochastic dominance literature, distributions of outcomes are often assumed to be 

known. However, complete distribution information is rarely available in practice. In this paper, we study 

weighted almost first-degree stochastic dominance (WAFSD) under limited distribution information. In 

particular, we show that it is possible to determine WAFSD with linear canonical utility based on expected 

rewards when outcomes are bounded from below. Furthermore, we illustrate how WAFSD based on more 

general forms of canonical utility functions can be ensured when additional moment information is 

available. The key insight is that finite distribution moments can be sufficient for revealing clear 

preferences in practice, despite the fact that finite distribution moments are generally insufficient for 

ensuring preferences across all utility functions. 

For more: http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/deca.2017.0344  

 

 

Decision Analysis 2016 Awardees  
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 

 

Winner 

Samuel E. Bodily 

Reducing Risk and Improving Incentives in Funding Entrepreneurs 

Volume 13, Issue 2, June 2016 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/deca.2015.0326 

 

Finalists 

David M. Blum and M. Elisabeth Paté-Cornell 

Probabilistic Warnings in National Security Crises:  Pearl Harbor Revisited 

Volume 13, Issue 1, March 2016 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/deca.2015.0321 

 

Venkata R. Prava, Robert T. Clemen, Benjamin F. Hobbs, and Melissa A. Kenney 

Partition Dependence and Carryover Biases in Subjective Probability Assessment Surveys for Continuous 

Variables: Model-Based Estimation and Correction 

Volume 13, Issue 1, March 2016 

-http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/deca.2015.0323 

 

2016 Award Selection Committee 

Eva Regnier (chair), Emanuele Borgonovo, and Janne Kettunen 

 

http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/deca.2017.0344
http://pubsonline.informs.org/page/deca/decision-analysis-special-recognition-award
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/deca.2015.0326
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/deca.2015.0321
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/deca.2015.0323
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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. 

 

 

 

  

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 

Column Editors: Chen (Mavis) Wang and Shijith Kumar 

In this column we introduce decision analysis communities around the world 

with the purpose of promoting their visibility and strengthening the ties 

between decision analysis researchers and practitioners across borders. In the 

current issue we briefly summarize job positions related to decision analysis 

by searching over the professional networks in LinkedIn. This information should be especially useful for 

recent decision analysis graduates when making their career plans. 

We use three key words, decision analysis, decision science, and decision making, to search LinkedIn 

members all over the world, and all three key words return the results of more than a million people (see 

the specific numbers in the figure below). The key word decision analysis shows up frequently in job titles 

such as decision analysis manager, decision analysis consultant, and decision and risk analyst. The key 

word decision science is found in many cases as a department or office of a company. The key word 

decision making is more likely to be used in job descriptions. Note that when we do the search using 

decision analysis, many results with decision science or decision making are also included.  

 

 

 

To understand the overall distribution of decision analysis, here we focus on three continents, North 

America, Europe, and Asia, and select counties with the largest gross domestic product in 2017. As seen 

in the following figure, the United States with about 600,000 accounts for the majority of decision 

analysis professionals. United Kingdom, India and Canada also have a large number of people who are 

engaged in related jobs (about 100,000). Additionally, France, Netherlands, Spain, Italy, Germany, China, 

and Saudi Arabia each have between 15,000 and 30,000 decision analysis professionals. 



Volume 36, Number 1, May 2017                                       Decision Analysis Today 

 

Page 17 
 

 

 

 

We further filter the search results by the various industries and obtain some interesting findings. We first 

look at the breakdown of industries for all worldwide decision analysis professionals. Most people are in 

the information technology and services industry, followed by financial services, computer software, 

management consulting, marketing and advertising, hospital and health care, oil and energy, and higher 

education. The job positions in information technology and services span a wide range of decision 

support, decision science, decision analytics, economic analysis, and modeling professions. In 

management consulting, more people work in planning and decision optimization, strategic decision, and 

business analysis. In hospital and health care, the job of a decision analyst is often integrated with 

financial planning, risk management, and data analytics. 
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We are interested in whether the breakdown of industries varies among different countries. In particular, 

we take a closer look at the search results of the United States, the United Kingdom, and India (as a 

representative country of each continent). There are significantly more decision analysis professionals in 

the hospital and health care industry in the United States than in other countries. The United Kingdom has 

larger proportions in financial services, management consulting, and higher education, while India has 

almost half of its decision analysis professionals in the information technology and services industry with 
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very small proportions of people in hospital and health care and higher education and a negligible 

proportion of people in public policy. 

In the end, we conduct a thorough search over the decision analysis talent pool in North America by 

looking at their distributions over the various metropolitan areas. Top cities that gather the largest 

numbers of decision analysis professionals are New York City, San Francisco (Bay area), Washington 

D.C., Toronto, Chicago, Boston, and Los Angeles.  

 

 

 

Of course, we notice that different regions and industries may use the key words decision 

analysis/science/making differently. For example, some industries regard decision support as operational 

planning and optimization, while others pay more attention to strategic decisions. Moreover, since 

LinkedIn originated in and is based in North America, the professional networks in Europe and Asia we 

have searched may be far from complete. We still find the analysis in the current issue quite interesting, 

and hope that the results can be helpful for understanding the development of the worldwide decision 

analysis profession. 
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DA Practice 

Column Editor: Pat Leach 

Reconsidering Decision Analysis 

I recently finished reading The Undoing Project by Michael Lewis. If you have 

not yet read it, I very much recommend it. It tells the story of the friendship and 

collaboration between Daniel Kahneman and Amos Tversky, two of the founding 

fathers of behavioral economics. 

The two men had quite a bit of contact with Ron Howard and some of the founding fathers of decision 

analysis at Stanford—in fact, Tversky taught at Stanford near the end of his career. He and Kahneman 

envisioned their work being incorporated thoroughly into decision theory, and decision analysis spreading 

across the world. Every business or government decision maker would have at her elbow a decision 

analyst, helping to sort out the issues, gain clarity in complex situations, and save the decision maker from 

the human pitfalls that Kahneman and Tversky made famous through their research. 

Except that it didn’t quite turn out that way. In Lewis’s telling, Kahneman and Tversky eventually turned 

away from DA. There appear to be several reasons, but a primary driver seems to be concern that the 

weaknesses in human cognition that their research so clearly displayed were never really incorporated into 

the practice of DA. For instance, decision analysts routinely get subject matter experts (SMEs) to estimate 

probabilities and ranges for various parameters; Kahneman thought this was well outside the ability of the 

vast majority of people to do with any reliability. DA practitioners also frequently tend to tell people how 

they ought to think, rather than helping them make decisions within the structure of how they actually 

think. Without fully accounting for the flaws in how we all think, Kahneman and Tversky came to believe 

that DA was itself seriously flawed. 

When two of your heroes walk away from your chosen discipline, it causes you to take a step back and 

think. My own position is that the “soft” side of DA is far more important than the “hard” side, the 

number crunching. Just getting people to get their thoughts organized, to ask themselves hard questions 

about objectives, to think creatively about alternatives, to be clear about what is and is not within their 

control—this usually goes light years toward giving them the clarity they need to make a good decision. 

This may be why I’m not devastated by Kahneman’s conclusion that people are lousy at estimating 

probabilities (regardless of how you ask them). If you’re using a good DA process, most of the value has 

already been added by the time you get to the modeling. Plus, model inputs can be tested for sensitivity 

and decision boundaries can be searched out. If these boundaries are far enough away from the SME’s 

estimates, who cares if the estimates aren’t very accurate? 

That said, I have worked with many clients who are “calculation-centric”—who place far too much 

emphasis on the number crunching. Quantitative models can yield wonderful insights, but I get very 

uneasy when clients want simply to do whatever the model says. You cannot calculate a strategy. 

I had a parallel discussion over beers with a DA colleague a few weeks back who made the case that the 

promotion of DA as it has historically been done is a “failed business model.” He pointed out that 

exceedingly few companies or institutions have succeeded in truly implementing DA throughout the 

organization. Even among those that have, one can question how consistently it is implemented. And for 
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every organization that has tried to implement DA (whether successfully or not), there are far more that 

have never tried and show no interest in doing so. Regardless of whether it is possible to use DA 

consistently in an organization, most leaders apparently don’t even want to use it. And this is after fifty 

years of DA practitioners spreading the word. 

This “failure to launch” caused of a bit of an existential crisis at the Decision Analysis Affinity Group 

(DAAG) conferences for several consecutive years a while back. It seemed like every year was dominated 

by cries of, “Why don’t people recognize how great what we do is?” To be honest, it got a little annoying. 

Some DAAG attendees argued that we should force decision makers of all stripes to acknowledge the 

evidence (and there is considerable evidence) that DA does indeed work, that organizations using a good 

decision process generate better overall results. I think this approach flies in the face of Carol Tavris and 

Elliot Aronson’s research, as told in their book Mistakes Were Made (But Not by Me). In it, the authors 

describe the phenomenon of cognitive dissonance—what happens when we are presented with evidence 

that contradicts a deeply held belief of ours. The most common reaction is denial of the evidence, 

regardless of how strong it may be. 

Most executives firmly believe that they are good at making difficult decisions—and by and large, they 

are right. That’s how they got those jobs. It is exceedingly difficult to present a decision maker with 

evidence of a superior way to make decisions without coming across as implying that the decision maker 

hasn’t been doing as good a job of making decisions as he should have. That implication contradicts the 

decision maker’s heartfelt belief. That evidence will be rejected. 

This is why I bend over backward to avoid implying that I might be better at making business decisions 

than my clients. I am not. I liken myself to the batting coach for a star slugger, like Willie Mays or David 

Ortiz. The coach cannot hit like Willie or David, nor does he claim to. What he can do is help the slugger 

to see things that are difficult to see when you’re standing in the batter’s box. He can make an already 

excellent hitter even better. 

However, I’m not the only one taking a careful approach to telling executives about how DA can help 

them and their organizations; most DA practitioners I know do the same thing. In addition, an ever-

increasing number of schools of business offer and/or require courses in DA for their MBA students. And 

still, DA remains a relative rarity in the C-suite. It has never even achieved “management trend du jour” 

status the way Six Sigma and Continuous Quality Improvement did. 

I find myself wondering if Kahneman and Tversky may have been right—and not just about the fact that 

DA practitioners need to spend more time helping decision makers to combat the psychological traps to 

which all humans are susceptible. I wonder if the type of thinking required by DA (what Kahneman called 

“System 2 thinking”) is so fundamentally unnatural, it will always be an uphill battle to get people to 

accept it. It’s sort of like trying to convince people to eat kale and drink skim milk rather than potatoes au 

gratin and beer. Even if they understand it intellectually, you’re fighting some very basic human instincts. 

Mind you, this doesn’t mean that DA isn’t worth doing; it just means that its uptake is always going to be 

limited to a small percentage of the population (much like eating kale). 

I would be interested to hear whether other DA practitioners have come to similar (or different) 

conclusions. 
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Society for Decision Professionals 

 

 
 

SDP held its annual technical meeting, DAAG 2017, in New Orleans March 14-16. Despite the unusual 

weather conditions in the Eastern United States, approximately 90 people attended, one of the largest 

crowds ever.   

The Decision Education Foundation unveiled their newest video at the meeting. The video is entitled 

“Rigs to Reefs, How Decision Analysis Resolved an Environmental Controversy.” You can see the video 

here, https://vimeo.com/204962500. 

The keynote speaker at Thursday’s dinner event, Beth Perdue Outland was outstanding. She is the Vice 

President of Community Engagement and Strategic Innovation at the Indianapolis Symphony Orchestra. 

Her talk “Making Music: A Thousand Tiny Decisions” covered a wide range of topics, but the most 

intriguing one was a discussion on how virtuoso musicians work to become a team called an orchestra.  

Bright, talented individuals working collaboratively to create something better than simply the sum of its 

parts. Beth did a reprisal of the presentation as part of SDP’s “Best of DAAG” webinar series on April 12, 

a recording of the presentation is available here (http://www.decisionprofessionals.com/articles/Making-

Music-A-Thousand-Tiny-Decisions) 

The gathering also saw the inaugural joint DA Practice Award presentation. DAS and SDP are now 

collaborating on the award. A reprisal of the winning effort “Soy to the World: A Bayesian Method for 

Selecting Elite Varieties of Soybean” was presented to the attendees during a lunch time session. 

DAAG 2018 will be in Vancouver, British Columbia. The dates are April 10-13.  More information will 

be forthcoming. 

In a continued collaboration, the Society of Decision Professionals’ (SDP) webinar is a joint presentation 

with the Decision Analysis Society (DAS). The webinar on May 17 featured Saurabh Bansal from The 

Pennsylvania State University in a presentation titled “Expert Elicitation: An Application at Dow 

Agrosciences.” Mr. Bansal discussed using experts’ judgments to quantify risks and the theory and 

application to agribusiness. 

We invite you to attend our presentations. This webinar is free and open to everyone who wish to attend. 

This webinar and all previous SDP webinar replays may be found on the Society’s website at 

http://www.decisionprofessionals.com under the “Library” tab. 

We hope you can join us! 

Larry 

Larry Neal 

SDP President 

https://vimeo.com/204962500
http://www.decisionprofessionals.com/articles/Making-Music-A-Thousand-Tiny-Decisions
http://www.decisionprofessionals.com/articles/Making-Music-A-Thousand-Tiny-Decisions
http://www.decisionprofessionals.com/articles/Making-Music-A-Thousand-Tiny-Decisions
http://www.decisionprofessionals.com/
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Ask DAS 

 
Column Editors: Florian Federspiel and Allison Reilly 

 

Ask DAS: Valentina Ferretti 

For this edition of Ask DAS, we had the exciting opportunity to speak with Dr. Valentina Ferretti, a Fellow in 

Decision Science in the Department of Management at the London School of Economics. She, and her colleague 

Elisa Gandino (Technical University of Turin), developed a multi-method intervention to support planning and 

management of a new UNESCO World Heritage Site in Turin, Italy. They placed second in the 2016 DAS practice 

award. You can contact Dr. Ferretti at V.Ferretti@lse.ac.uk 

 

 

Vineyards in the Langhe area (Source: SiTI - Higher Institute for Territorial Systems and Innovation, 2013. 

UNESCO Candidacy Dossier for the Vineyard Landscape of Langhe, Roero and Monferrato in Piedmont. Turin). 

First, tell us a bit about your background and interests.  

I am an environmental engineer by initial training, and then I pursued a PhD at the Technical University of 

Turin in Italy focusing on the integration between multi-criteria decision analysis and geographic 

information systems for environmental decision problems. Afterward, I began collaborating with 

researchers in the Netherlands who were at the forefront of integrating geographical information systems 

with decision science. And in 2015, I moved to the London School of Economics as a Fellow in Decision 

Science working on the interface between decision analysis and behavioral sciences.  
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Before we get into the project which you submitted to the DAS Practice Award, let’s talk a little bit 

about some the research methods that you use. You are a big proponent of multi-methodology 

interventions. Could you tell us more about them, and how you have used them? 

Given my background as an environmental engineer, I’ve been working a lot in the field of environmental 

decision problems, like environmental impact assessment procedures and territorial regional planning. 

What is particularly important in this field, perhaps more than in others, is the existence of intangible 

components. Because of this, it is really important to get stakeholders—who may have very different 

backgrounds and expertise—involved early in the process. Also, it’s important that all participants have a 

common understanding of what the problem is and what we are trying to achieve. There really is a 

demand for the use of combined analytical approaches which incorporate both quantitative tools and 

qualitative tools, to help to structure the problem and make the process more transparent.  

There are two important advantages of mixed-methods approaches that I noticed in practice. First, they 

enable for better transitions from one phase of a project to the next because a more comprehensive 

perspective is captured. Also, they enable a better understanding and participation of stakeholders because 

these integrated step-wise approaches help to counteract stakeholder’s perceptions that the solution or 

recommendations are created through a kind of black-box process they are neither part of nor understand 

well. It allows for more transparency throughout the process. 

 

Could you briefly describe the problems facing the World Heritage Site in Langhe-Roero, and 

Monferrato? What was the reason for these interventions and how did you get involved?  

When the newest Italian UNESCO World Heritage Site—the Vineyard Landscape of Langhe, Roero, and 

Monferrato in Piedmont—was announced in 2015, I was working at the Higher Institute for Territorial 

Systems and Innovation in Turin, which is the capital of the Piedmont Region of Italy. This research 

organization is the primary planning center for Italian UNESCO World Heritage Sites, both in terms of the 

candidacy procedure [i.e., nominating new World Heritage Sites] and for updates and improvement to 

management plans.  

The Vineyard Landscape of Piedmont had been working on the candidacy procedure for nearly ten years. 

In the last phase of the project in 2015 (once the region was formally accepted as a site), the municipalities 

that are part of the site expressed the need for a geographic database of strengths, weaknesses, 

opportunities, and threats (SWOT). They hoped this database could be updated over time and shared 

across the different municipalities. Because of this need, we developed a spatial SWOT analysis. We 

integrated geographical information systems with the traditional SWOT approach—so the categorization 

of positive and negative elements according to the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats 

categories. We also integrated multi-criteria analysis because we wanted to overlay the different spatial 

indicators in such a way that in the end, the final layer represents the importance of the components within 

each category. We worked mainly with experts in the territory so we could apply weights among the 

different indicators that needed to be included in the model. The approach was novel from a 

methodological point-of-view because we were using multi-attribute value theory and integrating it with 

geographical information systems and with SWOT analysis. 

After the spatial SWOT analysis, we identified that there were many abandoned buildings within the 

World Heritage Site. These represented both a weakness and an opportunity. Whenever there are 

abandoned buildings, there are many things that we can do to regenerate them. By having this geographic 
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database, we identified the municipality with the highest concentration of abandoned rural buildings. This 

was concerning, because this municipality was within the core area of the site. This municipality was 

interested in discovering what they could do with these abandoned buildings so they collaborated actively 

in the next phase of the project. Here, we used multi-attribute value theory to understand which of the 14 

abandoned buildings are most suitable to be regenerated for tourism purposes. The preferences that are 

used in the model come from the decision makers in the region and experts working in the technical office 

of the municipality.  

 

The multi-methodology intervention deployed in this project. 

 

We identified the building that was most strategic to be recovered and redeveloped first. This was not a 

surprise from the point of view of the client, but they learned throughout the process about which 

attributes they really cared about. The municipality asked for support in designing the redevelopment 

projects. We used choice experiments questionnaires and we interviewed 100 participants—both residents 

of the area and tourists—to try to understand what are the most important factors that they would like to 

see in the regenerated building. With this input, we drew up guidelines for the municipality on how to 

design the final project. 

The municipality that requested this analysis emerged as best-practice municipality from the over 100 

municipalities included in the World Heritage Site. This is in part because they are the first to adopt a 

territorial management plan that reflects the UNESCO sustainability criteria and local input.  

Spatial SWOT Analysis
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In your paper, you discussed the different stakeholders and municipal offices involved, and some of 

the difficulties during preference elicitation. Could you discuss some of those challenges?  

Indeed, the biggest challenge was with preference elicitation. We used a multi-attribute value theory 

framework and needed to elicit value functions and weights for various attributes. For the value functions, 

we used the bisection elicitation protocol. This method can generate abstract questions, but is very robust 

from the methodological point-of-view. Our strategy was to integrate this method with visualization tools 

in order to help the respondent get a clear understanding of the intervals we were trying to get them to 

compare and the quantities we were asking them to think about. This method worked and the participants 

found it helpful. In the future, I would like to be able to create visualization that dynamically updates in 

real time.  

With regards to weights, we used swing weights because they allow you to take into account the different 

ranges of the attributes. This leads to more reliable and better informed results. However, when you 

develop them with a group of participants, it is nearly impossible to get them to agree on the values of the 

swing weights, so we developed individual questionnaires and distributed them during the focus groups. 

We made sure that the stakeholders received a joint explanation, and then everyone filled out a 

questionnaire individually so that everyone could express their point of view. 

 

In retrospect, would you have done anything differently? Did we leave out any important aspect 

you'd further like to share? 

There isn’t anything I would have liked to do differently, but there are certainly more things that I would 

like to do. I would like to try to describe the impact of the model on the process itself by using an actor 

network theory approach. This whole project started with Phase 1, which was the only intended phase of 

the project. It is possible that some of the tools that we used during that phase highlighted other issues in 

the region. Through this analysis, I would like to see what was the role of the different tools in shaping the 

client’s perception and demands.  

 

What do you see being the lasting contribution of this work?  

It is nice to see that they are using what we’ve developed to update the territorial management plan. More 

recently, they opened up a position within the technical office in order to keep updating the geographical 

database. So, I think that there is evidence that the project worked very well. 

 

References 
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