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Jim Smith

This is my first column as Decision Anal-
ysis Society President. I am honored to 
serve in this role and impressed with the 
excellent work that our members do to 
advance the society and the profession. It 
was great to see many of you at the Octo-
ber INFORMS meeting in Washington. 
For those who were unable to attend the 
meeting, the articles in this newsletter 
will give you a sense of the many events 
that took place. I will take most of my 
column to thank our volunteers for their 
good work over the past year and to in-
troduce you to our new leadership. The 
outgoing and incoming DAS leadership 
and committee chairs are summarized in 
the nearby table.

Society Officers and Council

My first order of business as President 
is to thank Craig Kirkwood and Greg 
Parnell for their leadership and service 
as President and Past-President of the 
Society (respectively) and to welcome 
Vicki Bier as the incoming Vice Presi-
dent/ President Elect. Every two years 
we elect a new Vice President/President 
Elect who serves two years in that role, 
then serves as President for two years, 
and then serves as Past President for an-
other two years. Greg and Craig have set 
a very high standard as leaders of DAS 
and the society has flourished under their 
leadership. Among other things, Greg 
and Craig have nurtured the launch of 
our flagship journal Decision Analysis 
and have helped DAS grow into the larg-
est of INFORMS' many subdivisions. I 
am very pleased to have Craig Kirkwood 
continuing in the role as Past President; 
I know I will lean heavily on him for 
advice. And Vicki, welcome aboard! 
Greg will remain active in DAS and 
INFORMS and is now serving on IN-
FORMS' Strategic Planning Committee.

I must also express my gratitude to John 
Butler for serving as Secretary/Treasurer 
of the Society for the last two years. As 
Craig can attest, John "takes care of" so 
many things for DAS. I am very pleased 
that he has agreed to continue in this role 
for two more years. Thanks and thanks 
in advance, John!

The DAS Council, the governing body 
for the society, consists of six members 
who serve staggered three-year terms. In 
addition to providing general oversight 
for the society, the council members also 
lead many committees that accomplish 
much of the society's work. I want to 
thank Eric Bickel and Karen Jenni, who 
completed their terms on the council at 
the Washington meeting. Ali Abbas and 
Jason Merrick are continuing on the 
council for one more year; Erin Baker 
and Jack Kloeber will serve two more 
years. They are joined by two newly 
elected council members, Jim Felli and 
Martin Schilling. We have a mix of aca-
demics and practitioners on the council, 
all with a lot of energy and ideas. I know 
that they will continue to do a good job in 
representing the interests of our diverse 
membership and will serve us well, just 
as Eric and Karen have done for the last 
three years. Fortunately, Eric and Karen 
will continue to help this year (see be-
low) and in the years ahead!

Conferences

One of the main functions of DAS is to 
organize high-quality conferences that 
provide members the opportunity to meet 
and share ideas. DAS has a major pres-
ence at the two main INFORMS confer-
ences, the annual meeting in the fall and 
the practice meeting in the spring. The 
annual meeting last October was a great 
success: Erin Baker and Jack Kloeber 
put together an excellent set of sessions. 

Page 1



Volume 27, Number 3 (December 2008) Decision Analysis Newsletter

Page 2

continued on next page

Jack and Casey Lichtendahl will organize the DA sessions for 
the next annual meeting, which will be held next October in San 
Diego. David Leonhardi and Bill Klimack organized DA ses-
sions for the practice meeting last April and are already at work 
on the sessions for the Phoenix meeting next April. 

In addition to these two regular meetings, DAS has a presence 
at INFORMS-related international and regional meetings. In-
ternationally, Don Kleinmuntz and Ahti Salo put together DA 
sessions for the IFORS (International Federation of Operational 
Research Societies) conference in South Africa last July. Ali 
Abbas has volunteered to organize DA sessions for the next In-
ternational INFORMS meeting in June in Toronto. Eric Bickel 
organized DA sessions for the INFORMS southwest regional 
conference at Texas A&M last Spring. 

Thanks to all of these conference organizers! If you would like 
to get involved in the decision analysis sessions for upcoming 
meetings (e.g., by organizing a session or giving a talk), please 
contact the session organizers listed above. 

Publications and Information Resources

The second main function of DAS is to provide resources that 
allow our members to keep in touch and keep abreast of DA de-
velopments and activities. Jeff Keisler has done an excellent job 
with this newsletter this past year (don't edit this out, Jeff!) and 
has agreed to continue in this role for next year; I am very grate-
ful for that. Jason Merrick has maintained the DAS Website and 
has also agreed to continue in that role. John Butler has agreed 
to help me manage the DAS email distribution list. 

This past fall, we launched the DAS forums; see http://www.
syncopation.com/forums/. Chris Dalton set up the forums and 
is maintaining them for DAS on Syncopation's servers – thank 
you Chris and thank you Syncopation! (Recall that Syncopation 
markets the DPL software package.) The forums are designed 
to archive announcements and facilitate discussions among 
DAS members. For example, last spring there was an extended 
discussion on the DAS email list about "renaming decision 
analysis." In my view, these kinds of discussions are more ap-
propriate for the web-based forums than the email list. The fo-
rums are nicely threaded and people can opt in to the discussion 
if they are interested. I encourage you to check out the forums 
and start a discussion.

Finally, I want to recognize and thank Robin Keller for her ser-
vice as Editor-in-Chief of Decision Analysis. Although the jour-
nal is an INFORMS publication and not published specifically 
for or by DAS, it really is our flagship journal and DAS has a 
vested interest in its success. I am grateful to Robin for all she 
has done for the journal since taking over from the Founding 
Editors, Bob Clemen and Don Kleinmuntz. As Craig Kirkwood 
noted in his "From the President" column in the August 2008 
DAS newsletter, we have increased the DAS fees slightly to al-
low us to continue to include a subscription to Decision Analy-
sis with a regular membership in DAS. Thus any articles you 
publish in Decision Analysis will reach all of our members.

Award Committees

DAS awards recognize outstanding work in decision analysis 
and help promote the field of decision analysis. These awards 
are important and it is critical that the award processes are han-
dled well. The winners of the awards are described elsewhere in 
this newsletter; here I would like to thank those individuals who 
chaired the award committees. First, Ralph Keeney chaired the 
Ramsey Award committee this year; Bob Winkler will chair the 
Ramsey committee next year. Jim Dyer chaired the Publication 
Award committee; Rakesh Sarin will chair that committee next 
year. Karen Jenni chaired the Practice Award committee; Eric 
Bickel will chair this committee next year. Ali Abbas and Bob 
Clemen chaired the student paper competition this past year and 
Erin Baker and Karen Jenni will take over that role next year. 

Serving on these award committees is pleasant because you get 
to review so many fine contributions to the field. However, it is 
always difficult to select only one winner. Each of the commit-
tees this year ran an efficient and fair process and I am grateful 
for their efforts. We need to be sure to pass along their best 
practices to the new committees. 

DAS and INFORMS Committees

DAS has a number of more inwardly-focused activities that 
help the society and help manage our relationship with IN-
FORMS. Last year Eric Bickel chaired our membership com-
mittee and Ali Abbas chaired an ad hoc newcomers committee. 
The membership committee is a standing committee charged 
with studying our membership trends and needs. The newcom-
ers committee was created to help us understand the needs and 
interests of our student members and other new members. The 
reports of these committees appear elsewhere in this newsletter. 
Because the goals of these two committees are similar, we will 
fold the activities and goals of the newcomers committee into 
the membership committee. Ali Abbas and new council mem-
ber Jim Felli will lead the membership committee next year. 
Thanks!

Finally, DAS asks the Vice President/President-Elect to chair 
the nominations committee and serve as the DAS representative 
for INFORMS Subdivisions Council. The nominations com-
mittee is responsible for identifying candidates to run for the 
DAS officer and council positions. The INFORMS Subdivision 
Council oversees the activities of all INFORMS societies and 
sections; DAS, like other INFORMS societies, has a designated 
seat to represent the society in these discussions. With the re-
cent election, these responsibilities now pass from me to Vicki 
Bier. Having served on the INFORMS Subdivisions Council 
the past two years, I am very pleased and impressed with the 
INFORMS officers and staff, and their support of the Societies 
and Sections – they have a real "can do" attitude.
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Conclusions

When I look over this list of people and activities, I am im-
pressed by both the broad range of our activities and the will-
ingness of our members to work to make our activities success-
ful. DAS continues to be in excellent shape, both financially 
and from a member standpoint. 

Although DAS is busy, I am sure that we could do more. If you 
have ideas or suggestions for additional activities, I would be 
pleased to hear them, especially, if the suggestions come with 
an offer to help implement them! 

JES

2007-2008 2008-2009

Officers

President Craig Kirkwood Jim Smith

President-Elect/Vice President Jim Smith Vicki Bier

Past-President Greg Parnell Craig Kirkwood

Secretary-Treasurer John Butler John Butler

Council member Eric Bickel (3rd yr) Ali Abbas (3rd yr)

Council member Karen Jenni (3rd yr) Jason Merrick (3rd yr)

Council member Ali Abbas (2nd yr) Erin Baker (2nd yr)

Council member Jason Merrick (2nd yr) Jack Kloeber (2nd yr)

Council member Erin Baker (1st yr) Jim Felli (1st yr)

Council member Jack Kloeber (1st yr) Martin Schilling (1st yr)

Conferences

INFORMS Annual Meeting Erin Baker/Jack Kloeber Jack Kloeber/Casey Lichtendahl

INFORMS Practice Conference David Leonhardi/Bill Klimack David Leonhardi/Bill Klimack

International Conference Don Kleinmuntz/Ahto Salo Ali Abbas

Regional Conference Eric Bickel (Southwestern)

Resources and Publications

Newsletter Editor Jeff Keisler Jeff Keisler

DAS Website Jason Merrick Jason Merrick

Discussion Forums Chris Dalton

DAS E-Mail List Jim Smith John Butler/Jim Smith
Decision Analysis  Editor Robin Keller Robin Keller

Award Committee Chairs

Ramsey Medal Ralph Keeney Bob Winkler

Practice Award Karen Jenni Eric Bickel

Publication Award James Dyer Rakesh Sarin

Student Paper Award Bob Clemen/Ali Abbas Erin Baker/Karen Jenni

DAS/INFORMS Comittees

Membership Committee Eric Bickel Ali Abbas/Jim Felli

Nominating Committee Jim Smith Vicki Bier

DAS Representative, Subdivisions Council Jim Smith Vicki Bier

 

DA Practice
Bill Klimack, Column Editor

I am honored to be asked to edit this new column on deci-
sion analysis practice. My main objectives for this column will 
be to encourage dialog about improving the practice aspect of 
our profession both on the individual level and our profession 
collectively.  I intend that columns improve our member’s abil-
ity as practitioners by exchanging information that is helpful in 
professional development and career management.  And dis-
cuss where our profession is, and where it appears fruitful to go.  
As column editor, I hope to tap into the experience and wis-
dom of our membership.  I hope that you will consider au-
thoring a column or share with me your thoughts.  Our mem-
bership is bright and talented with experiences that span 
a large spectrum of decisions.  Share some of your insights.
Some of the topics I think worth exploring are:

• What are the differences in practice between the public and 
sector?

• How does DA differ in application in different domains?

• Why has DA penetrated some domains but is less used in 
others? 

• How do the challenges differ between internal and external 
DA consulting?

• What DA skills are the most difficult to use, particularly for 
the new practitioner?

• What are the best ways to develop DA analysts?

• What are the biggest challenges to using or implementing DA 
in organizations?

• If DA isn’t being used to assist on appropriate decisions, what 
tools are being used?  How well?

• Besides the standard DA tools what techniques are commonly 
the most useful to the DA practitioner, say, for example, 
simulation?  

Another topic that that potentially affects all OR/MS profes-
sional is certification.  The issue of whether INFORMS should 
certify professionals has been raised repeatedly.  INFORMS 
has formed a committee to examine the issue, and I volunteered 
to assist.  The benefit to certification is encouraging and recog-
nizing a specific level of expertise.  The disadvantage is when 
you create certification standards you “fence” some skills in 
and some out.  Where you draw the line enfranchises and disen-
franchises, so it requires care.  What are your thoughts?
So please share your insights with our mem-
bers.  Send me your comments and consider volun-
teering to author a column for one of our newsletters. 

Bill Klimack
bklimack@decisionstrategies.com
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Education in DA

This column written by Patrick Noonan.

 I admire our Editor’s persistence and creative problem-solving 
abilities, both of which came together in his insistence that, 
for this month’s column, I “share some insights about the pro-
cess” of writing my upcoming textbook, Decision & Informa-
tion Analysis. This “process” approach allows me to pass along 
some information about the book without really promoting it 
and, I hope, give colleagues an inside look at how these things 
work, in case they are contemplating taking on a project of their 
own.

One challenge in doing so now is that the book is not quite fin-
ished, although the deadlines necessary for a “Spring 2009 re-
lease” (whatever that publisher-speak turns out to really mean) 
have been keeping me up late this past few months. Getting 
my take on “the process of writing a textbook” at this stage is 
perhaps not unlike interviewing someone who had taken a leap 
off a tall building and hearing, while passing the 2nd floor, that 
“things are going very well so far, although the remaining tasks 
do seem a little daunting.”

This said, our Editor is clever but not cruel, so I actually was 
able to do some reflection about the process to date that may 
prove helpful, beyond providing everyone else with some free 
schadenfreude.

The other limitation, of course, is that this will be my first text-
book, so n = 1. Treat this account more in the manner of an HBS 
case than a careful experiment.

Some Background on the Book

To provide a little perspective on the aphorisms that follow, let 
me begin with a brief overview of the project. The text is intend-
ed for a market we call “the MBA quant course.” This means 
we’re targeting those programs that have circled the analytical 
wagons about as tightly as they can, and who have more or less 
told their faculty to figure out how to educate future leaders and 
managers in how to think clearly and analytically about tough 
decisions… in a single, 3-4 month long course.

My solution to the dilemma of how to approach a one-course 
model of analytics in my own MBA program was to create a 
hybrid course, which merged some aspects of the traditional 
B-Stats course with others drawn from the traditional Manage-
ment Science course. However, given my training, the obvious 
way to make both of those disciplines travel well together was 
to make them ride in the back seat – with decision analysis as 
the driver.

Therefore, in my text decision analysis is the central, unifying 
theme for all the analytics that follows. Yes, large parts of the 
book could be seen as serving the B-stats canon (probability, 

Ali Abbas and Patrick Noonan,  
Column Editors

continued on next page

data analysis, inference, regression), and yes, many of the most 
common tools of management science make their appearance 
(optimization, Monte Carlo simulation, some of those pesky, 
canonical inventory problems).

However, readers are immediately subjected to an aggressive 
framing of their professional challenge – “decisions are funda-
mental particles of management,” so whatever their job is, their 
objective is to make better decisions – and they are imprinted 
first with intellectual foundations from names familiar to DAS 
members (Raiffa, Howard, Keeney, a couple Mathesons… 
and I work in quotes from Rex Brown and even a very nice 
framework from our Editor, which I have dubbed, “The Keisler 
Grid.”). My intention is that they will approach their real-world 
problem solving with an intuitive understanding of the prescrip-
tive view, the need for value-focused thinking, and a subjectiv-
ist conception of uncertainty.

After further indoctrination into the proper way to think about 
modeling, objectives, risk, multiple-stage problems, relevant 
costs, etc. the book proceeds through familiar corners of the an-
alytical toolbox. However, throughout the students are remind-
ed of the primary, integrating question: “What should I do?” 
and its two main subsidiary questions. (The decision analysis 
and management science material is motivated by the first, with 
the data analysis techniques motivated by the second.)

 Some Background on the Process

Getting a book published starts with writing a good proposal. 
Apparently my proposal was pretty good (remember, n = 1), 
and I would be happy to share it with anyone foolish enough to 
email me and request it. Like the old joke about the dachshund’s 
legs being “long enough, because they reach the ground,” my 
proposal was good enough because it got me a contract with a 
major publisher, McGraw-Hill/Irwin.

The proposal process started with my recognition that I had de-
veloped a critical mass of original material (both exposition and 
activities), an original point of view about what students should 
take away from their exposure to our worldview, and a persua-
sive way of describing both. A wise and patient editor from a 
major publisher coaxed me into actually writing and submitting 
the proposal; pity he had left his company just a few months 
before I actually sent out the proposal.

The proposal consisted of an executive summary, a description 
of the target course, the motivation for the book (i.e. what is the 
question to which this proposed book is the answer?), an ex-
planation of how the proposed book would meet the identified 
needs (including a compare-and-contrast with existing books), 
a draft outline, and some evidence that I, the author, could actu-
ally deliver. (For this, publishers usually want to see a few draft 
chapters. I showed them an 800 page prototype that we had 
been using internally for 2 years, in lieu of any published text. 
This could be considered an application of the Schwarzkopf 
Doctrine of overwhelming force to textbook writing, very risk 
averse and almost certainly excessive.)
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After many months of hand-wringing and unnecessary tweak-
ing, I finally delivered the proposal to a host of Acquisitions 
Editors. Most of these Editors I had met in previous years, usu-
ally as ringmasters of their company’s booth at INFORMS. 
With others I had had previous telephone and email contact, 
courtesy their Sales Reps, who had sniffed out the existence of 
my manuscript by virtue of our not needing to even sample their 
textbook wares for a couple of years in a row.

Most of the publishers responded immediately, and with enough 
interest to engage in several months of dialogs about the details 
of the project, and what they would and would not be interested 
in doing with the project. Each had a somewhat different take 
on the book, and each couched their enthusiasm in different 
types of invitations for visits of their headquarters, visits to my 
campus, attendance at industry junkets and, in several cases, 
actual contract offers.

In the end I went with my publisher because their Acquisitions 
Editor seemed to “get it” (and “get me”) the quickest and the 
most thoroughly. It does come down to selecting a partner for 
a long-term relationship. (The fact that they also guaranteed a 
second edition helped – see below.)

So: idea, proposal, dissemination, discussion, winnowing, ne-
gotiation… contract. And we ride off into the sunset together!

Some Lessons Learned So Far

Well, we’re still riding, and we haven’t put rattlesnakes into 
each others’ sleeping bags yet. What do I know now that I didn’t 
know at the beginning, and that might be valuable to those of 
you who have thought about writing a text book?

1. As always, start with value-focused thinking. What do you 
need? How would writing a book serve that need? Flaubert 
wrote, “The art of writing is the art of discovering what you 
believe.” Nearing the end of the third draft, I really, really know 
what I believe about our field (and its fellow travelers). There 
probably would have been more efficient ways to reach that 
point, although perhaps few more effectively so.

2. Apply backward induction. This is a multi-stage process, so 
look all the way to the end. Writing the first edition takes for-
ever (10x what you currently think), and first editions rarely sell 
in large numbers. (That royalty advance seems large unless one 
works it out on a per-hour basis.) Think of a book as a possible 
commitment to develop a brand over many years; if that future 
is not appealing, careful about the first step.

3. Get a partner. When trying to decide how to approach the 
various functional components of the book – placement of ex-
amples, number of exercises, extent of vocabulary guides, etc. 
– I assembled a table full of successful B-stats and management 
science texts as examples. The one detail I completely missed 
is that none of those books were single-author texts. (D’oh!) 
Not only is the amount of work enormous, but writing can be a 
very lonely, isolating process. I’m guessing having a co-author 
would have made the journey more fun, and the end product 
better.

4. Innovate – but not too much! There is a magical spot between 
“more of the same” and “avant garde.” Publishers seem to be 
hungry for new material to tout, and they do value distinctive-
ness. Make sure you can point to something unique and valu-
able – but that won’t make it difficult for professors to adapt to 
it, and risk adopting it. Sales forces need to be able to explain 
the novelty without scaring the prospects.

5. Listen creatively. We sent the second draft out for review, and 
of course the feedback was divergent and obscure. If I were to 
take the comments literally, the book would need to be more-
less statistical and more-less management-science-y, somewhat 
longer-shorter, sequenced in every permutation of the chapters, 
unburdened with every topic in the book but fortified with ev-
ery topic not currently included in the book. Oh, and more-few-
er quotes and illustrations. I actually learned a great deal from 
reading the reviews, and the book will be much better for them, 
but most of the “aha” moments came from realizations induced 
by the comments, not directly tied to them.

6. Start from the back of each chapter. The easiest chapters to 
write were the ones where I knew most clearly “what they are 
about,” and those were the ones for which the end of chapter 
materials came together first. What are the key concepts stu-
dents should understand, what problems should they be able to 
solve, and what issues should they have some facility in wres-
tling with? Answer those questions, and the chapter writes it-
self.

7. Take care of other people’s kids. Most schools are not like 
your school. Most students are not like your students. And yet 
your book sells – and has impact – only if another professor 
chooses it; help them help you! Your own materials work be-
cause you’re there to deliver them, and because they arose in 
your unique ecosystem. Making the materials stand – sing – on 
their own, in someone else’s hands, to someone else’s students, 
is a big job. It takes a lot of time and thought to develop so that 
someone else will be entrust their students to your work.

In conclusion, I must say that perhaps the most valuable lesson 
I have learned from this process is about our field: We really 
do have a way of thinking about the world that has enormous 
potential. We have concepts and frameworks and processes and 
quantitative tools that are unrivaled in their power, flexibility 
and value in real-world problem solving. We can rewire the 
brains of our students in ways that will equip them to think and 
act and persuade much more effectively.

There may be a lot of reasons to hesitate before undertaking 
a textbook project, but if your field is decision making, don’t 
doubt for a minute that you have something important to say.
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Decision Analysis Journal

L. Robin Keller
Editor-in-Chief

Operations and Decision Technologies, The Paul Mer-
age School of Business, University of California, Irvine
Irvine, CA 92697-3125 USA, LRKeller@
uci.edu, 949 824-6348, fax: 949 725-2835

Associate Editors: Manel Baucells, John Butler, Philippe 
Delquié, Jason Merrick, Gregory S. Parnell, and Ahti Salo
Managing editor: Kelly M. Kophazi, KMKophazi@earthlink.net

The Decision Analysis December 2008 issue 

Aggregating Probabilistic Forecasts from Incoherent and 
Abstaining Experts, by Joel B. Predd, Daniel N. Osherson, 
Sanjeev R. Kulkarni, and H. Vincent Poor

The authors present a new method for aggregating probabilistic 
forecasts when there are incoherent and abstaining experts, and 
present experimental results showing the method’s successful 
performance with real-world forecasting data. This approach 
is particularly relevant for decision analysis practice, because 
judges have the freedom to choose the events they assess.    

A Comparison of Two Probability Encoding Methods:  
Fixed Probability vs. Fixed Variable Values, by Ali E. Abbas, 
David V. Budescu, Hsiu-Ting Yu, and Ryan Haggerty

The authors  present the results of their probability encoding 
experiment in which they found the fixed variable method to be 
better and discuss recommendations for the practice of prob-
ability assessment.

An Interactive Search Method Based on User Preferences,
by Asim Roy, Patrick Mackin, Jyrki Wallenius, James Corner, 
Mark Keith, Gregory Schymik, and Hina Arora

A new method for searching among a huge set of alternatives 
using preference information is presented.  This can be use-
ful for searches on the internet, where information gained on 
the decision maker’s preferences as new items are considered 
can be used to construct an approximation to an additive or 
multiplicative value function of the user, so items likely to be 
highly ranked can be presented to the decision maker at each 
iteration.

A Decision Tree Model for Evaluating Countermeasures to 
Secure Cargo at United States Southwestern Ports of Entry, 
by Niyazi Onur Bakır 

The author describes how to use decision analysis to compare 
anti-terrorism measures.  This work was conducted under the 
auspices of the National Center for Risk and Economic Analy-
sis of Terrorism Events (CREATE) at the University of Southern 
California.  Dr. Bakır focuses on commercial truck crossings 

at the United States southwestern border with Mexico and uses 
a decision tree analysis to evaluate possible improvements in 
transportation security, inspections at Mexican ports, and in-
spections at U.S. ports. 

Decision Analysis archive available through Highwire Press:  
http://da.journal.informs.org/

For Decision Analysis subscription information and rates:  
http://da.pubs.informs.org/
 
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 2009 membership 
dues.For information on  DAS, go to  http://decision-analysis.
society.informs.org/.

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 as-
pects 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 Op-
erations Research and the Management Sciences (INFORMS) 
at 7240 Parkway Drive, Suite 310, Hanover, Maryland 
21076.  Please visit our website at http://da.pubs.informs.org/ 

Beginning in 2008, we will use the online manuscript 
submission and reviewing system, Manuscript Central, 
for all new submissions. Please check our journal web-
site (http://da.pubs.informs.org/) for the latest informa-
tion on the submission process. To submit or review a new 
paper submitted after January 1, 2008, use this website:  
http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/deca.  Contact Managing Edi-
tor Ms. Kelly M. Kophazi (kmkophazi@earthlink.net) if you 
have any questions about this new system.
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Ali Abbas and Eric Bickel
New Comer’s Outreach Survey Results

The Decision Analysis Society conducted a survey to get feed-
back and suggestions about the expectations of its newcomers. 
The survey was designed by Ali Abbas, Robin Dillon-Merrill, 
Jim Felli, Canan Ulu, Casey Lichtendahl, Seth Guikema, Ales-
sandra Cillo, Nihan Gormez Karahan, and Ibrahim Karahan. 
The main objectives of the survey were to: 

(i) Better understand the interests of our newcomers to the so-
ciety.

(ii) Get suggestions from our members of how DAS can help 
newcomers, and 

(iii) Get general feedback about the performance of DAS. 

132 participants (all members of DAS) participated in the 
survey (52.6% from academia, 75% from United States, 98% 
had a graduate degree, 75% had their last degree earned after 
1990). The survey included a range of questions about overall 
satisfaction and suggestions for improvement. It is gratifying 
to see that most members rated the DAS track high (on a scale 
1 – 10) in relation to their professional goal. 

of younger people from senior members, providing guidelines 
and suggestions on the review process for journals, and orga-
nizing session on teaching decision analysis at the annual con-
ference.  New members would also like to see: (i) DA student 
chapters, (ii) a separate DA conference that allows more inter-
action and networking, and (iii) strictly enforcing review times. 
This year the committee will be compiling the results of the sur-
vey and providing suggestions for implementing the feedback we 
obtained. If you are interested in getting involved or volunteering 
in some of the activities of DAS, please e-mail Ali Abbas (aliab-
bas@uiuc.edu) and John Butler (butlerjc@mccombs.utexas.edu).
Detailed results of this survey and responses to all 
questions can be found at the following link (special 
thanks to Melissa Forde for organizing the website).
http://www.surveymonkey.com/sr.aspx?sm=iG2eaC7
8SUZTTRsqYp5oRpXrPP95INRd8D79JNyU9vg_3d

Ali Abbas 
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In response to a question about the number one satisfac-
tion with the society, the main responses were: (i) the De-
cision Analysis journal, (ii) networking, and (iii) infor-
mation sharing. Three biggest areas of interest for most 
members were: (i) risk Preferences, (ii) sequential decision 
making / dynamic choice, and (iii) probability assessment. 
The biggest challenges facing new comers are: (i) finding fund-
ing agencies and getting grants; (ii) the lengthy time of pub-
lications in journals, (iii) finding good write-ups on practical 
applications of decision analysis, and (iv) other fields are not 
consistent with a DA approach and so it is often not appreciated 
in other settings. 

Things that DAS can do: Organize more activities for new mem-
bers; provide centralized information sources and post working 
papers on the web page, organize sessions at the annual confer-
ence on DA jobs, forming a volunteer network of senior mem-
bers to discuss career issues with new comers, the mentoring 

Membership Committee Survey of 
Student Members

As a follow up to our 2007 survey of all DAS members, the 
Membership Committee completed a more focused survey of 
DAS student members. The objective of the survey was to un-
derstand why students join DAS and if they will continue their 
membership.

 57 students completed the survey. 77% of these learned about 
the DAS directly from INFORMS. Only 10% of student mem-
bers learned about the DAS from faculty members. The top 
three reasons students joined the DAS were for networking op-
portunities, to receive the Decision Analysis journal, and for job 
search opportunities. The fact that the DAS is free to student 
members was the fifth most important reason they joined.

80% of respondents say that they plan to continue their mem-
bership after they graduate. The top three reasons for maintain-
ing membership are to receive the Decision Analysis journal, 
networking, and to receive the DAS Newsletter.

 The survey results were presented to the Decision Analysis 
Council, who is considering next steps.

Eric Bickel (chair)

Melissa Kenney

Jun Zhuang

DAS Surveys
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INFORMS Practice Conference 
April 26-29, 2009, Phoenix
http://meetings.informs.org/Practice09/

Michael H. Rothkopf Memorial Conference
June 1-3, 2009, State College, PA
INFORMS-sponsored
http://www.smeal.psu.edu/rothkopf-conference
Announcement below 

2009 North American Summer Meeting of the Econometric 
Society will be held June 4-7, 2009, at Boston University in 
Boston, MA. http://econtheory.org/
More information below

CORS/INFORMS International Conference
June 14-17, 2009, Toronto
http://meetings.informs.org/Toronto09/
DA cluster chair: Ali Abbas
Call for presentations below.

Joint with CORS/INFORMS will be will be  GDN 2009, the 
International Meeting on Group Decision and Negotiation

MCDM 20th International Conference
June 22-26 2009, Chengdu, China
www.mit.jyu.fi/MCDM/conf.html

The 9th bi-annual International Conference on 
Naturalistic Decision Making (NDM9)
Covent Garden, London, UK
23-26 June, 2009
http://www.cs.mdx.ac.uk/research/idc/ndm9/
(call for papers is expired)

EURO XXIII
July 5-8, 2009, Bonn, Germany
http://www.euro-2009.de/
Announcment about some of the DA tracks below

SPUDM 22
22nd Research Conference on Subjective Probability, Utility 
and Decision-Making
August 23 - 27, 2009. University of Trento at Rovereto, Italy.
http://discof.unitn.it/spudm22/

INFORMS National Conference
October 11-14, 2009, San Diego, CA
(No conference website yet)
Call for presentations below

Call for Presentations

Decision Analysis Track 
CORS-INFORMS 2009, Toronto, Canada, 

 June 14th – 17th , 2009

The Decision Analysis Society will be having a DA track in the 
CORS-INFORMS International Conference in Toronto, Cana-
da, June 14-17, 2009. Please take a moment to think ahead and 
let us know if you are interested in hearing about certain topics, 
or if you would like to organize a session, or just present in the 
decision analysis track. I would like to thank those who have 
already offered to organize sessions in multiattribute utility, and 
behavioral decision making. 

Contact track chair Ali Abbas: aliabbas@uiuc.edu

Call for Presntations INFORMS 2009

The upcoming INFORMS Annual Meeting will be held October 
11-14, 2009 in San Diego, CA.  If you are interested in present-
ing a talk in the Decision Analysis tracks at the meeting, please 
contact the cluster chairs Casey Lichtendahl (lichtendahlc@
darden.virginia.edu) and Jack Kloeber (jkloeber@kromite.
com).We also would like to know if you are interested in orga-
nizing a session around a topic of interest to the DA community. 
Session chairs ensure the high quality of our presentations by 
personally selecting/inviting speakers and researchers.  Finally, 
we are especially interested in hearing your suggestions for new 
sessions or different formats for running a session.
-Jack and Casey

Sponsored Conference in honor of Mike Rothkopf 

In memory of the remarkable achievements of Mike Rothkopf, 
an INFORMS-sponsored Memorial Conference will be held at 
the Smeal School of Business (Pennsylvania State University) 
will be held on June 1-3, 2009.  Thanks to generous sponsor-
ship, the conference has no registration fee and has a special 
hotel rate.   Please register for the conference at www.smeal.
psu.edu/rothkopf-conference.  If you are interested in present-
ing your work at the conference, please submit a title and an 
abstract when you register for the conference.  The keynote 
speakers are Peter Cramton, Jacob Goeree, Richard O’Neill, 
Shmuel Oren, Tuomas Sandholm and Rakesh Vohra.  The con-
ference organzizers are Weda Elmaghraby, Terry Harrison, Ron 
Harstad, Elena Katok and Shmuel Oren.  The Special Issue of 
Decision Analysis on Auctions will be held in conjunction with 
this conference (although attendance at this conference is not 
required from anyone who wishes to submit a paper.)  Everyone 
who knows Mike Rothkopf or who values his contributions to 
our field is warmly invited to attend.        

Upcoming Conferences
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EURO XXII Conference
5-8 July 2009

Calls for Papers:

Facilitated Modelling Stream
Stream Co-organisers: 

Alberto Franco and Gilberto Montibeller

We would like to invite you to submit a title/abstract or propose 
a session for consideration in the Facilitated Decision Model-
ling Stream at EURO XXIII, Bonn. The stream welcomes con-
tributions from researchers and practitioners engaged in the 
development and/or use of facilitated modelling approaches to 
organisational intervention. We define Facilitated Modelling 
as an approach to modelling where the operational researcher 
works both as an analyst and as a facilitator throughout the in-
tervention, from helping the client to structure and define the 
nature of the problem situation of interest, to supporting the 
evaluation of priorities and development of plans for subse-
quent implementation. Presentations of particular interest may 
include, but are not limited to: 
- The process of facilitated modelling, e.g. top-down and bot-
tom up approaches to facilitated modelling.
- Facilitation skills for problem structuring, systems modelling 
and decision analysis interventions.
- Computer support technology for facilitated modelling.
- Novel applications of facilitated modelling.
- Evaluation of facilitated modelling interventions.

We currently have 5 invited sessions within the stream:

EURO XXIII Conference
Portfolio Decision Analysis Sessions
Co-organizers: Jeff Keisler, Alec Morton and Ahti Salo

We are planning to organise a number of sessions on the topic 
of Portfolio Decision Analysis at the EURO conference in Bonn 
July 5-8th (http://www.euro-2009.de/index.php).  We intend 
these sessions to cover applications of decision analysis to the 
planning of portfolios of activities and organisational resource 
allocation, as opposed to traditional 1-out-of-n choice.  We do 
not anticipate a focus on the modelling of financial portfolios of 
stocks and shares. 
 We hope that these sessions will contribute to consolidating 
Portfolio Decision Analysis as a significant topic within the 
broader subfield of decision analysis. We encourage you to join 
us by submitting a paper to these sessions.  We are interested in 
(for example) methodological papers, reports of formal models 
and softwares, surveys of particular application domains (e.g. 
military), and application papers insofar as they throw light on 
general questions. 
   If you are interested, please get in touch with Alec at  
a.morton@lse.ac.uk.  For those not familiar with the EURO 
conference, the format is much like INFORMS and abstracts 
are limited to 600 characters. The deadline for submission is 
March 1st. 

Mort Sobel sends the following: The 2009 North Ameri-
can Summer Meeting of the Econometric Society will be 
held June 4-7, 2009, at Boston University in Boston, MA. 
http://econtheory.org/    The Call for Papers identifies decision 
theory as one of the nine areas of emphasis at the meeting. Area 
chairs:  Behavioral economics - David Laibson, Harvard Uni-
versity, Sendhil Mullainathan, Harvard University; Decision 
theory - Eddie Dekel, Northwestern University & Tel Aviv Uni-
versity, Ariel Rubinstein, Tel Aviv University & NYU. 

The Society now welcomes submissions via Conference Maker 
at http://editorialexpress.com/conference/NASM2009 .  The 
deadline for submissions is January 30, 2009.  Information on 

Facilitated Decision 
Analysis  

Nadia Papamichail
Nadia.papamichail@mbs.ac.uk

University of Manchester, 
England

Facilitated Problem 
Structuring

Giles Hindle
Giles.hindle@wbs.ac.uk 

University of Warwick, 
England

Facilitated Strategy 
Making

Fran Ackermann
Fran.ackermann@strath.ac.uk 

University of Strathclyde, 
Scotland

Group Model Building Etienne Rouwette
E.Rouwette@fm.ru.nl 

Radboud University 
Nijmeijen, Netherlands 

Evaluating Facilitated 
Modelling Interventions

Leroy White 
Leroy.white@bristol.ac.uk 

University of Bristol, 
England

 If you want to give a presentation within our stream, please 
contact the appropriate session chair directly. Alternatively, you 
can visit the conference website and submit your abstract online 
(http://www.euro-2009.de). If you want to organise a session 
within our stream, please contact the stream organisers directly. 
Deadline for abstract submissions is 1 March 2009.   We very 
much hope to see you in Bonn!

Dr. Alberto Franco (alberto.franco@wbs.ac.uk)
Warwick Business School, University of Warwick
Dr. Gilberto Montibeller (g.montibeller@lse.ac.uk) 
London School of Economics and Political Science, 
University of London

Executive Course: Multi-criteria Decision Frameworks 
and Decision Analysis 3/16-3/18, 2009, Durham, NC                
Duke University, Levine Science Research Center                               
ht tp: / /www.nicholas .duke.edu/del /cont inuinged/
decisionanalysis.html

Course Facilitator: Dr. Lynn Maguire, Professor of the Practice 
of Environmental Decision Analysis and Director of Profes-
sional Studies in the Nicholas School of the Environment at 
Duke University.  This covers covers proper use of use  mult-
criteria Conservation planners always face the problem of too 
many conservation needs competing for too few resources. To 
decide what areas or taxa to target for conservation, how to 
manage them, and how to monitor to be sure management is 
effective, conservationists must evaluate options with respect 
to a multitude of possibly conflicting criteria. 



Volume 27, Number 3 (December 2008) Decision Analysis Newsletter

Page 10

Calls for Journal Papers
Special Issue of Decision Analysis on Auctions, Energy Poli-
cy and Market Design in honor of Mike Rothkopf 

In one of the last papers published before his untimely death, 
Mike Rothkopf wrote that decision analysis (and not game the-
ory) was generally a better tool for understanding auctions.   In 
making his observation, he noted that:

(1) One of the three key ideas underlying auction theory, 
i.e., the winner’s curse, came from decision theory not game 
theory.  

(2) Behavioral decision theory suggests that a rational in-
dividual will not necessarily assume that he/she is competing 
against a perfectly rational opponent.

(3) Game theoretic solutions are often complex (especial-
ly in the presence of uncertainty) and not robust to changes in 
the relative strengths of competitors.

(4) There is little evidence that game theory is, in prac-
tice, used more often than decision theory in addressing auction 
problems.

Mike’s paper is clearly urging more decision analysts to fo-
cus their efforts on auctions. In honor of Mike’s life, Decision 
Analysis will respond to Mike’s paper by publishing a special 
issue with six to eight scholarly articles on topics related to auc-
tions, energy policy and, more generally, market design.  Please 
contact ekatok@psu.edu or Robert.bordley@gm.com for more 
information.   All decision analysts are encouraged to contrib-
ute papers to the special issue.

Special Issue on Multicriteria Analysis in GDSS/NSS

In our current globalised world decision making and negotiat-
ing are becoming increasingly important and complex. On the 
other hand, information and communication technologies, and 
the associated supplied services are in a permanent evolution 
and heavily (and positively) impacting decision and negotiation 
support.. These trends motivate a pace of innovation, integrat-
ing new areas of information systems research with new mod-
els/methods leading to a fast evolution in Group Decision Sup-
port Systems (GDSS) and Negotiating Support Systems (NSS). 
Furthermore, the multidimensionality of the complex real 
world problems requires demands in many cases the integration 
of multicriteria models/methods within the GDSS/NSS para-
digms. We should stress, moreover,  that Multicriteria Analysis 
(MA) is, in  itself, a diversified field of research, incorporating 

Bonnie Ray (bonnier@us.ibm.com), Manager of Risk Analyt-
ics at IBM sends the following:  After two years as a postdoc-
toral researcher in the Business Analytics and Mathematical 
Sciences division at IBM's Watson Research Center, Léa Del-
eris (Ph.D. Management Science and Engineering, Stanford, 
2006) has been promoted to Research Staff Member as part of 
a newly formed Risk Analytics team. The team has also wel-
comed two new IBM hires this fall: Janusz Marecki, an expert 
in adversarial risk from University of Southern California and 
Debarun Bhattacharjya, an expert in decision theory from Stan-
ford University, giving a total of 6 researchers focused on deci-
sion sciences and risk analysis applications. Current projects 
focus on risk-adjusted portfolio management of development 
expenses, methods for risk-extended business process model-
ing, and application of adversarial risk techniques for enhanc-
ing IT security. 

David Rios Insua, Professor of Statistics and Operations Re-
search at Rey Juan Carlos recently delivered his entrance lec-
ture Mathematics, Politics and ICT at the Spanish Royal Acad-
emy of Sciences. He is the youngest member of this Academy 
which includes 54 of the finest Spanish scientists in the fields of 
Mathematics, Physics and the Natural Sciences.

Professional News

several streams, all of them relevant for Group Decision and 
Negotiation: Multiple Objective Mathematical Programming 
Methods, Multiattribute Utility and Value Theory, Outranking 
methods, Interactive Procedures, are an integral part of MA.

The main  objective of this special issue of the Group Decision 
and Negotiation Journal (GDN) is to gather state-of art research 
putting in evidence the relevance of MA in GDSS/NSS. Articles 
referring to theoretical, methodological and applied aspects will 
be welcome. The deadline for submissions is 31 March 2009.

Each paper will be peer-reviewed according to the editorial 
policy of GDN (http://www.springerlink.com/content/100270/) 
published by Springer in cooperation with the INFORMS-GDN 
section. Papers should be original, unpublished, and not cur-
rently under consideration for publication elsewhere. They 
should be prepared according to the instructions to authors that 
can be found in the journal homepage.

Authors are strongly encouraged to send their submissions in 
electronic form (preferably a PDF file).

Submissions and inquiries should be sent directly to any of the 
Guest Editors in charge of this issue: João Clímaco  (jclimaco@
fe.uc.pt) and David Rios Insua (david.rios@urjc.es). The vol-
ume will be dedicated to the memories of Profs. Sixto Rios and 
Sixto Rios Insua who recently left us.
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DAS Awards
DAS Student Paper competition:
This year we received 23 submissions for the DAS student pa-
per competition. The committee consisted of Bob Clemen and 
Ali Abbas as co-chairs, and Jim Smith, Manel Baucells, and Lea 
Deleris as committee members. There was a general consensus 
among the committee that the submissions were truly excellent. 
The winner of the DAS Student paper competition this year was 
Jagpreet Chhatwal (University of Wisconsin, Madison) for his 
paper "Optimal breast biopsy decision-making based on mam-
mographic features and demographic factors." There were also 
four runners-up (in alphabetical order): Victor Jose (Duke Uni-
versity), Javad Nasiry (INSEAD), Wenjie Tang (INSEAD), and 
Dinah Vernik (Duke University).

Decision Analysis Society Publication Award 
(Jim Dyer, Chair)

First Place  Louis Eeckhoudt and Harris Schlesinger  "Putting 
Risk in Its Proper Place"

Competition Chair Bob Clemen with student paper final-
ists: Dinah Vernik, Victor Jose, Javad Nasiry, Wenjie Tang

Student Paper winner Jagpreet Chhatwal 
and Competition Chair Bob Clemen

Finalists Henry P. Stott "Cumulative Prospect Theory's Func-
tional Menagerie" 

Fabio Maccheroni, Massimo Marinacci and Aldo Rustichini 
"Ambiguity Aversion, Robustness and the Variational Repre-
sentation of Preferences"

Frank Plumpton Ramsey Medal awarded to James E. Smith 
(full writeup in August 2008 newsletter)

Practice award winners: Andrea Dickens and Sven Roden 
with Competition Chair Karen Jenni

Ramsey Medalist James E. Smith
and Award Chair Ralph Keeney

Decision Analysis Society Practice Award 
(Karen Jenni, Chair)

2008  Winner  Andrea Dickens and Sven Roden  "Think 
clearly, act decisively, and feel confident: The story of how 
Unilever has embedded Decision Analysis techniques into its 
organizational decision making" 

Finalists  Detlof von Winterfeldt and Terrence M. O'Sullivan 
"Should We Protect Commercial Airplanes Against Surface-to-
Air Missile Attacks by Terrorists?"

Kimberly M. Thompson and Radboud J. Duintjer Tebbens "Us-
ing decision analysis to develop policies that matter: Global 
management of poliomyelitis and beyond"

Joseph Mlakar  "Applying Crime Mapping and Analysis 
Techniques to Forecast Insurgent Attacks in Iraq"
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2 Ph.D. positions at the Economic Department of the 
Erasmus University 
Context. The candidates for this project will participate in the 
D&U (Decision-and-Uncertainty) group. We are an enthusi-
astic and internationally active group, specialized in decision 
theory, and we collaborate with psychologists, mathematicians, 
management scientists, and health economists. The Econom-
ics Department of the Erasmus University has more than 4000 
students, and employs over 400 people. It has a long tradition 
of research in a wide range of areas. Most of the research takes 
place within the Tinbergen Institute in economics and the Eras-
mus Research Institute of Management (ERIM). 

Title of the Project. Risk and Rationality: Using Empirical 
Findings from Prospect Theory to Improve Rational Decisions 
in Health and Other Fields.

Description. Prospect theory, the model for decision under 
risk introduced by Kahneman & Tversky (1979), is immensely 
popular in many fields. Its importance was recognized through 
the 2002 Nobel prize in economics. Their paper is the 2nd most 
cited paper published in any economic journal (see Table A.10 
on p. 88). Prospect theory assumes that, besides (i) rational fac-
tors based on utility and additive probabilities that are studied 
in classical approaches, other factors play a role. Such factors 
are (ii) people's sensitivity towards (lack of) information, mod-
eled through subjective probabilities that may be nonadditive, 
and (iii) loss aversion—the special sensitivity of people towards 
losses. These factors shed, for instance, new light on the irra-
tional reactions of people to financial risks and on the damages 
that can result from such irrationalities. Remarkably, only few 
theoretical results have been developed for prospect theory, and 
empirical tests have so far been based on ad hoc interpretations. 
This project will develop both theoretical foundations and criti-
cal empirical tests for risk and for ambiguity (unknown prob-
abilities). It applies its findings primarily to the health domain, 
and further to insurance, experimental economics, finance, psy-
chological judgment and decision making, and/or other areas, 
depending on the candidate's background and interests.

Requirements. The desired candidates have a Master's degree 
in a quantitative discipline. Knowledge of mathematics, health 
economics, game theory, statistics, econometric analyses, psy-
chological judgment and decision, and/or programming skills 
are a plus.
Conditions. We search for two candidates. The positions will 
be for a maximum of four years. The gross monthly salary will 
be minimally € 2000 in the first year, increasing to € 2,558 in 
the fourth year. There will also be an 8% holiday allowance.
Applications. Please email applications, including a cover let-
ter (explanaining why you and this position fit together), and 
a CV, to Peter Wakker, email:Wakker@few.eur.nl as soon as 
possible. In the case of future rounds we will ask for letters of 
recommendation.
Further Information can be obtained from either of the two 
supervisors, namely Professor Peter Wakker and Professor Han 
Bleichrodt. 

Opportunities
From Maj. Rob Dees.
The Decision Analysis Society provided support to a Decision 
Analysis track at the United States Military Academy Depart-
ment of Systems Engineering Capstone Conference.  This con-
ference is designed for college seniors to showcase their work 
in Systems Engineering and Operations Research to project 
sponsors and other cadets interested in majoring in Systems En-
gineering, Engineering Management, or Operations Research.  
In addition to the Decision Analysis track, there were tracks on 
Process Modeling & Analysis, Statistical Analysis and Stochas-
tic Processes, Modeling and Simulation, Project Management, 
Re-Engineering Systems, and Problem Solving in Systems En-
gineering.  Student teams from the United States Military Acad-
emy, United States Air Force Academy, University of Virginia, 
George Mason University, University of Arkansas, and Stevens 
Institute of Technology participated in the 2008 Capstone Con-
ference on the 8th of May.  Terry Bresnick, Dick Detro, and 
Dr. Timothy Sugrue served as judges for the Decision Analy-
sis track.  Dr. Greg Parnell presented the “best presentation” 
award in the Decision Analysis track to USMA cadets Simon 
Chung, Tom Clark, Clint Ott, and Brian Williams along with 
their advisor, LTC Paul Kucik.  Their presentation entitled 
“VBIED Early Warning System” utilized Bayesian updating to 
accurately determine the probability that a vehicle approaching 
a military checkpoint is a Vehicle-Borne Improvised Explosive 
Device (VBIED).  Many thanks to the Decision Analysis Soci-
ety for the continued support of this event!

DAS Council Member Ali Abbas received the NSF Career 
Award for his program on Decisions with multiple and depen-
dent objectives. Congratulations Ali! 

Reader challenge: How many times can you find the name Ali 
Abbas in this newsletter? Answer at bottom of page 24.

More Winners
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International DA
Martin Schilling, Column Editor

Roberto Ley-Borrás, Guest Columnist

continued on next page

After having reviewed the development of decision analysis 
in the UK and Japan, we turn in this section of the newslet-
ter to the South America region. Early exchange of knowledge 
in decision analysis between the United States and Mexico 
had a profound influence on the development of the Mexi-
can DA community. Reflecting both on research and applica-
tions, Roberto Ley Borrás describes the progress of decision 
analysis in Mexico in the last decades in his article below.

After Mexico, the UK and Japan we are looking for the next regions 
to present in this section. If you as academic or DA consultant can 
tell some interesting stories on the development of decision anal-
ysis in your region, please contact me at m.schilling@lse.ac.uk.

Martin Schilling.

Contact Person
Roberto Ley Borrás (rley@decidir.org)

From a bright spark to national teaching in 40 years
Probably the first Mexicans trained in Decision Analysis were 
a group of eight individuals who attended a course taught by 
Ronald Howard at Stanford University in 1967.  The group 
was sent to Stanford by the national electricity company Comi-
sion Federal de Electricidad (CFE).  When the course ended, 
several CFE officers recognized the potential value of DA and 
wanted to try it on a real project; and so several of the course 
participants worked with the Stanford Research Institute (SRI) 
for more than a year analyzing the decision of building nuclear 
electric plants in Mexico (Azuela and Talancon 1999).  That 
analysis, reported in (SRI 1968), was the beginning of a pro-
cess that culminated with the construction of the first com-
mercial nuclear electric plant in Mexico several years later.

Another early DA presence in Mexico, was the analysis 
of strategies for developing the airport facilities of Mexi-
co City performed by Ralph Keeney, Howard Raiffa and 
Richard de Neufville in 1971 (Keeney 1973).  The analy-
sis included assessing the impact of operating various 
functional types of aircraft by assessing probability func-
tions and building a utility function with six attributes, and 
also examining strategies for proceeding with the project.

During the early 70s, several Mexican universities started 
teaching DA courses at the graduate level, mainly at engi-
neering and business programs.  During the 80s, the number 
of institutions teaching DA increased and undergraduate DA 
courses were offered to students in several fields.  At Tech-
nological Institute of Orizaba (ITO) we developed a deci-
sion tree modeling software: Decitec (González-Hernández 
et al. 1989) and shared it with the academic community. 

In 1994, Technological Institute of Orizaba expanded its gradu-
ate DA offering to include a course on Decision Analysis (tai-
lored after the Stanford DA course), a course on Uncertainty 

Analysis, a course on Preference Analysis and one on Nego-
tiation Analysis.  Master students concentrating in DA took 
those four courses, two DA seminars and wrote a 6-credit 
thesis.  That program ran until 2005 and the graduates went 
on to start DA areas in several organizations, mainly in the 
petroleum industry, and also to teaching and creating a DA-
oriented graduate program at Coacalco Technological Institute.

At UNAM (National University of Mexico), the Engineering 
School and the Engineering Institute offer a master and a PhD 
program in Operations Research that pioneered DA teach-
ing.  Several students in that program have concentrated on 
preference analysis, and the graduates have gone on to start 
decision-oriented programs at several universities in Mexico.

Today DA is taught in a wide range of graduate and under-
graduate programs, either as stand-alone courses or as part 
of Operations Research or Quantitative Methods courses. 

Homegrown textbooks

To support the growing demand for DA teaching materi-
als in the early 70s, two decision analysis textbooks were 
published by Mexicans: (Rheault 1973) and (Acosta-Flores 
1975), covering basic probabilistic modeling and utility theory.

Much later, an uncertainty modeling and assessment book was 
published (Ley-Borrás 2001), covering relevance and influence 
diagrams (down to the solving algorithm), probability assess-
ment and several other topics framed as part of a DA process.  
Another book (Ley-Borrás 2009) covers the whole DA pro-
cess from framing and structuring objectives to getting clar-
ity to identify the best strategy and how to implement it; this 
book is intended as a textbook for a rigorous first DA course.

Diffusion Channels and Training 

UPIICSA (an academic unit of the National Polytechnic In-
stitute), in addition to having a long tradition of DA teaching, 
publishes a journal, Revista UPIICSA, that every year in-
cludes several articles on DA advances and applications and 
has become the main outlet for DA contributions in Mexico.

In an effort to accelerate DA diffusion, and to build a sense of com-
munity, more than a thousand academics, practitioners and deci-
sion-makers, receive twice a month a newsletter (ListaDecision) 
with comments on DA topics (http://decidir.org/index-eng.htm).

In terms of training, a number of commercial "decision-mak-
ing" courses are routinely offered, but that hardly qualify as DA 
training.  I have taught a number of DA short courses over the 
years, mostly to managers of industrial plants, university of-
ficers and business consultants.  The most recent and extensive 
effort was a 5-month DA certificate program were 20 managers 
and consultants from the Mexican Petroleum Institute (IMP) had 
intensive (and hands-on) training on the integral DA process. 
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Research and Applications

The group at UNAM has worked on preference modeling; an 
example of such work is (Plazola-Zamora and Guillén-Bur-
guete 2008) on second-order group preferences. The UNAM 
group, and the graduates from their program, has applied DA 
techniques to public and private decisions, including a mea-
surement appraisal of the construction of corruption percep-
tions index (Mazcorro-Téllez and Guillén-Burguete 2003).

The group at ITO (and now at Consultoría en Decisiones) and 
their graduates have developed and applied several approaches 
that aim to expand the reach of DA; they include:

a) Reusable decision models (RDMs) consisting on a master 
model that represent a family of decision situations, and a guid-
ing diagram that allows customizing the reusable model for a 
particular situation (Ley-Borrás 2000).  RDMs have been built 
for opening remote maintenance centers (Morales-Reyes et al. 
2004), for buying major industrial equipment (García-Muñoz et 
al. 2007) and for commercialization strategies at an industrial 
firm (Quiroz-Aguilar et al. 2003), among others.

b) DA for small business: a streamlined DA process that re-
quires less time to be learned and applied, and has successfully 
being used for helping small manufacturing firms (Ley-Chávez 
2005).

c) A DA approach for enriching Industrial Engineering methods 
by including uncertain events and giving IE a more comprehen-
sive reach (Ley-Borrás 1998a, Tepepa-Rincón et al. 2003).

d) Integral Decision Analysis that uses a comprehensive DA 
process (Ley-Borrás 2009) and has been used as a basis for the 
development of a new method for formulating and evaluating 
investment projects in the petroleum industry.

In the last ten years, DA applications in the petroleum industry 
have been on the rise; an example is the analysis of strategies 
for recovering oilrigs on the face of production and economic 
uncertainty (Morales-Reyes 2005).

There have also been applications of DA concepts and tech-
niques to policy issues, including analysis of the North America 
Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) (Ley-Borrás 2005) and proba-
bilistic forecast of political events (Ley-Borrás 1998b).

In general, Decision Analysis keeps gaining acceptance in 
Mexico as a valuable management tool and as an academic dis-
cipline, yet the number of firms and organizations using DA 
is still quite small. So, opportunities are huge (the half-full 
glass).

Roberto Ley-Borrás has PhD and MS degrees in Engineering-
Economic Systems from Stanford University, MS from Lehigh 
University and BS from Technological Institute of Orizaba 
(ITO). He has held several industry and education posts, includ-
ing a long tenure as DA professor at ITO. He currently heads 
Consultoría en Decisiones (DA consulting and training).
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Decision Education Foundation

Better Decisions – Better Lives
Program Updates 

California-based Decision Education Foundation (DEF) 
continues to reach additional schools and youth programs, 
including new institutions serving the at-risk population, 
with its message that better decisions lead to better lives.
Founded in 2001 by leaders in education and business (who 
have also been deeply involved with INFORMS and DAS - Ed.) 
with extensive experience in teaching decision science and suc-
cessfully applying this discipline in business, medicine, and en-
gineering, DEF develops classroom-ready materials and works 
with schools and youth organizations, training educators who are 
interested in making decision education a part of their curricula.

Decision Training in Champaign, Illinois

Five Keys Charter School

Betty Skov

The outreach to vulnerable teens is an important aspect of 
DEF’s mission—to improve the lives of young people by im-
proving the quality of their decisions. In 2007, ORMS Today 
profiled a decision skills training program for teens and offi-
cers of the Champaign County Juvenile Detention Center in 
Urbana, Illinois. Ali Abbas, assistant professor of Industrial 
and Enterprise Systems Engineering at the University of Illi-
nois at Urbana-Champaign, in partnership with DEF, designed 
and delivered a series of decision-focused workshops to in-
carcerated teens. The initial workshops were so well received 
that officers at the center requested training for their staff. 
Reaching the At-Risk in Santa Clara County, California
Prior to the Illinois project, DEF worked with the Mark-
kula Center for Applied Ethics at Santa Clara Univer-
sity to develop decision curricula for court and com-
munity schools (e.g., juvenile hall, residential detention 
centers, children’s shelters) in several California counties.

Certificate Program

This year, in partnership with the Stanford Center for Profes-
sional Development, DEF offered a first-ever Strategic Decision 
and Risk Management Certificate program designed for educa-
tors. As a result of this successful program DEF has a number of 
new partnerships in active development, including several char-
ter schools, as well as two private college preparatory schools.

DEF thanks Sven Roden and Andrea Dickens, recent winners of 
the Decision Analysis Practice Award from the Decision Analy-
sis Society, who donated their prize money to DEF. When Asked 
why they chose to do this, Andrea replied that they felt the prize 
should go to a good cause related to decision making. Sven and 
Andrea work as decision analysts at Unilever’s London offices

DEF Releases Its First Annual Report, 
Launches Annual Fund Raising Drive

To learn more about DEF and its programs, visit the founda-
tion’s website at www.decisioneducation.org, where you can 
also find a downloadable version of the 2007-2008 annual report.
If you would like to support DEF’s efforts to bring decision skills 
training to young people with a tax-deductible donation, you 
can do so online using PayPal (specify donate@decisioneduca-
tion.org as the recipient). Or send a check to The Decision Edu-
cation Foundation, 750 Emerson Street, Palo Alto, CA 94301.

Among the most interesting and challenging of DEF’s new 
charter programs is an emerging relationship with Five 
Keys Charter School, the first school in the nation serv-
ing adult offenders in a county jail and post-release site. The 
school operates within the San Francisco Unified School 
District and is managed by the San Francisco Sheriff’s De-
partment. After attending the Stanford Certificate Program, 
Five Keys teachers were eager to introduce decision skills 
training within their unique and challenging environment. 
In November, DEF Program Director John Frazier presented 
four, 4-hour trainings for Five Keys teachers. Some of the DEF 
materials were designed specifically for this setting, e.g.,, ex-
ercises around inmates who will be deported because of their 
offenses and violations against their status in the U.S. DEF also 
designed lessons around general inmate issues: 1) what to do 
when you are released, 2) how to frame your life after incar-
ceration, and 3) the decision process, declaring a decision, and 
decision fitness. Going forward, John hopes to develop cur-
riculum for the “Life Skills” and ”Restorative Justice” classes 
and to help Five Keys work with inmates upon their release.

Sven Roden and Andrea Dickens Donate $750 DAS Prize to DEF
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Answer to last issue's puzzle
Wynship Hillier

“Minesweeper” answers

Everyone who submitted answers to the puzzle on time got all of 
the questions right on the first try.  These people were as follows:

Answers:  Spaces on the game board are denoted by column-row 
doubles.  Columns are denominated in Roman numerals, with “I” 
for the leftmost column.  Rows are denominated with Arabic nu-
merals, beginning with “1” for the top row.  For example, {III, 4} 
refers to the third column from the left, fourth row from the top.

1) The only other “safe move” without making some 
risky moves and without new information is {VI, 5}.

2) The only other mine-containing cell that can be deter-
mined without making risky moves and without new informa-
tion is {VI, 2}.

3) A myopic strategy is optimal.  The best probability of 
winning results from selecting, at each step, the tile with the 
lowest probability of concealing a mine, with the exception of 
{I, 1}, discussed below, or, within a given probability, the larg-
est group of related tiles.  The optimal policy can also be found 
by determining all of the possible configurations of mines that 
are consistent with the numbers already revealed, and their as-
sociated probabilities.  Even though the board presented in the 
last issue is significantly smaller than the “Beginner” level of 
the version on my computer, there are 38 such combinations 
in the former.  One to two of these have modal probabilities, 
depending on the answer to question #8.  If that answer is 0.5, 
then there are two modal configurations, otherwise there is one.  
If the answer to #8 is less than 0.5, then these combinations 
include the NW corner ({I, 1}).  Else they exclude it.  If the 
answer is 0.5, then the one combinations includes one with {I, 
1}, one without.  Other than the possibility of {I, 1}, the best 
combination of moves is:  {II, 6}, {III, 6}, {V, 6}, {VI, 4},     
{IV, 1}, {VI, 1}, {I, 3}, {I, 6}.

4)  Due to the different (and “subjectively” changing) 
probabilities that each of the moves in the optimal strategies 
will contain a mine, the expected number of moves before 
the game ends (whether positively or negatively) varies with 
the order in which the moves are made.  Presuming that one 
enjoys playing this game and wants it to last as long as pos-
sible, one would choose lowest-mine-concealing-probability 
tiles first.  Inserting the “safe” choices into the above optimal 
combination in order to maximize expected moves leads to 
the following sequence:  [{II, 1}, {VI, 5}], {III, 6}, [{II, 6}, 
{V, 6}], [{VI, 4}, {IV, 1}, {VI, 1}], [{I, 3}, {I, 6}].  Square 
brackets denote that the contents can be chosen in either order 
without consequence.  {I, 1} is conspicuously absent from this 
list.  This is because it may not be necessary to select this tile 
at all.  If {I, 1} conceals a mine, the game will end with a posi-
tive result when [{I, 3}, {I, 6}] is selected (if not before, with 
a negative result).  If the game does not end at that point, then 
{I, 1} must be selected, but by that token it will not to conceal 

a mine, leading to an expected 6.51 turns of play.  On the other 
hand, if you hate this game and want to find out whether you 
win as quickly as possible, the best sequence is {VI, 4}, {I, 
3}, [{III, 6}, {II, 6}, {V, 6}, {VI, 4}, {IV, 1}, {VI, 1}, {I, 3}, 
{I,6}, {I,1}.  This ends the game in an expected 2.90 moves, 
but has the same probability of winning as the other sequence.

5) The information revealed by chosen tiles allows 
mitigation of much of the risk.  The optimal strategy is too 
complicated to present here.  For an excel spreadsheet de-
scribing it, email the author at wynship@hotmail.com.

6) Due to limitations of space, only the longest-lasting or-
der of moves is presented in the answer to #5.  The expected num-
ber of moves is 9.9 using a fast ordering, 10.6 using a slow one.

7) The probability of winning in the answer to ques-
tion #3 is 3 in 18.  The probability of winning in the answer 
to question #5 is 0.78.  The adjacency information is worth an 
additional 0.61 probability of winning.  Incidentally, the com-
puter version of the game also includes a counter.  The coun-
ter measures the number of mines minus the number of tiles 
marked as concealing mines.  Assuming that all of the markers 
are placed on actual mines, knowing the value of the counter 
only at the beginning of the play is worth an additional 0.125 
probability of winning.  What is its value if it is used through-
out the game?  What is the value of the counter (at the begin-
ning and throughout) and the adjacency information together?

8) {I, 1} is the only tile not adjacent to an uncovered tile.  
By averaging the probabilities of all the other spaces concealing 
a mine (including tiles already uncovered), 0.29 is obtained.
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Guest Column
J. Scott Armstrong and  

Kesten C. Green
Drs. Armstrong and Greensent us the following essay of cur-
rent interest, courtesy of forecastingprinciples.com. Dr. Green 
writes "This was released prior to the first bailout decision and 
it seems to us that it is still relevant as we move from one bailout 
plan to another. The process provides a great example of senior 
decision makers ignoring evidence-based findings as they rush 
to 'do something' in a situation where there is a lot at stake." 
-Ed.

October 6, 2008

Assume that you are considering investing $700,000 and that 
this is a large sum for you. Experts give you the names of two 
reputable investment houses. When you visit the first of these, 
Benjamin Company, Inc., the manager recommends Bailout 
Bonds as an excellent investment. He assures you that he is 
very confident in his advice, which is based on the analysis of 
top experts. He urges you to act swiftly to avoid missing out.
As a cautious investor, you visit the other investment house 
that was recommended to you, Franklin Company, Inc. Their 
manager advises you that Bailout Bonds would be a poor 
investment and that you would be better off holding onto 
your money. Like Benjamin’s manager, Franklin’s manag-
er says that she too is confident in the advice of her experts. 
Given the conflicting advice, you decide to check the track re-
cord of each of these investment houses. Fortunately, numerous 
academic studies have been published on the accuracy of each 
firm’s investment recommendations since 1930. Each firm retains 
the advice of some of the most reputable experts in the world. 
You find that on average, the Benjamin experts have been right 
for 50% of their forecasts – and wrong on 50%. Interestingly, 
the Franklin experts have exactly the same performance record. 
What would you do? Our guess on what most small busi-
ness people would do is to skip this investment opportunity.
The year 1930 is roughly the date of the first studies on the 
value of expert forecasts that relate to complex and uncertain 
situations. Important problems typically involve complex and 
uncertain situations, by which we mean that many factors are 
involved and knowledge about what all the factors are and what 
effects they have and their current and historical states is in-
complete. Contrary to popular opinion, the findings from the 
research in various disciplines including management and med-
icine are consistent with our Benjamin versus Franklin story. 
Let’s get a few things straight before we move on. We like ex-
perts. Some of our best friends are experts. We are experts on 
forecasting, and not at all subject to self-loathing. Experts know 
many useful and important things. For example, experts know 
things such as how much gas is piped from Russia to Western 
Europe, who controls production, who controls the pipeline, 
the volume of known reserves, how best to tap the field, the 
current and historical relationships between the individuals and 
states involved in the situation, military capabilities, etc, etc. 
What many years of research has shown, however, is that 
even with all the important and useful things that they know, 
experts do not make useful forecasts about what will hap-

pen next in situations about which they are expert except in 
rare circumstances, on which more later. Yes, this is hard to 
believe, but try to think of an important problem for which it 
has not been possible for the media to find experts who make 
different predictions about how the situation will work out. 
Forecasts of mutually exclusive outcomes cannot all be right!
Philip E. Tetlock’s 2005 book, Expert Political Judgment, pro-
vides a comprehensive demonstration of experts’ inability to 
make valid predictions about real and important political and 
economic problems such as whether free market policies would 
produce prosperity or political instability in Poland. Tetlock 
described how he recruited 284 people whose professions in-
cluded “commenting or offering advice on political and eco-
nomic trends.”  He asked them to forecast the outcomes for 
various situations. Starting in the mid-1980s, by 2003 he had 
accumulated 82,361 forecasts. While his overall finding that 
the expert predictions were no better than those of students 
or from guessing would not have surprised people familiar 
with the research on this topic, he provided not only strong 
confirmation of the earlier findings but also a superb docu-
mentation of the justifications experts gave for their forecast-
ing failures. “It almost happened,” “sure, it hasn’t happened 
yet, but it will,” and “it would have happened if unforesee-
able event X had not happened first” are three examples. 
There are situations that are suited to expert forecasting. They are 
situations about which experts know the important cause-and-ef-
fect relationships and the current situation, the relationships are 
simple and few in number, and where they have made forecasts 
before and received unambiguous feedback from which they 
have been able to learn and improve their forecasting. Such situ-
ations are uncommon. Bidding in the game of bridge is one. Per-
haps designing bridges is another, but the use of “safety margins” 
suggest that even here forecasting what is necessary in order to 
keep a bridge standing may not be such a situation. Our Benja-
min versus Franklin investment decision is not such as situation.
The conclusions from the studies on expert forecasting are that: 
1) Expert opinions about what will happen are use-
less in situations that are complex and uncertain. 
And it makes no difference how we define experts.
2) Expert opinions are no more accurate than college students’ 
forecasts and are, in many circumstances, no better than guessing. 
3) Experts’ statements about confidence have virtu-
ally no value. Indeed, if you put a group of experts in a 
room and have them make forecasts, their confidence 
goes up rapidly, but this has no relationship to accuracy. 
Forecasting experts know about what forecasting methods 
work best for different types of forecasting problem. This ob-
servation does not violate the conclusions from the studies 
about expert forecasting, but it does mean that forecasting ex-
perts know that they should avoid using their unaided judgment 
and should instead employ the scientific forecasting methods 
and principles that have been developed over years of empiri-
cal research. They also know that they need to work with the 
domain experts—the ones who know about the particular prob-
lem and problems similar to it—to bring together both kinds 
of knowledge in order to produce the best possible forecasts.
The country faced a similar problem to our $700,000 inves-
tor: what policy, including none, would give the best return on 

continued on next page
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the investment of taxpayers’ money? Treasury experts advised 
the government to adopt a $700 billion bailout package that 
they had proposed. They predicted in colorful terms dramatic 
worsening of the financial and economic situation if the gov-
ernment did not implement this policy immediately. In con-
trast, other experts predicted that a bailout would cause more 
economic pain and over a longer period, than doing nothing. 
Unlike our investor considering an investment of $700,000 of his 
own money in Bailout Bonds, political leaders in Washington were 
not debating their own investments. Instead, they were thinking 
about how to spend other people’s money. They provided no sci-
entific basis for their decision and they showed no awareness of 
how one should properly approach such a forecasting problem.
We don’t know what will happen, any more than other 
experts, but we do know what procedures to use to ob-
tain scientific forecasts of what would happen as conse-
quence of adopting alternative policies. Researchers in the 
field have been trying to help decision makers by mak-
ing scientific (evidence-based) forecasting knowledge eas-
ily and freely available to others at forecastingprinciples.com. 
The question for our leaders is whether they should be in-
vesting $700 billion when, despite their confidence, they are 
completely ignorant of the outcome of the investment plan. 

Dr. Kesten C Green, Decision Research Ltd. & Business and 
Economic Forecasting Unit, Monash University, Melbourne, 
Australia. decision.co.nz & conflictforecasting.com & forecast-
ingprinciples.com

Dr. J. Scott Armstrong. Professor, The Wharton School, Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania

In Memoriam

Sixto Ríos Insua  (1954-2008)
By Susana Ramos

Sixto Ríos Insua, Professor of Statistics and Operations Re-
search at Madrid Technical University, recently left us after a 
five year long fight with amyotrophic lateral sclerosis. In spite 
of it, he kept on fighting, researching and cooperating till the 
very last day. He was the son of Sixto Ríos (1913-2008), who 
passed away a few days later. 
Sixto Jr. got his Master and PhD in Mathematics from Universi-
dad Complutense de Madrid. He was a Professor of Operations 
Research at Universidad de la Laguna and Universidad de Ex-
tremadura, before landing  at Madrid Tech. He was one of the 
founders of the Decision Analysis Group of the Royal Academy 
of Sciences. His research centered around Decision Analysis, 
Multiattribute Decision Making, Decision Support Systems, 
Metaheuristics and Group Decision Support. 
He was the author of more than 90 refereed papers,  supervised 
5 PhD theses and produced the software systems GMAA and 
Moira+DA. He wrote 7 books including Multicriteria Decision 
Processes (1989),  Decision Theory  and Decision Analysis: 
Trends and Challenges (1994) and Foundations of Decision 
Support Systems (2002).  He received research awards from 
Complutense University in Madrid, Madrid Technical Univer-

sity (twice), The International Institute for Advanced Studies 
in Systems Research and Cybemetics , a honorable mention in 
the 2002 “Practice Award” from the Decision Analysis Society 
Practice Competition. He was a member of the Spanish Royal 
Academy of Doctors since 2000.

But however important his contributions might seem in a life 
too early truncated, his warmness, tranquillity and wise advice 
will always remain among us.

He is survived by his wife Maria Luisa and his sons Sixto and 
Pablo.

Sixto  Ríos (1913-2008)
By Susana Ramos

Sixto Ríos, who has been termed the father of Statistics and 
Operations Research in Spain, passed away on July 8th  at the 
age of 95. Less than a month earlier, his son Sixto Rios Insua, 
also a Professor of Stats and OR, had left us.
Sixto was born in the tiny village of Pelahustán in 1913. His 
parents were the village teachers and introduced him at an early 
age to the world of study and mathematics. Soon they moved 
to Madrid, so as to have better opportunities, which Sixto defi-
nitely profited from. He graduated in 1932 from Complutense 
University, where he got his PhD thereafter. His initial work 
was in the area of Mathematical Analysis and soon after the 
Civil War he got Professorships in Valencia and Valladolid. A 
vacant in Statistics and Madrid, made him the second Profes-
sor in the country in the field, which by then was starting to get 
rigorous foundations.
Sixto then setup for himself the task of modernising research 
and education in Statistics in Spain. He soon founded the first 
Stats Department, the first School of Stats and the Journal Tra-
bajos de Estadistica.  A few years later, he undertook a similar 
task with the, by then, emerging field of Operations Research, 
by creating the Stats and OR Institute of the National Research 
Council, the Spanish OR and Stats Society and converting the 
journal into Trabajos de Estadistica e Investigacion Operativa, 
who later splitted into TEST and TOP.
Sixto was a very prolific author with more than 200 papers and 
30 books, including Decision Analysis (the first textbook in 
Spanish in the field), Multicriteria Decision Processes and De-
cision Theory and Analysis: Trends and Challenges.  
He entered into the Spanish Royal Academy of Sciences in 
1961, where he was the President of its Mathematics Section 
and founder of the Decision Analysis Group.  He got honorary 
PhDs from the Universities of Oviedo and Sevilla and two Na-
tional Prizes of Mathematics. 
Sixto Rios remained very active almost until he was 90 promot-
ing the use of rational decision making methods whenever he 
can. His enormous energy, fine intelligence, avant-garde men-
tality and desire to teach will remain within Spanish science for 
many years to come.

He is survived by daughters Maria Jesus, Cristina, Valeria and 
Alba, and son David.
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Lev Virine (lvirine@calgary.oilfield.slb.com) provides a de-
scription of his new book

Project Decisions: The Art and Science (By Lev Virine and Mi-
chael Trumper,344p., Management Concepts, 2007) is an enter-
taining and easy-to-read guide to a structured decision analysis 
process for project management.

Project management is the art of making the right decisions. To 
be effective as a project manager, you must know how to make 
rational choices in project management, what processes can 
help you to improve these choices, and what tools are available 
to help you through the decision-making process. This book 
builds on recent interest in behavioral psychology, preesnting 
the basics of cognitive psychology and quantitative analysis 
methods to help project managers make better decisions.

Improvements in project management, and hence project per-
formance, largely hinge on the quality of decisions made during 
the course of the project. Recent research in behavioral psychol-
ogy and decision science reveals the mechanisms people use as 
part of their decision making process and the limits of human 
cognition: we must manage complex and sophisticated 21st 
century projects using a ‘Stone Age’ brain. These limitations 
can be mitigated by using a well defined project decision frame-
work that nudges project managers towards better choices.

This project decision framework is defined by the 3C principle:  
repeatable high quality decisions can only take place using a 
process that is Consistent, Comprehensive, and Continuous. 
The application of adaptive management completes this frame-
work. Adaptive management provides the basis for constant 
learning and improvement into the practice of project manage-
ment. The result is a complete project decision framework that 
incorporates the best that science and experience has to offer 
into a practical guide for improving project performance.

As an added bonus, this process is unveiled using a variety of 
entertaining quizzes, humor, and well known examples to keep 
the reader engaged. Are you a good decision maker? How good 
are your estimation skills? Was the Godfather a rational deci-
sion maker, would he have made a good CEO? Did the burglars 
in Home Alone use an expected value calculation when they 
decided to rob what turned out to be the wrong house? You can 
learn all of this and improve your project decisions as well. 

From the editor: I have received requests to review some other 
books. The DA Journal doesn't feature book reviews, so I imag-
ine this could be of a newsletter feature of value to DAS read-
ers. If you are interested in either writing book reviews or bet-
ter yet, volunteering to be an ongoing editor of a book review 
column, please let me know. - JMK. 

Books Editor's Letter
Jeffrey Keisler

continued on next page

First, business. Many people have contributed their efforts to 
this newsletter, which seems to be growing. Thanks are due: 
column editors Ali Abbas, Bill Klimack, Pat Noonan and Martin 
Schilling are bringing in great material; contributors Scott Arm-
strong, Kesten Green, Wynship Hillier, Roberto Ley-Borras and 
Betty Skov have taken the time to share eye-opening content 
with our DA community. Many others have contributed write-
ups about DAS affairs (especially President Jim Smith’s letter, 
of course) and a variety of announcements. Thank you all. 

Decision Analysis and the Finanical Crisis of 2008

We in DA don’t spend enough time offering insights about the 
very biggest issues of the day, where we can help matters the 
most. Some of us surely have the ears of some decision makers 
some of the time (Rex Brown, for example, has recently circu-
lated a paper describing what really  happened in a number of 
his projects at a variety of levels in government). But at the end 
of the day when we listen to the news, or hear debates play out, 
I suspect many in DAS are pulling their hair out of their head in 
frustration with the haphazard ways in which opinions and de-
cisions form. In this light, it’s worth asking how decision analy-
sis can help decision makers figure out what to do about the 
financial crisis of 2008.  Leaders are now asking what we need 
to do as a nation. Every pundit is pushing one plan or another.  I 
don’t understand the economy well enough to give advice about 
it. In fact, Armstrong and Green’s article in this issue makes the 
case that no one understands the economy all that well. But as a 
casual decision analytic observer, it seems that confusion is all 
the more reason that decision makers (mostly in government, I 
suppose) can fruitfully follow DA principles to structure their 
thinking.  Here is my quick take on how DA might apply. 

DA recognizes that we face uncertainties, and that people’s be-
liefs about the likelihood of various outcomes are the result of 
judgment. We can’t punt on judgment and just assume market 
prices for distressed assets accurately reflect information about 
the parameters of this system (e.g., responsiveness to various 
stimuli, susceptibility to failures, size of liabilities remaining 
to be uncovered) that in truth nobody fully understands. Espe-
cially when the government is making decisions that affect such 
assets, it might be wise for to look at what markets say but still 
form and assert and defend probabilistic judgments. 

Since there is uncertainty, there is also potential value in infor-
mation – and in waiting for uncertainties to resolve before mak-
ing commitments. At the individual level, I have been telling 
insecure friends to wait a few months before shifting jobs or 
getting out of the market and buying gold. There will be some 
bright spots in the economy in a few months, but we don’t know 
what they are yet. Likewise, it seems as though a variety of in-
stitutions may fail, but they may yet not fail, so there is option 
value in waiting to see whether some of them survive. 
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Decision quality demands that we clearly define a creative 
set of well-differentiated and actionable strategic alternatives. 
Some alternatives that come to mind: Let the market sort it out, 
Keynesian investment, tax-cut based stimulus, socializing in-
dustries, and hybrids of all of these. Rather than just proposing 
a single plan, we ought to study the different alternatives, then 
evaluate them, learn from them, and decide on a course of ac-
tion. 

In fleshing these alternatives out, the nation faces an interesting 
twist on the usual strategy problem (and many firms will face 
the same twist): Rather than focusing on goals (or even objec-
tives), part of the trick will be to exploit assets we have built 
up that are currently or could become under-utilized, e.g., the 
automotive manufacturing infrastructure, our military capacity 
(although it is far from under-utilized today), a well- educated 
workforce across all ages (laid off bank VPs, 401k investors 
who can’t retire, loads of new MBAs), and swaths of foreclosed 
homes. This has the feel of putting together a jigsaw puzzle. In 
fact, it might be an interesting DA research problem to explore 
how this type of constructive strategy differs from either the 
standard value-focused thinking approach or the standard strat-
egy table which is based on decisions and consciously not just 
on resources. I expect strategy tables would be especially use-
ful as the mix of resources and decisions is multi-dimensional 
and levels of commitment in each dimension are worth debat-
ing and coordinating. Furthermore, this problem ought to apply 
at both the level of both the economy and the individual firm. 
It’s a relatively easy analytic task to find costs to cut and ways 
to downsize, but we ought to help companies become good at 
looking for productive alternative uses of assets before they de-
cide to simply dispose of those assets.  

In DA we separate thinking about what is likely to happen from 
thinking about what we want to happen. One DA-inflected view 
is that, essentially, experts provide factual judgments while leg-
islators are elected to provide value judgments (and perhaps to 
pick experts). But in practice, the public debate involves too 
little inquiry and too much advocacy of individuals’ preferred 
solutions. For example, a laissez-faire advocate might argue 
that a hands-off government will lead to both the lowest cost 
and the fastest recovery, vaguely implying that there will not be 
too much pain in the present. An advocate for alternative energy 
investment might argue that we can create millions of jobs at 
the same time we create future growth, vaguely implying that 
it won’t cost too much. Advocates for both of these positions 
may downplay the possibility of unintended or unpredicted 
consequences. I’m sure there’s some truth in all of this, but if I 
were a decision maker I’d rather hear an unvarnished prediction 
about how many jobs we really are likely to create and how fast 
we are likely to recover under different plans, at what pain and 
what cost. Once we know what the possible tradeoffs are, then 
we can debate their merits. That could be a lot more efficient 
than just having a duel between ideologies. 

This leads to the next point. DA explicitly recognizes that there 
are often tradeoffs to make, and that’s especially true now. Not 
all goals will coincide and it stands to reason that a policy se-
lected to minimize unemployment will have lower unemploy-

ment and lower GDP than a policy focused on maximizing 
GDP.  Sending stimulus checks may increase consumption and 
shorten the recession, but lead to some increase in debt. Rather 
than papering over potentially conflicting objectives, we should 
identify the objectives that must be balanced. We can then de-
bate how much we are willing to trade off on one attribute to 
gain more on another attribute.  There are plenty of sunk costs 
these days, and we’ll do well to avoid their siren call by fo-
cusing on how to value future outcomes. A multi-attribute util-
ity function would be helpful for making logically consistent 
choices, although it’s not something we’ve seen in this country 
(and may not be usable in a literal sense within a democracy). 
For the current problem, we might formulate a multi-attribute 
utility function based on: Economic measures such as unem-
ployment (in terms of depth of and length of the dip and the 
size of the recovery), GDP growth and stock prices (in the same 
terms), stock prices, and national debt (in terms of rate of in-
crease and ultimate size).There are tradeoffs among these at-
tributes and also tradeoffs of what happens to money and what 
we get for that money. Stimulus can support objectives of in-
dividual welfare, e.g., consumption of goods, services received 
(education and healthcare) , as well as improvement of national 
assets, e.g. infrastructure improvement and innovation toward 
future productivity.  The factors that drive national well-being 
are complex and unlikely to reduce to a satisfactory single num-
ber. Utility functions can at least make the discussion explicit
In sum, as in other settings, DA can provide a framework for 
discussing what to do about the current economic crisis. 

No democracy is going to immediately adopt the DA cycle as a 
substitute for the messiness of real policy making. But perhaps 
decision analysts can proactively make their voices heard, pro-
vide some logic to the debate, and influence it to bring about 
more desirable outcomes. While few of us may be privileged to 
be what Brown calls “hip-pocket advisors” to those in power, 
perhaps there is a broader role for members of the field as a 
unique type of pundit. We can write and speak (there are quite a 
few in this field I’d be entertained to see on a Sunday morning 
talk show or read in an op-ed). We can propose clairvoyant-test 
passing definitions for alternatives and chance events, as well 
as ways to measure the desirability of possible consequences. 
We are used to listening to divergent points of view without 
prejudice, as we facilitate decision-focused debate. We can cre-
ate the common language people need to share facts and beliefs 
and push for decision makers to act logically.

What do you think? That’s not just a rhetorical question. The 
DAS has recently added a very nice discussion board capability 
to the society website, with the help of Syncopation Software. 
Over the summer, Al Calvo created a thread on DA and the 
financial crisis. Jason Merrick, John Butler and I have toyed 
with having a more dynamic relationship between the newslet-
ter and the website. Here’s a chance to try that out. If this article 
provokes any strong responses or inspires any ideas you have, 
post them in the discussion thread.

      Happy holidays.  
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