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President’s Letter 
Vicki Bier 

Thanks as always to Jun Zhuang, Heather Rosoff, and their assistant, 
Elizabeth Newell, for an excellent newsletter.  This promises to be a busy 
fall, between officer elections and the Phoenix INFORMS meeting (which 
comes up unusually early this year).   
 
First, Jeff Keisler will be taking over as President of the Decision Analysis 
Society at the Phoenix meeting.  Any of you who would like to get more 
involved in DAS should feel free to contact Jeff to discuss possible 
opportunities! With this upcoming “changing of the guard,” the Society 
needed strong candidates to run for Vice-President/President-Elect.  As a 
result of the superlative efforts of Jeff and his fellow members of the 
nominating committee (Erin Baker, Jack Kloeber, and Gilberto Montibeller), 
two outstanding candidates have agreed to be nominated – Ali Abbas 
(University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign), and Eric Bickel (University 
of Texas at Austin).  Both of them have been active and devoted members 

of the Society for many years, so I am confident that no matter who wins, DAS will be in good shape in the years to 
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come. In addition, Casey Lichtendahl and Patrick Noonan will be completing their three-year terms on the DAS 
Council at the Phoenix meeting.  I would like to thank them for their excellent service.  The nominating committee 
has selected a diverse slate of outstanding nominees for the Council.  Biographies and position statements of the 
candidates are elsewhere in this newsletter, but the candidates are: Phil Beccue (a decision consultant in the Los 
Angeles area), Clinton Brownley (a decision advisor with Eclectic Analytics), Richard Deckro (a professor of 
operations research at the Air Force Institute of Technology), and Victor Jose (a professor of business at 
Georgetown University). Finally, Yael Grushka-Cockayne (University of Virginia), who agreed to serve as 
Secretary/Treasurer when John Butler had to step down last spring, is running unopposed for that office, as 
permitted under the DAS bylaws.  You should be receiving an email ballot from the INFORMS office in the next 
few weeks, so please remember to vote! The other four members of the Council – Seth Guikema (Johns Hopkins 
University), Gilberto Montibeller (London School of Economics), Larry Neal (Chevron), and Canan Ulu 
(University of Texas at Austin) – will continue to serve.  It has been a pleasure to work with all of them.   
 
I look forward to seeing many of you in Phoenix for the INFORMS meeting taking place from October 14-17.  In 
addition to the awards session and business meeting on the afternoon of Monday, October 15, there will also be an 
informal breakfast meeting from 7:30-9:30am on Tuesday, October 16, to discuss other possible initiatives that the 
Decision Analysis Society might want to undertake – especially joint meetings, workshops, special issues, or other 
forms of collaboration with sister organizations, to promote cross-fertilization of ideas.  If something like this might 
be of interest to you, stay tuned for the announcement of the exact meeting location in the Hyatt. Our cluster chairs 
for this year’s annual meeting are Canan, Jag Chhatwal (University of Pittsburgh), and Alec Morton (London 
School of Economics).  In addition to the DAS cluster, a unique feature of this year’s meeting is the development of 
an invited cluster cosponsored by INFORMS and the Society for Medical Decision Making, which is meeting in 
Phoenix the same week.  That cluster will be taking place on Wednesday, October 17; see especially the session that 
Jag has organized on Decision Analytic and Patient-Centered Modeling in Medicine.  It is rare to be able to mingle 
with people from one of our sister societies without needing to go to yet another meeting, so I hope many of you 
will be able to stay until Wednesday to take advantage of that opportunity.   
 
I would also like to thank Jamie Jia (Chinese University of Hong Kong), for organizing a cluster of four sessions on 
decision analysis at the INFORMS International Meeting in Beijing on June 24-27.  Of special note was a session 
on some of the issues encountered in practicing decision analysis in the Chinese cultural context. Finally, I would 
like to thank Jim Smith (Duke University), who will soon be finishing six years of service to the Society when he 
steps down as Past President.  Jim has given generously of his time and experience in advising me and the other 
officers; I only hope I will be as useful when I take over the role of Past President.  
 

Letter from the Editors 

Heather Rosoff, Jun Zhuang, and Elizabeth Newell 

As you can see from the number of pages in this newsletter, the DAS community has a tremendous amount to share 
in this issue! Thank you to all our guest contributors and special thanks to our column editors who we would be lost 
without the creativity and insight of their pieces.  

In DA Around the World, Scott LaJoie and Scott Braithwaite invite us into the world of the Society for Medical 
Decision Making, scheduled to take place in Phoenix immediately after the INFORMS Annual Meeting. From 
Robin Keller and Kelly Kophazi, we have the update from our Decision Analysis journal as well as the 
announcement of Rakesh Sarin as the Editor-in-Chief of the journal for the period January 1, 2013 through 
December 31, 2015. In Research, Robert Bordley introduces a Bayesian alternative to the development of 
alternatives in the choice set for a given decision problem. In Guest column, Ali Abbas shares with us the story of 
his career and research development in the decision sciences. Next comes Carl Spetzler who provides us with an 
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update on the accomplishments of the Society for Decision Professionals and the group’s plans for moving ahead. 
In DA Practice, Bill Klimack enlightens us with the benefits, challenges and applications of conducting stakeholder 
analysis. Lastly in ASK DAS, John Coles, Florian Federspiel, and Karen Jenni share with us the insights they 
collected from a series of interviews on how to prepare for going back to school after working in industry. 
 
This issue also contains the candidate profiles for the upcoming DAS elections. It is a pleasure to read about all their 
ideas and enthusiasm for advancing the field and the society. Finally, we have lost one of the most influential 
figures in the social sciences, Duncan Luce. Duncan Luce was most recognized for his work in combining formal 
math models and psychological experiments to understand and predict aspects of human behavior, fundamentally 
altering theories of individual and group decision making. We are saddened by his passing. 

This is the last issue before the INFORMS Annual Meeting being held in Phoenix, Arizona from October 14-17, 
2012.  This year a total of 34 sessions are scheduled covering a wide range of topics from healthcare applications to 
behavioral decision theory. There is certainly going to be something for everyone. 

Looking forward to seeing you there and enjoy the rest of the summer!! 

 

DAS Elections 
Elections for DAS officers and council will be held in the near future. Society members will receive an email from 
INFORMS and will vote electronically. The candidates were nominated by the DAS nomination committee: Jeff 
Keisler (Chair), Erin Baker, Jack Kloeber, and Gilberto Montibeller. Here are the candidates' position statements 
and biographical sketches. Candidates are listed in alphabetical order. Candidates for president are first, then 
candidates for council, and then the unopposed candidate for Secretary-Treasurer. 

Ali Abbas 
Candidate for Vice President/President-Elect 

 
Wow! What an honor to be nominated to run for 
President of the Decision Analysis Society. We stand 
on the shoulders of giants and we have a great legacy 
that has shaped our field and brought it to the place it 
is today. We also face an exciting time that provides 
unprecedented opportunities for advancement and 
growth: massive data sets, large scale problems such 
as climate change, advances in medicine and 
bioinformatics, advances in computer science and 

behavioral research, and a transformation in 
communications and social networks, all of which 
provide great opportunities for researchers, 
practitioners, students, and decision makers. Having 
started my career with seven years in industry 
working for Schlumberger in numerous places around 
the world and then moved to academics, I have seen 
the direct impact our field can have in numerous 
areas. We must capitalize on this exciting time. My 
vision for the future of the Decision Analysis Society 
over the next few years is clear:  

“outreach efforts to increase our impact to society” 

With outreach comes increasing communication and 
public awareness, increasing membership, and more 
success stories like Chevron that provide practitioners 
with better access to the “ears of decision makers”.  

1) Outreach to the population at large.  
We still meet new people who ask us what we do, and 
we tell them we teach decision analysis or practice it. 
Then they say “Oh, I never knew that could be taught, 
but I certainly wish I knew that a long time ago”, or 
we hear “Well don’t executives know how to make 



Volume	  31,	  Number2,	  August	  2012	   	   	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Decision	  Analysis	  Today	  
	  
	  

Page	  4	  

decisions already?” In today’s world, we must 
increasing public awareness and achieve societal 
impact. Last year, I received an inaugural National 
Science Foundation I-Corps award to spread decision 
skills and awareness to the population at large. If 
elected, a major goal for my six year term as 
president elect, president, and past president will be 
to increase public awareness about our Decision 
Analysis Society. This will be achieved through 
public forums, and other ongoing efforts such as 
teaching decision skills to gifted youth, at-risk-teens, 
high school teachers, and through collaborations 
between the Decision Analysis Society and the 
Decision Education Foundation, for which I am an 
advisory board member. Other venues include our 
annual meeting. Throughout the past several years, I 
have held a session in every INFORMS conference 
on reaching out with decision skills to teens in 
collaboration with Ron Howard, Carl Spetzler, Jim 
Matheson, Nadine Oeser, Steve Tani, Mazen Skaff, 
Thomas Syller, Somik Raha, and numerous others.  

2) Outreach to other technical fields 
When you speak to people in Artificial Intelligence, 
they remind us of the extraordinary influence that 
decision-analytic methods have had on their field and 
the exciting new applications that will arise such as 
measuring preferences and trade-offs between 
convenience and privacy on the internet. There is 
great opportunity for more interaction, and we should 
strive to bring our decision analytic methodology to 
other fields to have a better impact on society. This 
can be achieved through invited sessions at our 
conference and through individual and targeted 
collaborations with people in other fields such as 
biology and law.    

3)  Outreach efforts to increase 
collaborations between academics and 
practitioners 

Our society is fortunate to have a great mix of 
researchers and practitioners. To impact society at 
large, more collaboration is needed, and here are 
some possibilities:   

1) Practitioners can help shape the research by 
identifying those problems where academic 
expertise is needed. Researchers can push the 
boundaries of the field by deriving new 
methodologies to address these problems.  

2) Practitioners can also provide feedback about the 
usefulness of certain papers to improve the 
practice.  

3) Stories like the Chevron case need to be 
documented and further highlighted in the media. 

The annual meeting, the Society of Decision 
Professionals, and DAAG are all great forums where 
we can get together and plan this type of 
collaboration.    

4) Outreach to new comers and mentorship 
programs  

We must continue to recruit and nurture our new 
comers. These include students, new graduates in 
industry, practice, or academics, as well as long time 
graduates who are new to the Decision Analysis 
Society. When I served on the Council of the 
Decision Analysis Society and the board of the 
INFORMS Junior Faculty Interest Group (JFIG), we 
conducted a survey for new comers. The biggest 
request was the opportunity to interact with seniors in 
the field. Having gone through the tenure process 
myself a few years ago, I also know the benefits of 
having mentorship programs for assistant professors. 
We must reach out to them. For senior members, the 
primary benefit of mentorship programs is the 
rewarding experience they get seeing their mentees 
expand their thought process as they gain more 
confidence. I will work to start a mentorship program 
in the Decision Analysis Society and will organize a 
panel session for new comers and senior members in 
our annual meeting.  

Finally, the Decision Analysis Journal, Decision 
Analysis Today, and our web page remain 
ambassadors for our society. We should expand on 
the efforts made by the numerous people involved.  It 
was such a delight to see that Decision Analysis is 
ranked within the top 25% management journals and 
that the paper that won the DAS publication award 
this year was published in Decision Analysis.  

See you all in Arizona and let’s impact society!   

Biographical Sketch: I started my career in working 
in industry for seven years with Schlumberger 
Oilfield Services in various locations around the 
world. I held several international and domestic 
positions including field operations manager for 
Schlumberger semiconductors (North America) and 
international training manager. I also obtained my 
PhD in decision analysis at Stanford University under 
Ron Howard. I am now an associate professor in the 



Volume	  31,	  Number2,	  August	  2012	   	   	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Decision	  Analysis	  Today	  
	  
	  

Page	  5	  

college of engineering at the University of Illinois at 
Urbana-Champaign where I introduced two new 
courses (Decision Analysis 1 and 2).  

I have served on the council of the decision analysis 
society and the Junior Faculty Interest Group and 
served on numerous committees including the new 
comers committee, the publication committee, and 
the student paper competition.  

I am also an associate editor for Decision Analysis 
and Operations Research journals, and have been 
Topical Editor of the Decision Analysis area of John 
Wiley Encyclopedia of Operations Research and 
Management Science. I have also organized 
numerous conferences including the DA tracks of 
INFORMS 2007 and 2008, IFORS 2009, and the 
Maximum Entropy Conference (2005). I also serve 
on the advisory board of the Decision Education 
Foundation, and currently serve on the Decision Risk 
and Management Science (DRMS) panel at the 
National Science Foundation.   

I have recently received the Art Davis Faculty 
Scholar award from the University of Illinois for 
outstanding research (2012), the Decision Analysis 
Society publication award (2011), the NSF CAREER 
award (2008), the outstanding teaching award in 
industrial and systems engineering (2009), and the 
inaugural NSF I-Corps award for exploring the use of 
decision analysis methods with the population at 
large (2011). For more information, please visit my 
lab web page at 
https://netfiles.uiuc.edu/aliabbas/www/ 

 
Eric Bickel 

Candidate for Vice President/President-Elect	  

	  
I would like to begin by saying that it is an honor to 
be nominated to run for DAS Vice President / 
President-Elect. I thank the Nominating Committee 
for this opportunity. Let me also say that it is with 

some regret that I am running against my friend and 
academic brother, Ali Abbas. I believe Ali would 
make an excellent DAS President. 

I am passionate about decision analysis (DA) and its 
ability to make a positive change in people’s lives. 
Like many of you, I had not heard of decision 
analysis until graduate school and could not believe 
one could (or even needed to) study how to make 
decisions. Yet, I walked out of the first DA lecture, 
given by Prof. Ron Howard, and thought, “Wow! 
This is everything I never knew I always wanted to 
do!” That was in 1993, and I have been hooked ever 
since. 

The DAS is a wonderful organization with a 
membership profile that differs from the majority of 
other INFORMS sections/subdivisions. We are an 
eclectic mix of researchers, practitioners, teachers, 
students, and evangelicals. Indeed, many of us see 
ourselves in all of these roles. Our research spans 
normative and behavioral decision making. Our 
practice ranges from helping women make difficult 
medical decisions to helping the world’s largest 
corporations develop their most ambitious strategies.  

As Vice President, I would work closely with our 
incoming President, Jeff Keisler, to execute his goals 
and represent our society to the broader INFORMS 
community. As President, beginning in October 2014, 
I would work directly with our members and the DAS 
Council to decide upon a set of priorities that are 
appropriate for the environment in which we find 
ourselves. However, there are several areas that are 
especially important to me and at which I think the 
DAS should continue to excel. These include 
fostering collaboration between academics and 
practitioners, supporting our junior members, and 
identifying and marketing our accomplishments. 
Below, I discuss my approach to support these goals. 

I believe that excellent research improves practice 
and that vibrant practice is necessary to support a 
healthy research environment. Indeed, this synergistic 
cycle led to the birth of our profession. Deciding how 
to improve communication between these two 
communities is undoubtedly a challenge; researchers 
and practitioners face differing pressures and 
incentives and find joy in different aspects of our 
field. However, the one thing we all share is our 
desire to improve decision making. In conjunction 
with the Society of Decision Professionals, the DAS 
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should consider expanding our online forums to 
create a knowledge-sharing portal, among whose 
benefits would be to help academics disseminate best 
practices and to help practitioners raise challenging 
issues. Another possibility is the publication of an 
online trade newsletter (that would feature 
practitioner-focused articles and case studies (beyond 
DA Today). 

The mentoring and development of young academics 
and practitioners is critical to the long-term health of 
our society and our profession. I would like to 
explore ideas for how we could bolster our efforts in 
this area. One thing is certain: I would strongly 
support the Decision Analysis journal. 

I would also like to explore the desirability and 
feasibility of expanding and institutionalizing the 
“Inventory and Appraisal of US Graduate Decision 
Programs,” spearheaded by Ralph Keeney, Kelly See, 
and Detlof von Winterfeldt in 2004. Such an 
inventory and appraisal would help potential students 
seek out graduate programs, practitioners identify 
sources of expertise, and academics communicate the 
value of their programs. 

Finally, although we have improved our international 
representation, I think we can do more. We should 
consider a bi-annual international conference or place 
greater emphasis on the International INFORMS 
conference. 

In conclusion, I believe I have the essential 
experience and leadership skills needed to guide our 
society as President. Thank you for your support! 

Biography: I am an assistant professor in the 
Graduate Program in Operations Research at the 
University of Texas at Austin. (If I have a “good 
outcome,” I will be tenured by the time I would 
assume the role of DAS President.) I also hold a joint 
appointment in the Department of Petroleum and 
Geosystems Engineering and am a fellow in the 
Center for International Energy and Environmental 
Policy (CIEEP). My research addresses many aspects 
of decision analysis. These include methodological 
developments as well as applications in energy 
exploration/development and energy/climate policy. 
My research has been featured in The New York 
Times, The Wall Street Journal, Newsweek, The 
Times (London), the Telegraph (UK), and the 
documentary “Cool It!” 

(http://www.imdb.com/name/nm4134853/). My 
hobby is applying DA to baseball strategy. (My 
baseball DA software was used by ESPN.) My 
research has been funded by the National Science 
Foundation (CAREER Award), the Department of 
Energy, the National Energy Technology Laboratory, 
and numerous private companies. 

I obtained my PhD in 1999 in Engineering-Economic 
Systems from Stanford University. My advisor was 
Ron Howard; Jim Smith was on my reading 
committee. I joined Strategic Decisions Group (SDG) 
in 1995, while pursing my PhD. After completing my 
graduate work, I decided to spend time in the “lab” 
and rejoined SDG, helping to start its Houston office. 
At SDG, I led decision-analytic projects around the 
world and across industries, including oil and gas, 
electricity production, life sciences, chemical, 
financial services, and mining. In addition, I co-led 
SDG’s Client Education program, with Bruce Judd. I 
returned to academia in 2004 and joined the 
Department of Industrial and Systems Engineering at 
Texas A&M University. In 2008, I joined the OR 
group at UT Austin and the CIEEP. I am still an 
active consultant and teach executive short courses. 

I have been active in the DAS for many years. This 
includes as 2005 Annual Conference DA Co-Chair, 
2008 Regional Conference DA Chair, numerous 
session chairs, DAS Council Member, Chair of the 
DAS Practice Award (2009 and 2010), member of the 
DAS Publication Award, member of DAS 
Nominating Committee, Chair of the Membership 
Committee, and Decision Analysis journal Associate 
Editor and Editorial Board Member. I was fortunate 
to be awarded the DAS Practice Award in 2006. I am 
also active in our sister societies. I was a founding 
Board Member for the Society of Decision 
Professionals and am helping lead DAAG 2013, 
which will be held in Austin after the Analytics 
Conference.  

For more information, please see 
http://faculty.engr.utexas.edu/bickel/. 
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Phil Beccue 
Candidate for DAS Council 

 
It is an honor to be selected as a candidate for the 
Decision Analysis Society Council.  I have been a 
decision analysis practitioner for over 20 years, first 
with Applied Decision Analysis as a management 
consultant, and then leading internal groups in two 
large biotech organizations.  My sabbatical year in 
2010 allowed me the opportunity to lead pro-bono 
DA projects in Asia, Africa, and the Middle East.  In 
2011 I formed White Deer Partners, a consultancy 
which offers decision analysis services primarily in 
the biopharmaceutical sector.   
 
From my experiences applying multiattribute utility 
modeling in the public sector, to R&D strategies and 
capital investments in the private sector, I often find 
teams and managers struggling with how to manage 
complexity, uncertainty, and high-stakes tradeoffs.  I 
know these leaders can greatly benefit from the clear, 
practical tools and methods that DA offers.  Many 
have never heard of decision analysis, or are confused 
about what distinguishes DA from business analytics. 
Unfortunately, our profession is lacking in visibility 
and if elected, my primary focus will be to raise 
awareness among business leaders through publicity, 
executive education, case studies, the press, and other 
mechanisms.  I also want to grow the reach of our 
profession and the quality of our services by: 
• promoting the adoption of new methods into the 

busy world of senior decision-makers 
• improving the accessibility of decision analysis in 

industry and public policy settings 
• equipping the next generation of decision 

professionals 
• integrating top-quality research with practitioners 

on the field. 

 
One of the most rewarding aspects of this profession 
is working closely with people on complex problems 
and, by employing the DA toolkit, see the “light bulb 
turn on” as solutions emerge to their pressing 
challenges and opportunities.  My hope is that 
through my leadership role on the Council, we can all 
do better at shining the DA light in the dark corners 
of decision confusion to ultimately bring greater 
value to the people and organizations we serve. 
 
Biographical Sketch: I am an independent 
consultant specializing in the application of decision 
analysis, valuation, portfolio optimization, and risk 
analysis to strategic business problems.  I have 
degrees in Mathematics from Westmont College, and 
Mechanical Engineering and Management Science 
from Stanford University.   
 
For seven years at Baxter BioScience, I led the R&D 
portfolio management process, and developed tools 
and processes to support the allocation of $0.5b in 
annual R&D spend.  At Amgen I led the Decision 
Sciences group and played a key role in 
institutionalizing decision analytic processes.  At 
ADA I helped clients solve challenging problems in 
strategic planning, capital investments, R&D 
prioritization, risk analysis, and asset valuation.  My 
client list includes pharmaceutical companies, health 
care organizations, electric utilities, major oil and gas 
firms, and government agencies, both in the US and 
internationally. 
 
I have been a member of INFORMS and the Decision 
Analysis Society since 1990, and have come to 
appreciate the interchange among the thought leaders 
in our field.  I am a frequent participant at the DAS 
sessions at INFORMS meetings, I am on the editorial 
board of Decision Analysis, and am a fellow of the 
Society of Decision Professionals.  In 2009 my team 
won the Decision Analysis Society Practice Award 
for broadly influencing the R&D decision-making 
culture at Baxter Healthcare. 
 
I have a passion to mentor the next generation, and to 
teach colleagues and clients the benefits of applying 
decision analysis principles to challenging decision 
problems.  I have developed and taught decision 
analysis, multi-objective decision-making, real 
options, and software seminars for a wide range of 
public and private audiences. 
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My wife of 20 years and I reside in Southern 
California and we are active home-school leaders for 
our two high school students.  Other interests include 
mentoring youth at our local church, international 
travel, team sports, bicycling, and stand-up 
paddleboarding. 
 

Richard Deckro 
Candidate for DAS Council 

(No photo was provided) 
It is my honor to be invited to be a candidate for the 
Decision Analysis Council. The Decision Analysis 
Society has been, and continues to be, a critical focal 
point for the study, analysis and development of 
better decision making across the spectrum of profit 
and nonprofit, public and private organizations. 

My interests have focused on the interaction and 
overlap of decision making, measurement, modeling, 
and optimization. DAS, with its multi-disciplinary 
focus is a perfect nexus for these concepts. Its broad 
interest in decision making allows it to serve the 
spectrum of INFORMS membership; theoreticians 
and practitioners from varied fields of study applying 
their art to literally every field of human endeavor. As 
every DAS member knows, everyone is faced with 
decisions. 

If elected to the Council, I would like to see DAS 
continue reaching out to the other INFORMs sections 
and societies to lever areas of mutual interest and 
endeavor. In addition, outreach to organizations 
outside of INFORMS, where appropriate, should 
continue to be a key objective. Finally, with the 
continued interest in competitive analytics, DAS 
needs to be at the forefront of research, application 
and practice centered on the interface of the use of 
analytics in decision making. Analytics ability to 
reveal key trends and interactions in the masses of 
data now available creates evolving opportunities for 
decision analysis. Staying at the forefront of these 
interactions is a natural goal for DAS.   

Biographical Sketch: Dick Deckro is a Professor of 
Operations Research in the Department of 
Operational Sciences and the Director of the Future 
Operations Investigation Laboratory (FOIL) at the 
Air Force Institute of Technology (AFIT). He holds a 
BSIE from the State University of New York at 
Buffalo, and a MBA and a DBA, with a major in 

Decision Sciences and minor in Public Sector 
Economics, from Kent State University.  

He has over 35 years of collegiate teaching at the 
graduate and undergraduate levels in both engineering 
and business schools as well as consulting to public and 
private organizations and agencies. He has previously 
taught at Virginia Tech, the University of Wyoming, 
and Portland State University. Dick joined AFIT in 
1994. He is currently the Editor of Military 
Operations Research and a Fellow of the Military 
Operations Research Society. Dick has been active in 
several INFORMS societies and sections.  

Victor Jose 
Candidate for DAS Council 

 
It is an honor to be nominated for a position in the 
Council of the Decision Analysis Society. Over the 
last eight years, I have benefitted tremendously both 
professionally and personally from being part of the 
decision analysis community and I hope to be given 
this opportunity to serve the Society and the 
community as part of the DAS Council. 
     
If elected, I would like to work in creating activities 
and supporting initiatives that aim to: 
(1) Increase our membership, attendance, and 
participation in our community events. I believe that 
the greatest asset of DAS is the quality and diversity 
of our membership.  Aside from growing our 
membership on paper, I would like to promote 
initiatives that would improve the attendance and 
participation of members in our meetings.  This 
increased participation will enhance the experience of 
everyone in the meetings, sustain the high quality of 
interaction between our members, and ensure the 
future growth and success of our Society. 
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(2) Increase awareness on the value of decision 
analysis.  Many individuals in our community (as 
evidenced by the wide range of topics presented 
every year in our annual meeting) work on many 
interesting, important, and relevant topics both 
theoretical and practical that clearly illustrate the 
value that decision analysis can provide to decision 
making in business, government, industry, and our 
personal lives.  I am confident that others will 
recognize this value as well if we are able to 
communicate this message more effectively and more 
broadly to communities outside our field.   
 
(3) Promote stronger links with other communities. I 
believe that there are many opportunities to 
collaborate on initiatives with other societies or 
groups such as SDP, DAAG, MCDM, MORS, SRA, 
and JDM.   
 
Biographical Sketch: Victor Richmond R. Jose is an 
Assistant Professor at the McDonough School of 
Business at Georgetown University.  He received his 
Ph.D. in Business Administration (Decision Sciences) 
from the Fuqua School of Business at Duke 
University, and his B.S. in Management Engineering 
(ME) and Mathematics from the Ateneo de Manila 
University in the Philippines. His research interests 
include probability elicitation, evaluation and 
combination, forecasting, stochastic modeling and 
game theory applications in problems related to risk 
management, bankruptcy prediction, finance, 
homeland security, and other public policy issues.  He 
has been a member of the Decision Analysis Society 
since 2004, and is a member of the editorial board of 
Decision Analysis.   
 

Clinton Brownley 
Candidate for DAS Council	  

 

I am honored to be nominated for election to the 
Council of the Decision Analysis Society (DAS).  
INFORMS has been my professional home for many 
years.  As a long-time Council member for CPMS: 
The Practice Section of INFORMS, I helped create 
and reinvigorate several benefits for our members, 
including creating and maintaining the section’s 
presence on LinkedIn and writing articles regularly 
for the section’s newsletter.  In addition, as the 
President of the INFORMS Continuing Education 
Committee, I have worked to organize seminars and 
promote continuing education courses for our 
members. 

While my previous experience has been with other 
INFORMS groups, my personal and professional 
passion encompasses the various techniques of 
decision analysis, including decisions under 
uncertainty and multi-objective decision making.  In 
addition to providing decision analysis consulting 
services, I write and maintain an informative blog 
(http://cbrownley.wordpress.com/) on the topic, have 
presented a poster (http://alturl.com/h3in3) on the 
subject at the INFORMS Practice Conference, and 
am nearly finished writing a book on methods for 
conducting multi-objective decision analyses under 
uncertainty. 

Given my passion for decision analysis, I care deeply 
about the continued success of the Decision Analysis 
Society (DAS).  The DAS is a terrific group of people 
who improve the domain of decision analysis every 
day by conducting high-quality research, exchanging 
ideas and experiences, maintaining an engaging 
online presence, organizing interesting, informative 
conference seminars and events, and publishing a 
first-rate newsletter and journal, Decision Analysis. 

If elected to the DAS Council, I will work with my 
colleagues to continue enhancing and promoting the 
theory and practice of decision analysis, including 
working with the officers to: (1) organize additional 
DAS-sponsored seminars and conference events; (2) 
stimulate greater interaction and partnering between 
academics and practitioners; and (3) promote greater 
collaboration between the DAS and organizations like 
the Society for Judgment and Decision Making, 
Society for Medical Decision Making, and the 
International Society of Multiple Criteria Decision 
Making.  Thank you very much for this exciting 
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opportunity to bring about results that make the DAS 
an even better professional society. 

Biographical Sketch: Clinton Brownley, Ph.D., is 
the founder and President of Eclectic Analytics, a 
management and decision analysis consulting 
company headquartered in Silicon Valley.  Since 
2006, Dr. Brownley has used decision analysis and 
modeling techniques to address complex policy and 
strategy decisions for a variety of public and private 
organizations.  Dr. Brownley is a member of the 
INFORMS Decision Analysis Society and a member 
of the ASA Statistical Consulting Section.  Dr. 
Brownley received B.S. and M.S. degrees from 
Carnegie Mellon University and a Ph.D. degree from 
American University. 

Yael Grushka-Cockayne 
Candidate for Secretary-Treasurer 

 
I am honored to be considered for the role of 
Secretary/Treasurer of the INFORMS Decision 
Analysis Society. Since I started attending the 
INFORMS Annual Meeting as a PhD student in 
2004, I have enjoyed taking part, chairing sessions 
and presenting my work in the DA Cluster. Being a 
member of the society was critical for me during my 
job search as a PhD student and has been 
monumental to me as junior faculty.  Based on my 

interactions with MBAs in the classroom and with 
practicing managers, I believe in the important role 
the field of Decision Analysis plays in society. In my 
work as Secretary/Treasurer, I will strive to continue 
promoting its recognition and use.   
 
Coached by the outgoing DAS Secretary/Treasurer, 
John Butler, I have been serving as 
Secretary/Treasurer as of May 2012. Throughout my 
engagement with the society, I have noted the 
enthusiasm with which the Society leaders operate. I 
view this spirit as fundamental to the success of this 
organization. If elected to the role of 
Secretary/Treasurer, I seek to contribute more 
directly to the Decision Analysis society’s success by 
best supporting the elected officers and the 
membership body as a whole.  I hope that you will 
give me the opportunity to do so. 
 
Biographical Sketch: Yael	  Grushka-‐Cockayne	  is	  an	  
Assistant	  Professor	  of	  Business	  Administration	  at	  
the	  Darden	  School	  of	  Business.	  Yael	  joined	  Darden,	  
and	  its	  Quantitative	  Analysis	  area,	  in	  2009	  and	  has	  
been	  teaching	  the	  core	  MBA	  Decision	  Analysis	  
class.	  Her	  research	  broadly	  covers	  the	  areas	  of	  
decision	  analysis,	  behavioral	  and	  strategic	  
decision-‐making,	  project	  management	  and	  new	  
product	  development.	  	  More	  recently,	  Yael’s	  
research	  projects	  have	  focused	  on	  forecasting	  
aggregation	  methods;	  competitive	  forecasting;	  and	  
R&D	  project	  incentives.	  Yael	  received	  her	  BSc	  in	  
Industrial	  Engineering	  from	  Ben-‐Gurion	  
University	  in	  Israel;	  her	  MSc	  in	  Operations	  
Research	  from	  the	  London	  School	  of	  Economics;	  
and	  her	  PhD	  in	  Management	  Science	  and	  
Operations	  from	  the	  London	  Business	  School.	  For	  
more	  information	  about	  Yael’s	  teaching	  and	  
research	  activities	  visit	  her	  website	  here.	  	  	   

 

INFORMS Update 
Thanks are in order to all the session chairs and presenters who have contributed to the DA cluster at the 
INFORMS Annual Meeting in Phoenix. A total of 34 sessions are scheduled covering a wide range of 
interesting topics from healthcare applications to behavioral decision theory. In addition, several cross-
cutting topics will be presented jointly with other INFORMS societies and sections. The program will be 
available soon at http://meetings2.informs.org/phoenix2012/program1.html.  
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Please keep the following dates in mind: 
• August 13 – Authors' deadline for final abstract changes 
• September 10 – Early registration deadline 
• September 10 – Hotel reservation cut-off date  

 
We look forward to seeing you in Phoenix! 
 
DA Cluster Co-Chairs: 
Jagpreet Chhatwal, University of Pittsburgh, chhatwal@pitt.edu 
Alec Morton, London School of Economics, A.Morton@lse.ac.uk 
Canan Ulu, University of Texas, Canan.Ulu@mccombs.utexas.edu 
 

Professional Postings 
Visit http://jps.informs.org/ for the INFORMS Job Placement Service (JPS). For many years INFORMS (and its 
founding societies) has offered a Job Placement Service to connect employers searching for O.R. professionals and 
qualified O.R. professionals looking for employment. 
 
The Job Placement Service database offers: 

• Online access to job listings and applicant files 
• Expanded information about jobs and applicants 
• Updates of the database 
• Improved database search capabilities 
• Online data entry for applicants and employers 
• Extended availability of the database 

 
 

Professional News 
Renowned UCI scholar R. Duncan Luce dies at 87 

Recipient of the 2003 National Medal of Science, he is an influential figure in social sciences 
— Irvine, California, August 13, 2012 — 

R. Duncan Luce, a pioneering mathematical psychologist at UC Irvine and National Medal of Science winner, died 
Saturday, Aug. 11, after a short illness. He was 87. Hailed as one of the most influential figures in the social 
sciences, Luce combined formal math models and psychological experiments to understand and predict aspects of 
human behavior, fundamentally altering theories of individual and group decision making. His nine books – 
including Individual Choice Behavior – are widely recognized as groundbreaking in both economics and 
psychology and have been used by generations of students and academics. Luce’s work over half a century, which 
also yielded more than 250 scientific articles, crossed disciplinary boundaries to offer an innovative perspective on 
human behavior. See full report at http://today.uci.edu/news/2012/08/nr_luce_120813.php. 
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Results of the 2012 DAS Student Paper competition 
By: Léa Deleris (IBM) and Jun Zhuang (University at Buffalo)  

2012 DAS Student Paper Award Committee Co-Chairs 
	  
We received 49 valid submissions to the DAS student paper competition this year (with a wide range of topics; see 
the attached for a "cloud" based on the titles). The review process was very tough and we were impressed by both 
the quality and quantity of the submissions. We are pleased to announce the top six finalists (listed alphabetically by 
last names):  

• Mehmet Ayvaci (University of Wisconsin-Madison) "The Effect of Budgetary Restrictions on Breast Cancer 
Diagnostic Decisions" 

• Jennifer Mason (North Carolina State University) "Using Electronic Health Records to Monitor and Improve 
Adherence to Medication" 

• Xiaojun Shan (University at Buffalo) "Cost of Equity in Defensive Resource Allocation in the Face of a 
Strategic Attacker" 

• Zhengwei Sun (University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign) "Interpreting Various Measures of Risk Aversion 
Based on their Monotonicity with Information Value" 

• Chen Wang (University of Wisconsin-Madison) "Expert Elicitation of Adversary Preferences Using Ordinal 
Judgments" 

• Haewon Yoon (Rutgers University) "Re-designing Discount Rate Measurement" 
Our committee of judges reviewed these six papers and we are very pleased to announce the winner of the 2012 
DAS student paper award is:   

Mehmet Ayvaci (University of Wisconsin-Madison) "The Effect of Budgetary Restrictions on Breast Cancer 
Diagnostic Decisions 

The winner and all finalists will be recognized 4:30PM on Monday Oct 15, 2012 at INFORMS DAS Awards 
session. We thank our committee of judges for their reviews of these papers. The committee consisted of Turgay 
Ayer (Georgia Institute of Technology), Debarun Bhattacharjya (IBM), Daniel Feiler (Dartmouth College), Philip 
Fernbach (University of Colorado, Boulder), and Erick Moreno-Centeno (Texas A & M University). We also thank 
Vicki Bier (University of Wisconsin-Madison) and Seth Guikema (Johns Hopkins University) for advices during 
the selection process. We also thank all these 49 students who submitted their papers and their advisors who wrote 
letters.  
	  
	  

Results of the 2012 DAS Publication Award competition 
By: Jason R. W. Merrick 

Virginia Commonwealth University 
 
The 2012 Decision Analysis Publication Award is given to recognize the best publication in "decision analysis, 
broadly defined" appearing in 2010. This includes, but is not limited to, theoretical work on decision analysis 
methodology (including behavioral decision making and non-expected utility theory), descriptions of applications, 
and experimental studies. The 2012 award committee is pleased to announce the paper by Samuel Bond, Kurt 
Carlson, and Ralph Keeney:  
 
"Improving the Generation of Decision Objectives", Decision Analysis, 7, pp. 238-55, 2010. 
 
as the winner of this year's award. This work opens up a new field in descriptive decision analysis, namely the study 
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of the ability of decision makers to express their values and objectives. It also has a great impact on prescriptive 
decision analysis. Defining values and objectives is the first stage in any good decision analysis application and this 
work suggests new ways to approach this important stage of the structuring process. The committee also wishes to 
recognize two finalists (in no particular order): 
 
"Intelligent Adversary Risk Analysis: A Bioterrorism Risk Management Model" by Parnell, G.S., Smith, C. M., 
Moxley, F. I., Risk Analysis, pp 32-48, January 2010. 
 
and 
 
"Preferences for Consumption Streams: Scale Invariance, Correlation Aversion, and Delay Aversion Under 
Mortality Risk" by Kenneth C. Lichtendahl Jr., Samuel E. Bodily, Operations Research 58(4), pp. 985–997, July–
August 2010. 
 
These papers offer strong contributions to the field of counter-terrorism and the field of health and consumption 
respectively, offering new ways to approach these decisions and providing significant impact on practice. The 
members of the 2012 publication award committee were Robin Keller, Ali Abbas, and Jason Merrick (chair). Please 
join us in congratulating all the authors of these excellent papers!  
 
	  
	  

New NRC Report Recommends Use of Decision Sciences in Chemical Manufacturing Industry 
By: Jacqueline MacDonald Gibson 

University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill 
	  

The only major recommendation contained in a recent National Research Council (NRC) report on improving the 
safety of chemical manufacturing facilities was derived from the decision analysis community.  The report, The Use 
and Storage of Methyl Isocyanate (MIC) at Bayer CropScience, recommends that “the U.S. Chemical Safety Board 
and Hazard Investigation Board . . . convene a working group to chart a plan for incorporating decision theory . . . 
into” assessments of chemical manufacturing plant process designs.  The report is the result of a study originally 
undertaken in response to an August 2008 accident at a Bayer CropScience pesticide manufacturing facility in 
Institute, West Virginia.  The accident caused the deaths of two plant employees and nearly compromised a 6,700-
gallon storage tank of MIC.  The impact on the MIC storage tank raised alarms in the community, which had long 
feared it was at risk of an accident like the one that occurred in Bhopal, India, in 1984, when a MIC release caused 
the immediate death of more than 3,000 nearby residents. 
Since several serious chemical industry accidents during the 1970s, chemical engineers have sought to develop 
decision-support tools that incorporate safety as an objective in the choice of manufacturing processes.  One 
outcome is the concept of “inherently safer process (ISP) design.” According to the NRC report, ISP design is “a 
philosophy for engineering design of material processing plants . . . that encourages the designer to attempt to 
eliminate or minimize hazards identified at each stage in the process life cycle . . rather than accepting the existence 
of the hazards and designing safety systems to control those hazards.” Promoters of the ISP design concept have 
conceived of multiple attributes intended to gauge the inherent safety of different manufacturing process options.  
Broadly, these attributes can be grouped into the following categories: 

• substitution of less hazardous materials, chemistry, and processes in place of more hazardous ones; 
• minimization of the quantity of hazardous materials used; 
• moderation of temperature, pressure, concentrations, and other process factors that could lead to hazardous 

conditions; and  
• simplification of overall process design. 
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To help choose among manufacturing process options with ISP design as a major objective, chemical engineers 
have proposed several different summary metrics intended to score different process design options according to 
their level of inherent safety.  The NRC report lists 33 such indicators, none of which have taken hold in the 
chemical manufacturing industry. 

As the sole report author with a background in decision sciences, I was struck by the lack of awareness among my 
co-authors (members of the committee appointed to carry out the NRC study) that the field of decision sciences 
exists.  Indeed, my fellow committee members, who were mostly chemical engineers and chemists, had never been 
exposed to concepts of multi-attribute decision-making.  A number of them had been involved in the development 
of metrics to compare process manufacturing options along ISP objectives.  Upon reviewing these ISP metrics, it 
was clear that they lacked the axiomatic foundation of multi-attribute decision analysis methods developed in the 
decision sciences.  Hence I wrote a paper on the potential use of such methods in chemical plant design and 
presented it to the committee.  The paper ultimately became Chapter 6 of the committee’s report, entitled “A 
Framework for Decision Making,” and the basis for the report’s sole recommendation.  If the Chemical Safety 
Board acts on this recommendation, perhaps new opportunities to explore use of DAS methods in the chemical 
manufacturing industry will emerge. 

The NRC report is available at http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=13385. 

	  

Lean Advancement Initiative 
By: Mehmet Erkan Ceyhan 

Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
 
The MIT Lean Advancement Initiative (LAI), in collaboration with MIT Collaborative Initiatives (CI), is partnering 
with the U.S. Military Health System (MHS) to develop innovative recommendations for transforming the military 
psychological health care system related to post-traumatic stress in support of service members and their 
families. The MHS is a global medical network within the Department of Defense that works to ensure the highest 
standard of health care for all U.S. military personnel and their families through innovative research, training, and 
service provision. The Post-Traumatic Stress Innovations (PTSI): US Military Enterprise Analysis project is 
analyzing the national military psychological health system's current state using both quantitative and qualitative 
information and methods and mapping enterprise-level policies, decisions, and their interactions. The three-year 
project, which includes extensive fieldwork, will make recommendations for architecting a more effective and 
efficient future military psychological health care system. 
“LAI is housed within the MIT Sociotechnical Systems Research Center (SSCR), which is focused on the high-
impact, complex, sociotechnical systems that shape our world, and the center has some unique capabilities for 
working with complex systems of national and international significance,” says SSRC Director and PTSI project 
lead Professor Deborah Nightingale. “We are excited to be engaged in finding new areas of opportunity to 
strengthen the MHS psychological health enterprise.” The current $8-million, three-year grant cooperative 
agreement is jointly sponsored by MHS and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Gen. Martin Dempsey, and 
extends across the Army, Air Force, Navy, and Marines. As of December 2011, Mehmet Erkan Ceyhan has joined 
Lean Advancement Initiative (LAI) at MIT as a postdoctoral research associate. He work is primarily in the area of 
quantitative modeling for the Post-Traumatic Stress Innovations (PTSI): US Military Enterprise Analysis project. 
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Taming Wicked Problems: Six Soft OR Methods Every DA Analyst Needs to Know 
By: Freeman Marvin 

Innovative Decisions, Inc. 
	  

Horst Rittel and Melvin Webber, two professors at UC Berkeley, coined the term “wicked problems” in their 1973 
paper, "Dilemmas in a General Theory of Planning," (Rittel, 1973).  They said a problem is wicked when it: 

• involves many stakeholders with different values and priorities, 
• has its roots in issues that are complex and tangled, 
• is difficult to come to grips with and changes with every attempt to address it, 
• presents a new challenge with no precedent, and 
• does not indicate that a viable solution has been identified. 

Russell Ackoff, professor emeritus at the Wharton School, called these things “messy problems.”  He said they are 
“social-technical problems which are ill-formulated, where the information is incomplete, where there are many 
clients and decision-makers with conflicting values, and where the ramifications in the whole system are thoroughly 
confusing” (Camillus, 2008). 

Hard Problems vs. Wicked Problems: Wicked problems are not just hard.  The Apollo mission to put a man on 
the moon was a very hard problem, but it was not a wicked problem.  It had a single objective and few key 
stakeholders.  Examples of wicked problems are how to reroute a major highway through a city and how to resolve 
international drug crime and violence.  Classic linear systems engineering and OR methods struggle with such 
challenges. The impact of our failure to come to grips with wicked problems using traditional methods has become 
acute in our interconnected, networked world.  How do we tame wicked problems?  Rittel and Webber offer the 
following guidelines for employing new “Soft OR” methods: 

1. Accommodate multiple alternative perspectives rather than prescribe single solutions. 
2. Function through collaborative interaction and iteration rather than back office calculations. 
3. Generate ownership of the problem formulation through stakeholder participation and transparency. 
4. Facilitate a graphical representation of the problem space for the systematic, group exploration of solutions. 
5. Plan for incremental changes and controlled experiments to allow for continuous learning. 
6. Concentrate on possibility rather than probability. 
John Mingers (Mingers, 2009) describes a number of successful applications of Soft OR approaches to wicked 
problems as diverse as improving children’s health care in the United Kingdom, abatement of pollution in a river 
system in India, and managing risk for Europe’s largest street carnival.  Soft OR methods don’t involve much math, 
but they do require making our hidden assumptions explicit and a lot of logical reasoning. 

Six Soft OR Methods: While innovative analysts have developed a number of Soft OR methods in the last 30 years, 
the following table shows six key Soft OR methods that every decision analyst should know. 
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Table 1: Six Soft OR Methods 

Soft OR 
Methods 

Traditional 
Hard OR 
Methods 

Examples of Hard OR 
Tools 

Examples of Soft OR 
Tools 

Soft OR 
Thought 
Leaders 

Mind Mapping 
Cognitive 
Mapping 
Dialogue 
Mapping 

Problem Framing CORE 
www.vitechcorp.com 

Mindjet 
www.mindjet.com 
Decision Explorer 
www.banxia.com 
Compendium 
compendium.open.ac.
uk 

Tony Buzan 
Fran Ackerman 
Jeff Conklin 

Even Swaps Multiple 
Objective 
Decision 
Analysis 
(MODA) 

Logical Decisions for 
Windows (LDW) 
www.logicaldecisions.co
m 

Portfolio Navigator 
www.smartorg.com 

John Hammond 

Systems 
Thinking 

Continuous and 
Discrete Event 
Simulation 

ExtendSim 
www.extendsim.com 

iThink 
www.iseesystems.com 

Peter Senge 
 

Analysis of 
Competing 
Hypotheses 
(ACH) 

Hypothesis 
Testing 

Netica 
www.norsys.com 

PARC ACH 2.0 
www2.parc.com/istl/pr
ojects/ach/ach.html 

Richards Heuer 

Theory of 
Constraints 
(TOC) 

Optimization Excel Solver 
www.microsoft.com 

Exepron 
www.exepron.com 

Eliyahu 
Goldratt 

Scenario 
Planning 

Multi-Stage 
Decision 
Analysis 

Decision Trees  w DPL 
www.syncopation.com 

ForeTell 
www.decpath.com 

Peter Schwartz 

 

Mapping: The hardest step in any problem solving task is the first one – problem framing.  Getting the problem 
right and a partial solution is always better than getting the perfect solution to the wrong problem.  Hard OR has 
struggled with this step, asking the “customer” for requirements to define the problem. Soft OR solves this 
deficiency by using the power of collaborative visual thinking.  There are today many problem mapping and 
diagramming techniques, including Mind Mapping (Tony Buzan), Cognitive Mapping (Colin Eden and Fran 
Ackerman), and Dialogue Mapping (Horst Rittel). Dialogue Mapping, for example, is the process of creating a 
visual display that integrates the ideas, issues, points of view, arguments, and evidence generated by a team.  The 
map helps team members make sense of the wicked problem, build a shared understanding of possible solutions, 
and commit to a course of action.  

Even Swaps: In 1772, Benjamin Franklin replied to a letter from his friend and noted scientist, Joseph Priestly, who 
had asked him for advice in a business matter.  “Dear Sir, I cannot, for want of sufficient premises, advise you what 
to determine, but if you please I will tell you how.”  Franklin advised him to make a list of the pros and cons of each 
option before him, weigh the lists in his mind, and then make his choice based on the overall balance.  His process 
of “even swaps” was quite simple. Franklin’s even swaps method was further developed by John Hammond, et al, 
in their 1999 book Smart Choices.  The method corresponds to a quantitative multiple objective decision analysis 
and, with a facilitated process of checking and cross-checking the trade-offs, can be just as rigorous. 
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Systems Thinking: Difficulties in solving problems often stem from the fact that problems do not occur in isolation, 
but in bunches, often tied up in knots.  Feedback cycles, time delays, and unintended consequences complicate 
linear thinking approaches.  Jay Forrester, a professor at MIT, developed the theories of system dynamics over the 
course of several decades, beginning in the 1950’s.  One of his students, Peter Senge, noticed that different 
networks of problematic issues often take on similar patterns of feedback cycles and delays, which he grouped into 
nine systems archetypes (Senge, 1990). Some systems archetypes which we are all familiar with are the Limits to 
Growth, Shifting the Burden, and Tragedy of the Commons.  Within each systems archetype are particular leverage 
points, places and methods, where the analyst can be most effective in resolving issues. 

Analysis of Competing Hypotheses (ACH): Two CIA employees, Richards Heuer and Thomas Murray, developed 
ACH in the 1990’s for use by intelligence analysts.  They observed that the greatest failure of analysts was not a 
lack of data, but a lack of critical thinking.  The fact that the same data may be consistent with multiple hypotheses 
did not deter analysts from using them to support their preferred conclusion.   At the time, Bayesian Nets were too 
computationally intensive to be useful for analysts working on the day-to-day problems of intelligence estimates.  
So Heuer and Murray developed ACH as a qualitative approach to constructing a simple Bayesian Net. ACH uses a 
seven-step process to guide the analyst through a logical thinking process, from generating hypotheses and testing 
the evidence for consistency, to ranking the hypotheses by inconsistent evidence.  The result is a table of logically 
ordered hypotheses about the problem in question that correctly represents the knowledge of the analyst and the 
uncertainty in the information. 

Theory of Constraints (TOC): Eliyahu Goldratt was an Israeli physicist who became a business management guru 
following publication of his book, The Goal in 1984.  The book is a parable describing the principles of the Theory 
of Constraints (TOC) and their application to various manufacturing, engineering, and other business processes 
(Goldratt, 1984). Using TOC, the processes are typically modeled as resource flows.  The constraints typically 
represent limits on flows.  In his book, the protagonist is a manager in charge of a troubled manufacturing operation.  
At any point in time, one particular constraint (such as inadequate capacity at a machine tool) limits total system 
throughput, and when the constraint is resolved, another constraint becomes the critical one.  The plot revolves 
around identifying the current limiting constraint and raising it, which is followed by finding out which is the next 
limiting constraint.  Another common theme in Goldratt’s work is that the system being analyzed has excess 
capacity at a number of non-critical points, which is a waste of resources. 

Scenario Planning: A book by Peter Schwartz in 1991, The Art of the Long View, introduced the Soft OR method 
known as scenario planning to a wide audience in business and government.  Schwartz had been a member of the 
team that invented the planning method at the oil giant Royal Dutch Shell in the 1980’s. Scenario planning does not 
focus on assessing probabilities of future events and computing the distribution of outcomes and their expected 
values.  Rather, it focuses on describing the range of future environments in terms of key dimensions that have 
relevance to the interests of the enterprise. After brainstorming and defining relevant drivers and estimating the 
range of possible outcomes along each driver, a team develops a set of alternative futures and describes the 
possibility and implications of each one.  It selects a subset of these alternative futures and uses them to define 
scenarios.  Analysts then design strategies that would perform well if they knew which scenario was going to 
happen.  Finally, decision makers choose the best strategy using logical application of decision rules. For example, 
Maximax Return is an optimistic rule which directs decision makers to choose the strategy with the greatest possible 
value in any scenario (maximize the maximum).  On the other hand, a Maximin Return rule reflects a pessimistic 
outlook, and guides decision makers to choose the strategy with the greatest guaranteed value (maximize the 
minimum). 

Application: IDI has partnered with Steve Nixon Consulting and ADG Creative to assist the National Security 
Agency to transition its computer operations to the cloud.  This effort has all of the characteristics of a wicked 
problem – lots of stakeholders, many legacy systems that must continue to work together, and a technology that has 
never been deployed before at that agency on that scale.  Besides applying many of the methods described above, 
the project team is framing its analysis using another powerful Soft OR method – the Strategic Choice Approach 
(SCA), developed by John Friend and Allen Hickling.  The SCA process has been implemented by Friend and 
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Hickling in a software tool called STRAD (Strategic Advisor).  Our team has discovered that Soft OR and hard OR 
are not just alternative approaches to problem solving, but are complementary and tend to strengthen each other. 
Recently, Kelly Levin and her colleagues at the World Resources Institute described a new class of "super wicked 
problems" such as global climate change (Levin, 2010).  They define super wicked problems as having the 
following additional characteristics: 

• No central authority. 
• Those seeking to solve the problem are also causing it. 
• Policies discount the future irrationally. 
• Time is running out. 

Unless our DA methods and tools keep pace in this new age of complexity, time may be running out for decision 
analysts, too. 
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Decision Analysis Journal 
 The Decision Analysis September 2012 

issue... 

(available in Articles in Advance prior to print) 
For more information about Articles in Advance please visit:  

http://da.journal.informs.org/content/early/recent 

Copulas, Group Preferences, Multi-level Defenders, Sharing 
Rewards, and Communicating Analytics:  From the Editors 

L. Robin Keller and Kelly M. Kophazi  
We review the past year and this Editor-in-Chief’s editorship for the last six annual volumes in this issue’s “From the Editors” 
column, which is co-authored with Managing Editor Kelly M. Kophazi, then preview this issue’s research articles.   

Conditionalization of Copula Based Models 
Dorota Kurowicka  
Copulae provide a way to construct joint probability distributions with arbitrary one dimensional margins.  Kurowicka (2012) 
presents a new type of conditionalization of copula based models, motivated by modeling risk in civil aviation with a copula 
based model in the form of a continuous nonparametric Bayesian belief net.  Her primary result enables a simplified means for 
conditionalizing on more than one univariate margin in a normal copula model. 

A Note on a Group Preference Axiomatization with Cardinal Utility  
Luis C. Dias and Paula Sarabando  
Arrow (1951) and Keeney (1976) examined the possibility (or not) of aggregating the preferences of individuals into an ordinal 
(by Arrow) or cardinal (by Keeney) group preference function that would satisfy certain desirable conditions, including a 
nondictatorship condition. Dias and Sarabando (2012) propose stronger formulations of such a nondictatorship condition. The 
new formulations are designed to limit the maximum influence that an individual could have over the group.   Strategic 
coalitions of individuals are also examined.  

Resource Allocation for Homeland Defense: Dealing with the Team Effect  
Andrew Samuel and Seth D. Guikema  
Taking a principal-agent perspective, a single principal (such as the US Congress) and its multiple agents (federal, state, and 
local security agencies) defend against homeland attackers. Modeling the interaction among the levels of the defenders via a 
game model, Samuel and Guikema (2012) show that since resources are limited and defenders at different levels have private 
information on local risks and possible defensive actions and can take self-interested actions, “ignoring the within-team 
defender interactions…leads to a sub-optimal resource allocation”. 

Sharing Rewards among Strangers Based on Peer Evaluations 
Arthur Carvalho and Kate Larson 
Carvalho and Larson (2012) examine how to fairly share a joint reward, based on how each stranger evaluates the other 
people’s performances. The mechanism rewards a person based on how others evaluate him/her, and based on how truthful 
he/she is in evaluating others.  To promote truthfulness, the mechanism uses a peer-prediction method based on strictly proper 
scoring rules. 

Communicating Analytic Results:  A Tutorial for Decision Consultants  
Jeffrey M. Keisler and Patrick S. Noonan 
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Keisler and Noonan (2012) present standard communication practices in decision analysis consulting and describe how 
communication can be improved, for both technical communication skills and organizational communication skills. 

Decision Analysis is included in the Social Sciences Citation Index. 
Decision Analysis has an impact factor of 2.143 in the management category, 

ranking it in the top 25%, as 38th out of 166 journals. 
 

Decision Analysis is a part of Articles in Advance (AIA), 
where accepted manuscripts appear prior to printing. 

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

For Decision Analysis subscription information and rates: 
http://www.informs.org/Find-Research-Publications/Journals/Subscribe 

 
See Decision Analysis papers which are most often cited (http://decision.highwire.org/reports/most-cited)  

and most often downloaded  
(http://decision.highwire.org/reports/most-read).  

 
(Rankings are based on citations to online articles from HighWire-hosted articles only, 

not all citations from any works published anywhere.) 
	  	  

INFORMS Decision Analysis Society Members!	  

 
By special arrangement with the Decision Analysis Society Council, 

dues-paying regular members of the DAS receive a 

subscription to the journal as part of their membership dues.  

The DAS is a subdivision of INFORMS. 
For information on DAS, 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	  aspects	  of	  decision	  
theory	  and	  decision	  analysis,	  with	  the	  ultimate	  objective	  of	  providing	  practical	  guidance	  for	  decision	  makers.	  As	  such,	  the	  journal	  
aims	  to	  bridge	  the	  theory	  and	  practice	  of	  decision	  analysis,	  facilitating	  communication	  and	  the	  exchange	  of	  knowledge	  among	  
decision	  analysts	  in	  academia,	  business,	  industry,	  and	  government.	  	  Decision	  Analysis	  is	  published	  in	  March,	  June,	  September,	  and	  
December	  by	  the	  Institute	  for	  Operations	  Research	  and	  the	  Management	  Sciences	  (INFORMS)	  at	  7240	  Parkway	  Drive,	  Suite	  300,	  
Hanover,	  Maryland	  21076.	  	  Please	  visit	  our	  website	  at	  http://www.informs.org/Pubs/DA.	  	  
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DA Around the World 

 

Column Editors: Alec Morton and Matthias Seifert 
 

The aim of this column is to present a view of what is going on in the Decision Analysis community and its various 
sister communities, broadly conceived, beyond the confines of DAS and INFORMS.  This issue, Scott LaJoie and 
Scott Braithwaite of the Society for Medical Decision Making invite you to join them at their annual meeting, to 
be held in Phoenix immediately after the INFORMS Annual Meeting. 

An embarrassment of riches awaits you at the SMDM Annual Meeting, October 17-20 in Phoenix, AZ.  

The meeting theme, Using health information technology for better health decisions, builds on the critical mass of 
local expertise in bioinformatics at Arizona State University and Mayo Clinic Arizona.  The theme also aligns with 
questions under intense debate within the federal Office of the National Coordinator for Health Information 
Technology (ONC): How should health information systems evolve to facilitate patient-centered medicine, 
including communication of information, consideration of values, prioritization, guideline application, quality 
evaluation, and incentivization?  Leadership from this office will be joining us at the meeting, and they will be 
featured in a “Reports from the Field” session (see below).    Attendees will be challenged to consider how medical 
decision-making methods could improve development of health information systems.  Will rubber meet the road or 
the sky?  Be there and participate in this important discussion. 

SMDM: This unique society of internationally renowned clinicians, health economists, and decision scientists shifts 
the intellectual center of gravity whenever and wherever it assembles.  In 2012, this juggernaut of brainpower lands 
in Phoenix, and our two meetings have been designed to overlap.  Come to gain new insights about the decision 
space and medical context for your modeling efforts, or to take a new modeling idea for a test-drive.  We will be co-
hosting many sessions, including exciting topics like health system quality improvement and error reduction.  Our 
combined sessions will culminate in a symposium that will assemble an international panel of experts to discuss 
parallels and differences between increasing safety in aeronautics and in healthcare.  If you’ve ever contemplated 
attending SMDM or checking them out, this is the year to do it.  Additional information is at 
http://www.smdm.org/2012meeting/index.shtml.  As insight-rich and intellectually-dense as these combined 
sessions will be, you will almost certainly want more. Happily, as an INFORMS member, you are eligible for a 
reduced rate for SMDM meeting registration, and a reduced, one-day registration fee is also an option.  

Reports from the Field:  Leadership from the Patient-Centered Outcomes Research Institute (PCORI), Agency for 
Healthcare Research and Quality (AHRQ), and ONC will share goings-on and talk about their victories, defeats, and 
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stalemates.  Get an inside view on these important organizations and a sneak peak at the issues are they wrestling 
with.  What’s next on their agendas?  Where will funding be headed tomorrow?  Come and find out. 

Stakeholder Symposium/Workshop:  This symposium will be the “grand finale” of the 2012 SMDM meeting: 
SMDM researchers will be able to brainstorm and dialogue with prominent decision makers who are particularly 
interested in their areas of investigation. The Stakeholder Symposium will combine elements of workshops and 
roundtables, catalyzing two-way conversations.  Goals will be (a) to enable stakeholders to share perspectives of 
where additional work is needed, (b) to enable methodological experts to share perspectives of where scientific 
work is under-used, and (c) to generate concrete ideas for future collaboration between stakeholders and 
methodological experts.  Participating stakeholders include leaders from a wide variety of stakeholder groups: 
consumer advocacy, payers, funders, regulators, and health authorities.  Participants will include Nirav Shah, 
Commissioner of Health, New York State; John Santa, Consumers Union; Robin Gelburd, FAIR Health; Jean 
Slutsky, AHRQ;  Moupali Das, San Francisco Health Department;  and John Blandford, Centers for Disease Control 
and Prevention. 

 Career development and networking: Would you like a job? Or a better job? Or would you like to navigate the 
next step in your career arc? The SMDM annual meeting draws international leaders and job-creators in academia, 
industry, and government.  Meet them in person.  Get their advice!  This is a friendly meeting. 

Last but not least: If you’ve never been to the Grand Canyon, now is the time to go. Take the family! The greater 
Phoenix area is a paradise of ridge walks, purple sunsets, cacti, open sky, and proximity to some of the most 
dramatic and unearthly desert landscapes.  If you inhabit a densely populated urban center, you can luxuriate in 
space and openness.  Phoenix is also home to the Heard Museum, which has the world’s most impressive collection 
of Native American art, crafts, and cultural artifacts. 

It is very unusual and special to have an international scientific event in the middle of a desert – bring your cameras, 
hiking boots, and water bottles.     
 

DA Practice 
Column Editor: Bill Klimack 

Decision analysis practice is well represented at conferences this year.  The INFORMS Conference on Business 
Analytics and Operations Research was a great success.  This conference, with its practice focus, featured a decision 
analysis track and a decision support track.  There were tracks for risk management and soft skills. Before the 
conference, the Soft Skills Workshop helped improve interpersonal skills vital to DA and other OR disciplines.  
Attendance at this conference continues to grow. 

The International conference concluded recently in Beijing and over 1,000 people attended.  The program included 
a DA cluster.  The Decision Analysis Affinity Group (DAAG) held their annual conference in Chicago.  This 
meeting is also where the Society of Decision Professionals (SDP) meets.  The last issue of this newsletter, in the 
SDP column, announced planning for a joint forum of The Decision Analysis Society and SDP. 

Planning for an excellent fall INFORMS Annual Meeting is maturing.  The meeting in Phoenix will be a joint 
meeting with the Society for Medical Decision Making, coordinated between the Decision Analysis Society and the 
Health Application Society as well as INFORMS staff.  Joint sessions are scheduled for Wednesday October 17th, 
the last day of the INFORMS meeting. The joint agenda will include refereed presentations of interest to anyone 
involved in decision making in medically-related situations. 

No guest columnists were identified for this issue, so you’re again stuck with me. 
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Please send your comments, suggestions, and, especially, offers to be a guest columnist to me at 
billklimack@chevron.com.  You can help improve the practice of decision analysis! 

 

Working with Stakeholders 
By: Bill Klimack 

	  
Ralph Keeney (Keeney, Ralph L.  Value-focused thinking: a Path to Creative Decisionmaking.  Cambridge, MA: 
Harvard University Press, 1992, pages 95-96. Keeney) has pointed out that decision analysis may be used to good 
effect when working with different groups with different perspectives of a decision situation.  Most decision 
analysis books, if they discuss stakeholders, briefly discuss how to incorporate the different viewpoints into a values 
hierarchy.  While straightforward for simple cases, for complex decisions with many stakeholders a formal 
stakeholder analysis approach may be useful.  We’ll discuss a formal way to conduct stakeholder analysis.  The 
process may be scaled back to make it fit for purpose. The most common definition of a stakeholder is a person or 
organization that can impact or be impacted by a decision.  Google “stakeholder analysis” and many of the hits will 
recommend a two by two matrix similar to that of Figure 1, with categories indicating high and low influence and 
interest.   

Often there is advice to indicate the stakeholder’s attitude with respect to a decision.  For example, one common 
method is using an upward oriented arrow to indicate support for pursuing a course of action and rotating it 180 
degrees to indicate opposition.  While this is useful for an advocate, this should be used only with care by a decision 
analyst.  We’ll return to this point in a moment. I find it useful to name the cells of the matrix.  This makes it easier 
to keep the data organized.   

 

Figure 1.  Impact and influence matrix.   
(Adapted from http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Stakeholder_analysis, accessed August, 2012.) 

The next step I recommend is to determine access to each stakeholder.  Some you can meet with in person, so you 
have direct access.  For others you may have to use a representative, an official who speaks for the stakeholder.  An 
example of this may be where an assistant or a deputy is accessible while the primary person is not.  Finally, you 
may need to use a proxy.  Here the stakeholder is not available and you must find someone who you believe will 
provide the same perspective. Proxies are often required when a stakeholder is a loosely organized group. For 
example a group of citizens may announce opposition for a proposed policy. If they possess no leadership whom 
they have given the right to speak on their behalf, then there can be no direct or representative access. 
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In general it is easier to reach stakeholders who are internal to your own organization. Usually it requires more time 
to be able to speak with external stakeholders.  Noting whether they are internal or external to your organization can 
assist your planning.  Given the constraints of your project, a stakeholder may be unavailable because of her or his 
schedule. This would force you to consider representative or proxy access. Those stakeholders with limited 
scheduling opportunities should be booked before those who have no restrictions on schedule, other considerations 
being equal. 

The next step is to prepare a table that lists the stakeholder, which of the four categories from Figure 1 in which they 
fall, and the four additional stakeholder characteristics (see Table 2).  The category is used to prioritize the 
engagements.  The organization, access, scheduling, and number help determine the best engagement approach.  
Usually you want to engage all stakeholders in the voter category. When the number of stakeholders is small, 
engage all consumers and all participants. If there are many stakeholders usually you must engage only a subset of 
the members of these two categories. 

Table 2.  Stakeholder Characteristics. 

Stakeholder Category Organization Access Scheduling Number Engagement 

       
 
The next consideration is an engagement approach. For an individual stakeholder the best approach is an interview. 
When a stakeholder is a group it is more complicated. If there is an individual who speaks for the group, then that 
person can be interviewed.  If this person is recognized as a group leader, he or she can be considered to speak for 
the group. If the person is not a leader or manager they can still serve as a proxy for the group of stakeholders. 
When using a proxy in this way you're making an assumption they will accurately represent the stakeholder group. 
As with other assumptions it's good to test this. Time permitting, and if the stakeholder is important enough, 
consider using multiple proxies for the stakeholder group. 

Other ways to engage groups include using a focus group for implementing a survey. Focus groups are a small 
subset of the specific stakeholder group where again you assume they represent the group. They have an advantage 
over using proxies in that there will be internal dialogue during the session. This may provide insights to you as the 
analyst, as well as help the focus group clarify their thoughts. This can also be useful for gaining future alignment of 
the stakeholder group if you have several individuals who have strong convictions. By including them in the focus 
group you can emphasize that their viewpoints will be considered in the analysis. 

Surveys can be used to engage stakeholders. They are clearly less attractive than doing interviews or focus groups. 
They have the advantage that they can reach many people quickly. Crafting the survey well is clearly important. If 
time allows it may be valuable to begin stakeholder engagement through interviews or focus groups before 
developing the survey for other stakeholders. As an analyst you will know more about the decision as you work 
through the project.  Surveys primary contribution is to the building of the qualitative value model, the value 
hierarchy diagram.  When building a quantitative value model (often for multiobjective decision analysis) the use of 
a survey is problematic because one loses the opportunity to debias the stakeholder.   

Besides providing information, surveys may be used to help reach stakeholder alignment. If a set of stakeholders is 
very large it is likely that interviews and focus groups cannot be used to engage them all. Given time and other 
resource constraints you can use on non-survey methods to engage high priority stakeholders or a sample of the 
stakeholder set. If there is no effort to reach out to the other stakeholders, there is risk of disenfranchisement. This is 
particularly the case for external stakeholders. Here a survey may be useful if for no other reason than to establish 
communication. Even if the survey instrument reveals nothing new, by seeking views from all stakeholders you 
have shown respect for their opinions.   
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I have found it useful to place a note at the end of the survey asking individuals to contact me should they wish to 
be interviewed. In general, my experience is that individuals appreciate the opportunity to amplify their comments 
but rarely exercise it. So this helps lay foundation for potential future support of the decision. Additionally, if 
someone completes the survey who also wants to interviewed, generally they either have strong opinions and 
willingness to voice them, or they are interested in the decision but the survey did not adequately allow them to 
express their views. Likely interviewing them would be valuable for the project. 

One type of engagement is to communicate in one direction from you to the stakeholder. I've named this “publish” 
to show the single directional nature. This may be publication in a periodical, a targeted e-mail, announcements on a 
webpage, or similar effort. It is not unusual that this is the primary method of engagement for those stakeholders 
who are categorized as spectators.  This engagement approach may be appropriate for all stakeholders at some point 
in the project. 

Next, the engagement approaches must be scheduled.  Unless the number of stakeholders is few, this is not trivial. 
Paying attention to this early may make the difference between direct access and having to use a proxy for key 
stakeholders. 

An additional point to consider is that stakeholders may lie within more than one group. For example, when 
considering INFORMS policies, an INFORMS member may be an officer within a subdivision, serving on a 
committee, and involved as a volunteer in another capacity.  This person may be in multiple stakeholder groups that 
fall into different sections of Figure 1 for each of these roles. So an engagement plan crafted to reach this individual 
in any one of these categories may be adequate for that category but fall short in others. Don't assume because 
you're engaging stakeholders in one way that that a stakeholder shouldn't be engaged in another way as well. 

Finally, I'd like to return to the idea indicating stakeholder’s position on an issue. As I mentioned earlier, often 
stakeholder analysis guidance suggests indicating support or opposition for a proposal. As analysts we strive to be 
neutral. So, in general I think noting this is not helpful for our purposes. But an exception exists when there are 
many stakeholders and you must select a subset for engagement. When selecting a subset within a category it may 
be helpful to ensure you are selecting both supporting and opposing groups (or groups at opposite ends of some 
metric). For example, and I'm speaking hypothetically, suppose you are asked to analyze a decision involving 
constructing a new nuclear power plant. Environmental groups in the United States have generally opposed building 
new nuclear power plants for the last several decades. However, some have warmed to the idea of nuclear power 
because of concerns about climate change (please forgive the pun).  If you were forced to select a subset of 
environmental groups, likely it would be good to engage some groups on both sides of this point. 

In conclusion, we discussed some ways to characterize stakeholders to allow you to best engage them in a decision 
analysis project. Partitioning them by influence and impact helps determine the best engagement approach. The 
approaches are tempered by each stakeholder’s availability which we assess through our ability to access them, 
whether they are internal or not to our organization, their particular schedule, and whether or not the stakeholders 
are an individual or a group. Good stakeholder engagement allows the decision analysis project to be able to 
represent different viewpoints of the group of stakeholders. Subsequent analysis then helps the groups move toward 
agreement or at least to focus disagreement in a constructive way.   

 

 

 



Volume	  31,	  Number2,	  August	  2012	   	   	   	   	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  Decision	  Analysis	  Today	  
	  
	  

Page	  26	  

Society of Decision Professional  
The State of SDP - June 2012 

By: Carl Spetzler – SDP Past President 
 

For a new professional society, we can feel 
great about what we have already 
accomplished.  And yet, we have a lot to 
achieve in the coming years to have Decision 
Professionals become the trusted advisors of 
choice for Decision-Makers facing important 
and complex decisions. 

 
We have already accomplished a lot. In summary: Our vision, mission, and a professional code has already stood 
the test of some time and debate; 

• Over the last year our membership has grown from 190 to 270.  
• Our list of sponsoring organizations has grown from 7 to 13.  
•  We made significant progress in our three priority areas - Make Decision Professionals the advisors of 

choice to Decision-Makers; Quality Assurance and Competency Development; and, Continuous Learning, 
Collaboration and Networking. More on that later.  

• Our organization and governance structure is in place and functioning well. We have an active board and a 
couple of active councils.  We have accepted a set of by-laws for the society. We have had two elections of 
directors with great participation. And, very important for a mostly volunteer organization, we have an 
effective Executive Director - Hilda Cherekdjian.   

Membership and Certification: The society was formed about two years ago by experienced decision 
professionals - mostly fellows and lead practitioners. Today the membership mix is about one half general 
members. 

 

Thanks to the Certification and QA Council, an effective certification process is in place. Members are increasingly 
stating their certification level. And, more importantly, employers are using the SDP career ladder in finding 
qualified decision professionals and for their internal promotions.The society has also begun to make mentoring 
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support available to early solo career professionals. 

Knowledge Sharing and Collaboration: Thanks to the Program Council and great presenters, the SDP webinars 
have generated great attendance and an increasing following.  They are available for replay from the SDP website 
and will soon be available in YouTube. The Society is effectively collaborating with the Decision Analysis Society 
of INFORMS and with the DAAG conference. The SDP was a co-sponsor of a very successful DAAG conference. 
The great majority of the DAAG attendees and speakers were SDP members.  The day before the DAAG 
conference, SDP fellows - Frank Koch and Ellen Coopersmith - offered an advanced practitioner framing and 
facilitation workshop that was oversubscribed. We also had great participation in the annual in-person meeting of 
the SDP membership the afternoon before the DAAG conference. Our progress with the upgrade of our website has 
been slower than we had hoped. We are getting close to launching the new site that will allow further knowledge 
sharing and collaboration. While we are grateful to the volunteers that have helped us make progress, we are still in 
search of a great volunteer webmaster. 

Gaining Mindshare among Decision Makers: The Lilly team contributed a valuable idea - the Decision Maker 
Bill of Rights.  The "promo" council built on it and the SDP distributed posters of it to members at the annual 
meeting. This is one of these great ideas, where once you see it is obvious. Rather than present the six elements of 
Decision Quality as requirements for a good decision, the Bill of Rights makes these elements "rights" that decision 
makers are entitled to demand from their decision staff. It is a very effective way to start the introduction of DQ in a 
non-threatening way.  And, of course, if Decision Makers demand their rights - it takes decision professionals to 
meet these demands. The promo council is also ready to launch a "decision maker landing page". The content is 
ready and after some design effort will become part of our new website.  We envision this to become the link that 
we can recommend to decision makers that are new to the concepts of Decision Quality and the role of decision 
professionals. It is my personal observation that the profession is gaining traction with more organizations following 
the lead of Chevron in adopting enterprise wide DQ. The sustained performance advantage that Chevron has shown 
has not escaped notice. From their May 30, 2012 shareholder meeting... 

"Chevron has tremendous performance momentum and a unique combination of strategic advantages," said John 
Watson, chairman and CEO. "We have advantages today because of the thoughtful, deliberate actions we have 
taken and the capabilities we have built over many years. We are also looking ahead to the next decade, adding 
opportunities to our portfolio that are expected to drive yet another generation of profitable growth." 

Many-a-chairman would like to be able to make that statement. The whole Chevron organization seems to in 
passionate and collaborative pursuit of value creation based on quality decisions linked with effective execution. 
Are we at the beginning of the wave of broader adoption of organizational DQ?  I believe so. 

What Next?: First of all, let's stay true to our mission and professional code.  As our mission states, we will: 

• Bring DQ to important and complex decisions.  
• Provide quality insights and direction through use of practical tools and robust methodologies.     
• Promote high professional standards and integrity in all work done by decision professionals.  
• Advance the profession to the benefit of mankind through helping Decision-Makers. 

Second we need to gain greater mindshare among decision makers. The fraction of important and complex decisions 
that are being made with the support of decision professionals is still very small.  Our profession cannot afford to be 
a secret society talking to itself.  The opportunity for additional value creation with DQ is enormous - the largest 
untapped source of value that I am aware of. Looking forward five years, we should have created the third wave in 
the quality movement - with dozens of organizations well along their journey of adopting organizational decision 
quality. The demand for decision professionals will be great. SDP needs to solidify its position as the society that 
enables a great career as decision professionals for many of the best and brightest. While the society should focus 
on serving and building the practitioner community, we should further strengthen our collaboration with the DA 
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society and the academic DA communities. The membership needs to grow.  Our goal is 500 members by the end of 
next year. With my departure from the presidency and a board role, I will chair the membership council and 
personally work with the council and all of you to get to that membership level. That membership level puts our 
finances on a solid footing and contributes to advancing all of our other goals.  

• Finally, a pet project of mine, we need to unify our brand and naming conventions. If we all use the same 
language, we can make much more headway with our audiences. On the top level, here are my suggestions:  

• Let's call ourselves a Decision Professional instead of Decision Analyst, Decision Consultant, Decision 
advisor, Decision Facilitator, etc. Let's use the term Decision Quality as the overall name that combines 
getting to the right answer via DA and gaining organizational alignment via process leadership or decision 
facilitation.  

• DA is the analytical field that allows decision professionals find the best alternative in situations of 
uncertainty, dynamics, and complexity consistent with the norms of decision theory - usually with a single 
decision maker.  

• Multi-party decisions - negotiation, collaboration, competition (game theory) - are part of the domain of 
expertise of decision professionals.  

• Decision professionals frequently act as mediators and facilitators with "soft skills" to lead decision 
processes to reach sound conclusions and to gain alignment and commitment for action. These skills are 
usually not part of DA. 

I would like to thank the board members, council participants, membership, and Hilda for all the contributions that 
you made to make this last year a success for SDP. It was an honor and pleasure to serve as the first elected 
president of the SDP. I will stay a committed member and participate in councils and forums. And, I am pleased that 
we have such a strong board and committed leadership for the coming years 
	  

SDP Board Officers 2012- 2013 
Frank Koch - President 
Jim Felli - Vice President 
William Leaf-Herrmann - Secretary 
Pat Leach - Treasurer 
  
SDP Board Members 2012- 2013 
Reidar Bratvold 
Ellen Coopersmith 
Max Henrion 
Eric Johnson 
Rob Kleinbaum 
Jack Kloeber 
Larry Neal 
Gregory Parnell 
Steve Tani 
  
SDP Council Chairs  
Certification Council - Larry Neal & Hannah Winter 
Program Council - Ellen Coopersmith & Rob Kleinbaum 
Membership Development Council - Carl Spetzler 
Promo Council - Jack Kloeber 
Knowledge Sharing Council - Eric Johnson 
Portal Council - Steve Comello & Somik Raha 
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Research 
Column Editor: Debarun Bhattacharjya 

 
Winning the Battle in the Marketplace:  

A Bayesian Alternative to Chance-Constrained Programming 
By: Robert Bordley 

 
The importance of the choice set: In its early years, decision analysis focused on choosing the best alternative 
from a pre-specified set of alternatives (or choice set). However, practical experience from both value-focused 
thinking and the dialogue decision process highlighted the importance of ensuring that the choice set contains 
creative alternatives. In addition to being creative, the alternatives in the choice set must be feasible. But in making 
new product decisions, the decision maker can rarely be sure about whether all the alternatives in the choice set can, 
in fact, be implemented. For example, suppose a company is forming a product strategy. Because it takes five years 
for its products to come to market, it must make plans about which advanced technologies will be integrated into 
which products. Suppose that all of the advanced technologies have been proven in the laboratory. The company 
still does not know whether this technology can be integrated into its own products. It will not know until its 
engineers have spent three years attempting to engineer and design the product. So it will not know whether its 
strategic plan is feasible for three years. In this case, the company is uncertain about which product strategies are 
feasible. So what should the decision maker do? 

De minimis risk: The de minimis risk threshold concept suggests that any risk whose chance of occurrence is less 
than some threshold (e.g., one in a million) can be safely ignored. So the company could mandate that it will 
consider all technologies that have reached a certain `technology readiness level’ --- and will not consider any other 
technologies. This is actually a very common practice in government and in many industries. De minimis risk, 
because it ignores uncertainty, violates decision analysis. For the decision analyst, every risk requires a risk/reward 
tradeoff. A high payoff alternative that just fails to meet the technology readiness level should be considered and a 
mediocre alternative that just meets the technology readiness level should not be considered. Nonetheless, de 
minimis risk does provide a way to solve the problem of the uncertain choice: The decision maker’s choice set is 
pre-screened so that all of its alternatives have some minimum chance of being feasible.  All choices that pass this 
screening are considered feasible. In the mathematical programming community, Charnes and Cooper (1959) 
formalized this approach by proposing that a decision maker should choose that alternative which 

(1) Optimizes their objective function 
(2) Subject to the alternative’s probability of being feasible exceeding some lower bound. 

Over the past fifty years, their formulation became increasingly popular and is now institutionalized in popular 
decision support software like Crystal Ball. 

Practical problems with Charnes and Cooper’s approach: De minimis risk, and Charnes’ institutionalization of 
it, has some undesirable features.  For example, suppose the de minimis risk threshold is one in a million. Suppose 
that a manufacturer has a product whose risk of killing someone is one in two million. Furthermore, suppose that the 
manufacturer discovers a way of completely eliminating the risk by spending a dollar. Then according to de 
minimis risk, the manufacturer should not spend the dollar on eliminating the risk in the product. Is this reasonable? 
American product liability law mandates that if a manufacturer knows of some negligibly more expensive way of 
causing a death --- and if a death occurs --- then the manufacturer is legally liable for the defective design of a 
product. Hence the de minimis risk threshold can lead to behavior that is legally culpable. 

Instead, decision analysis insists that the inclusion of an alternative in the choice set requires a risk-reward tradeoff. 
If an alternative’s payoff is high enough, then it should be considered even if its chance of being feasible is low. Our 
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threshold for allowing life and death consequences must be more severe than our threshold for accepting the risks of 
minor injuries. 

Charnes’ formalization of de minimis risk has some unexpected consequences. For example, consider a drug 
company which cannot sell drugs unless their probability of being fatal is less than one in a million. Suppose that 
the risk of death from a drug is one in two million and the drug company can make ten million dollars from selling 
the drug. Now suppose that a university offers to do research which will identify, for certain, whether the drug is 
fatal or not. Since there is a one in two million chance that they will find the drug is fatal, the university will either 
find that 

(a) The drug is fatal and the drug company must stop selling the drug 
(b) The drug is safe and the drug company can continue selling the drug 

The research can only decrease the drug company’s ability to sell the drug and hence can only decrease its expected 
revenue of ten million dollars. Since the information provided by the university can only decrease profits, the value 
of the information to the drug company is negative.  Ramsey laureate LaValle (1987), along with Nau (1987) and 
others, challenged Charnes over these concerns. More recently, Stephen Pollock noted that this formulation has an 
even odder solution: If the drug is found to be safe, the drug company can improve its return by selling a placebo 
(which will let the patient die) with probability one in two million and selling the safe drug otherwise. Pollock’s 
solution highlights the extent to which the Charnes and Cooper formulation leads to clearly undesirable solutions. 

The emergence of a Bayesian alternative: Nonetheless, Charnes and many practitioners found the idea of 
quantifying a risk-reward tradeoff with a utility function unappealing. Ever since the Ford Pinto case, product 
designers have avoided being explicit about how much money they would require before they let someone die.   As 
a result, the Charnes and Cooper’s de minimis risk solution remained unchallenged in the practitioner community 
for more than two decades after the comments by LaValle, Nau and others. A recent paper presents an intuitive 
Bayesian alternative (Bordley and Pollock 2009). The alternative is based on the idea that an individual’s 
preferences (or utility function) can be equivalently represented in terms of the probability of exceeding some 
randomized reference point, i.e. a reference gamble (Bordley and LiCalzi 2000). The idea of comparing a decision 
to a reference gamble may seem unconventional, but it actually goes back to the basic principles of scientific 
experimentation. Scientific experimentation evaluates a proposed treatment by comparing it with a control/placebo 
or reference group. This involves comparing the uncertain outcomes of the treatment with the uncertain outcomes of 
the control group. Since the uncertain outcomes of the control group can be thought of as a reference gamble, then 
this leads to the comparison of a proposed treatment with a reference gamble. If we rewrite the decision maker’s 
objective as the optimization of the probability of outperforming the reference gamble, then the decision maker’s 
problem --- in the absence of uncertainty about the choice set --- is to choose the feasible alternative with the 
maximum probability of outperforming the reference gamble. If there is uncertainty about the choice set,  then the 
decision maker’s problem is to choose the alternative which has the maximum chance of both being feasible and 
outperforming the reference gamble. If there is an alternative which substantially increases the chance of feasibility 
for a negligible expense, this objective function --- unlike CCP --- will choose it. In this new formulation, the 
decision maker’s utility function effectively has two attributes --- the attractiveness of an alternative and its 
feasibility.    

The Bayesian choice: Suppose we say that an outcome is ‘satisfactory’ if it outperforms the outcome of the 
reference gamble. Then we can also think of the decision maker as having two constraints --- a feasibility constraint 
and a satisfaction constraint. The decision maker then chooses the alternative with the maximum chance of 
achieving both the feasibility and the satisfaction constraints. We now have two ways to solve the problem of an 
uncertain choice set: 

(1) Charnes/Cooper: Choose the alternative of maximum attractiveness subject to its probability of being 
feasible exceeding some lower bound (related to the de minimis risk threshold) 

(2) Bayesian: Choose the alternative which maximizes the joint probability of being both satisfactory and 
feasible 
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The Bayesian alternative is just as intuitive as the Charnes/Cooper formulation. Bordley and Pollock also showed 
that the Bayesian problem is, in many cases, easier to solve than the Charnes/Cooper formulation. Since the 
Bayesian formulation is consistent with decision analytic principles, the choice between the two seems clear. 

Do we care?: Crystal Ball and other decision support software implement the Charnes/Cooper approach. Just as 
software made the analytic hierarchy process easy to use, so it may make the Charnes/Cooper approach easy to use. 
Since practitioners make tradeoffs between the logical rigor of a methodology with its ease of use, the incorporation 
of the Charnes/Cooper approach in Crystal Ball will expedite its usage among the practitioner community. If we 
prefer that practitioners use Bayesian approaches over non-Bayesian ones, it is important that we promote the use of 
the Bayesian alternative to the Charnes/Cooper approach in popular decision support software.  

What do you think? For additional information contact: Robert Bordley (Bordley_Robert@bah.com) 
 
References: 
Bordley, R. and M. LiCalzi (2000). “Decision Analysis using Targets instead of Utility Functions.” Decisions in 
Economics and Finance 23: 53-74. 
Bordley, R. and S. Pollock (2009). “A Decision Analytic Approach to Reliability-Based Design Optimization.” 
Operations Research 57(5): 1262-1270. 
Charnes, A. and W. Cooper (1959). “Chance-Constrained Programming.” Management Science 6(1): 73-79. 
LaValle, I. (1987). “Response to Use of Sample Information in Stochastic Recourse and Chance-Constrained 
Programming Models: On the Bayesability of CCP’s.” Management Science 33(10): 1224-1228. 
Nau, R. (1987). “Blau’s Dilemma Revisited.” Management Science 33(10): 1232-1237.  
   

Guest Column 
	  

Some	  Ideas	  that	  Triggered	  My	  PhD	  Research	  
By:	  Ali	  E.	  Abbas	  

 
I was asked to write about some of my PhD work and how I got into it. So I decided to write this note for PhD 
students. At the end I have some post thoughts.   
 
Background: Let me start by saying how I got into the field of decision analysis. I started my career working in 
Schlumberger as a wireline logging Engineer and then went into operations and international training. During the 
first three years, I would go - by helicopter or boat - to numerous places around the world (such as the North Sea 
and places in the middle of nowhere) to acquire information about an oil well. We were interested in resolving the 
uncertainty about the presence of oil or gas in a well, and were also interested in other related parameters such as 
the porosity, the permeability of the rock, and the lithology of the formation.  This work first introduced me to the 
idea of updating your belief based on receiving information. The information was not perfect but was generally 
adequate to determine the parameters of interest and to make decisions. We would have to make decisions real time 
based on this information, especially recommendations about plugging and abandoning a well or answering to the 
oil company (such as BP or Shell) or to Wall Street about some real time interpretations of the data we acquired. 
Internet and high-speed communications were not as widely spread at the time so we would have to carry a satellite 
transmitter/receiver ( a 100 lb box and a 6’ diameter receiving dish) to those remote places. After doing that for a 
while, and then moving into management and training in Schlumberger, I decided to go back to school for graduate 
work.  
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When I first took the sequence of decision analysis classes from Ron Howard, I started thinking about how this new 
method of thinking could have helped me in my previous job. I felt that assigning probability and utility (preference 
probabilities using Ron’s term) would have been a bit of a challenge to me. So this was the motivation to start 
thinking about probability and utility assignment as an area fo research. 
  
In the oil field, as in many other fields, there are analogies between different measurements based on their physical 
principles of operation. For example, some tools use electromagnetics to measure resistivity in oil based drilling 
mud, while others use electric current to measure resistivity in more conducting drilling fluids. Other tools use 
acoustic signals and there is a clear analogy between the acoustic impedance and the impedance encountered by an 
electric signal. A widely used analogy between electricity and hydraulics (Figure 1), relates hydraulic flow to 
electric current; restriction in flow to resistance, and the hydraulic pump to an electric battery.  

 
Figure 1. Analogy between an electric and a hydraulic circuit.  

 
Analogies are amusing by themselves but they also provide many new insights.  For example, the analogy presented 
above does not talk about the role of a capacitor in the hydraulic circuit, and it might not even exist (if you know, 
please tell me). But thinking about this analogy would naturally trigger the thought about the equivalent role of a 
capacitor in a hydraulic circuit, a thought that you might not have had if you had not thought of this analogy.  
  
Maximum Entropy Probability and Utility: One day I found a book written by Myron Tribus about Maximum 
entropy probability and that introduced me to the work of Edwin Jaynes.  Now, Ron Howard, my PhD advisor, had 
close relations with both of these people.  So I started my thesis looking at formulations of maximum entropy 
probability that could help in real world settings: fractile constraints, bounds, and lower order marginal probabilities 
(see for example [1], [2], [3]). Of course analogies and relations between information theoretic entropy and entropy 
in thermodynamics have long been considered: they are in principle the same. 
During the course, Ron Howard presented Kim’s famous party problem.  Kim had three alternatives for her party: 
Outdoors, Indoors, and the Porch, and she was uncertain about the weather: Sun or Rain. Next, Kim needed to 
assign preference probabilities for her prospects in the party problem. I really like the word prospect that Ron uses 
as it provides the opportunity to differentiate it from an outcome: a prospect depends on a combination of the 
outcome of the uncertainty, the decision that is made, and the future following the decision and the outcome.   
Well Kim faced six prospects: Outdoor-Sun (O-S), Outdoor-Rain (O-R), Porch-Sun ( P-S), Porch-Rain ( P-R), 
Indoors-Sun ( I-S), and Indoors-Rain ( I-R). Her preference order for these prospects was  

O-S, P-S, I-R, I-S, P-R, O-R. 
I felt that ranking those deterministic prospects would be easy to do if we wanted to apply this problem in practice. 
But then Kim assigned preference probabilities as follows:  

1, 0.95, 0.67, 0.57, 0.32, 0.  
This, I felt, would be more challenging in practice. So I asked myself how we could get those preference 
probabilities if we only knew the order of the prospects. Note that thinking in terms of a preference probability for 
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utility values automatically results in a normalized scale. So I thought to put a probability distribution over the space 
of these ordered (and normalized) values [4]. Of course if the joint distribution is uniformly distributed, then the 
ordered values would form an order-statistic with Beta marginal distributions.  With only the order and this uniform 
distribution, we would get the following assignment using the mean value of each marginal distribution 

1, 0.8, 0.6, 0.4, 0.2, 0. 
So then I asked myself if there was a maximum entropy formulation that would give the same assignment. It was 
clear that if the prospects of the decision were ordered, then the difference in utility values would sum to one and 
would be greater than or equal to zero. I looked at the increments resulting from the uniform distribution, 

0.2, 0.2, 0.2, 0.2, 0.2 
and the answer was clear. Oh, I thought, if we place the increments into the maximum entropy formulation, using 
the same machinery as maximum entropy probability, we could have a method for utility assignment that translates 
ordinal ranking into cardinal values. This brought up the idea of maximum entropy utility [5].  You can also define 

a utility density as the derivative of a utility function ( )( ) dU xu x
dx

=  to get a nice correspondence shown in Table 1. 

This was very insightful. I now find it hard to write utility with a small u instead of big U after looking at this 
analogy. 

 
Table 1. Utility-Probability Analogy 

So what would be the analog of Jeffreys’ prior, 1( ) ,f x
x

:  in utility assignment? Well this is interesting. It is 

Bernoulli’s logarithmic utility function with a density, 1( ) ,u x
x

:  or ( ) log( ) .U x x b= +  Very similar when comparing 

the densities, yet the two were proposed centuries apart.  
 
In Praise of Bayes: These observations soon led me to think about multiattribute extensions, and this was the idea 
of attribute dominance utility (Figure 2) which is like a joint distribution, but, as Ron and I mentioned in our paper, 
it does not satisfy the n-increasing condition [6]. Nevertheless the notions of Bayes’ rule and diagrams could be 
translated using this analogy even without satisfying the n-increasing condition.  
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Figure 2. An example of an attribute dominance utility function. 

Additional work later followed and I extended this type of reasoning to more general utility functions. For example, 
the concept of a utility tree, a bidirectional utility diagram, and utility copulas [7, 8, 9]. 
The idea of a utility tree was to provide a tree-expansion of utility functions similar to Bayes’ expansions of 
probability functions. Rolling back the tree provides the functional form of the utility function (Figure 3). In Figure 
3, the term 1 .U U= −  This results in a summation of products of terms involving conditional utility assessments as 
opposed to Bayes’ expansion for probability, which involves a product of conditional probability assessments. This 
analogy works very well when the utility function is increasing with each of its arguments and I use this formulation 
when I teach multiattribute utility.  

 
Figure 3. Utility tree for two attributes.  

 
Similarly, we can define utility diagrams, but they are a bit more complicated than Bayesian networks. As Ralph 
Keeney discusses in his classic work [10], utility independence is not a symmetric property, so we need to take this 
asymmetry into account, among other things, when thinking about diagrams for utility functions. Figure 4 shows an 
example of a bidirectional utility diagram. Of course, the field of artificial intelligence also defined other graphical 
representations of preferences and there is room for further refinement.  
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Figure 4. Bidirectional utility diagram.  

 
Herb Simon vs. the Aspiration Equivalent: Soon after that came the idea of interchanging these terms in the 
expression of the certainty equivalent and the idea of the aspiration equivalent. I showed this interchange to Jim 
Matheson on a handkerchief over lunch and Jim suggested the term aspiration equivalent as the analog of the certain 
equivalent, and so we wrote a few papers about that [11], [12], [13].  The aspiration equivalent is the point at which 
a jump in a step utility function would provide the same expected utility as the decision maker’s normalized utility.   

 
 
I e-mailed Ken Arrow about this idea right before leaving Stanford. He sent me an email asking to meet in his office 
for 20 minutes on a Monday afternoon. Our conversation lasted about 2.5 hours. 
Of course extensions to multiple attributes would be to define a contour of constant value and use that as the value 
aspiration equivalent (not to set independent targets on each attribute). 
 
Post Thoughts: Some of the things that I feel I really benefited from during my PhD days was the opportunity to be 
head teaching assistant of decision analysis for a class of size 300 (or more). My advice is to try to get involved in 
teaching decision analysis as much as you can. Imagine the amount of questions you can get from a group of this 
size and how they can help you think different things or look at problems from a different view. Another thing that I 
benefited from was taking classes from different departments. I learned information theory by taking classes from 
electrical engineering, and I learned about graphical models from Ron Howard and by taking classes from computer 
science. All these classes contributed to my PhD work. After graduation, Janos Aczel taught me about functional 
equations. I met him at a maximum entropy workshop, which I was organizing. This soon led to joint papers in 
other areas such as [14]. 
 
In 2006, we had a panel discussion at INFORMS that included Ron Howard, Jim Dyer and Gordon Hazen. I 
mentioned at the time, that there were four areas that I thought could help research in decision analysis: the concept 
of an analogy, functional equations, graph theory and its applications to utility and decision making, and 
connections of entropy and utility. I still believe there is more to follow in these directions and I would encourage 
young researchers to explore these directions and also to reach out to senior members in the field. Last year, we also 
had a workshop in Palo Alto to talk about some of the challenges and opportunities facing the field (Figure 5). 
Fortunately we live in great times where new discoveries, large data sets and complex systems surround us. Eric 
Horvitz mentioned to me that decision analysis has had a significant impact on the field of artificial intelligence, and 
there is a growing need for the field of decision analysis to reach out to other areas and help them with the 
normative way of thinking about decision problems.    
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I reflect back on my work on an oil rig interacting with people who may not have knowledge of this subject, or with 
teens at the juvenile detention center. To have the highest impact, I believe that we should be pushing more into the 
direction of spreading decision skills to society at large. If we can influence the decisions made by judges, doctors, 
who do not know math, we can have a huge impact on Society.  
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Figure 5. A workshop on the state of the field and its future.  
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Book Review
Structured Decision Making: A Practical Guide to 
Environmental Management Choices 

By Dr. Joe Arvai 
Svare Chair in Applied Decision Research 

University of Calgary, Canada 
A common refrain among many sponsors of multi-party 
decision making processes is that there is a need for better, 
science-based deliberation when it comes to complex, multi-
attribute decision problems.  Without a science-based process, 
the argument goes, these kinds of decisions will fall victim to 
what can be expected of many unaided processes; that is, 
decisions that are based on only a few salient attributes, that 
neglect important—albeit often difficulty—tradeoffs, and that 
get made based more on the basis of emotion rather than on 
analysis (or ideology rather than ideas). 

Enter the new book, Structured Decision Making: A 
Practical Guide to Environmental Management Choices, 
which was recently (February 2012) published by Wiley-
Blackwell.  This book was written by Robin Gregory (of 
Decision Research in Eugene, OR), Lee Failing, Michael 
Harstone, and Dan Ohlson (of Compass resource 
Management in Vancouver, BC), and Tim McDaniels (of the 

University of British Columbia).  I’ve had the good fortune of working with all of them, and I admire the very 
excellent—not to mention difficult—work they do.  But that’s not why I’m writing this review.  Instead, I’m writing 
this review because, in my view, Structured Decision Making is one of the best and most important books on the 
topic of environmental decision making to come along in a very, very long time.  

When most practitioners (and many researchers) talk and write about better “science-based” decisions about natural 
resources and the environment, what they are getting at is the technical database used to inform management 
choices.  To many, this means inputs from a broad range of scientific disciplines that reflect, mainly, the biophysical 
and economic sciences.  The authors of Structured Decision Making don’t disagree with this point; indeed, they 
stress the importance of a credible technical data set upon which to base management decisions.   

However, the authors also introduce the important notion that a better science base can also be applied to the 
conduct of decision making itself.  To this end, in justifying the need for a structured approach to decision making, 
they draw heavily on work on the construction of preference (by Sarah Lichtenstein, John Payne, and others), multi-
criteria decision analysis (influenced by Bob Clemen and Ralph Keeney), risk assessment and perception (e.g., the 
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work of Paul Slovic and Baruch Fischhoff), judgmental heuristics and biases (drawing upon the influential work of 
Daniel Kahneman and Amos Tversky), just to name a few.  In my view, this is one of the aspects of Structured 
Decision Making that makes the book both important and unique: in addition to giving readers a sense of the “how” 
of better decision making (more on this below), the authors also orient them with respect to the best available 
science that answers important questions related to the “why”. Indeed, one of the stated goals of the book is to 
“bridge the gap between the theory and practice of environmental decision making.” 

In light of the background and context the authors provide, they define “structured decision making” as a 
“collaborative and facilitated application of multiple objective decision making and group deliberation” where the 
primary purpose is to “inform decision makers, rather than to prescribe a preferred solution.”  Truth be told, I think 
this definition (which to be fair, the authors expand upon elsewhere in the book) sells short what structured decision 
making is really about.  It’s not just decision analysis with thoughtful and skillful facilitators; instead, it represents a 
shift in philosophy from the sometimes detached practice of decision analysis to one that is broader in scope, richer 
in terms of inter- and transdisciplinary grounding, and more responsive to the needs and—importantly—constraints 
that decision makers face.   

After orienting readers to the need for, and the rationale behind, structured decision making (in Chapters 1 and 2), 
the authors quickly transition to the proverbial meat and potatoes of the book; that is, a series of readable and 
practical and useful lessons related to the application of structured decision making.  Here, the book follows a 
structure similar to that of another influential book devoted to the topic of improving decision making, that is Smart 
Choices by John Hammond, Howard Raiffa, and Ralph Keeney.  Robin Gregory, Lee Failing, and their co-authors 
devote individual sections of the book to problem and opportunity scoping (what they term “decision sketching”), 
eliciting and operationalizing—through the process of defining performance measures—values and objectives, 
developing alternatives and establishing their anticipated consequences, and confronting tradeoffs (Chapters 3-5 and 
7-9). But in an important departure from Smart Choices, the authors of Structured Decision Making also include 
much-needed (from the standpoint of application) chapters devoted to the handling of uncertainty (Chapter 6), and 
the importance of deliberative learning and adaptive management (Chapter 10). 

Scattered liberally throughout the book are practical (and, crucially, real-life) examples that bring to life the various 
elements of the structured decision making approach.  Far from simply adding filler for what a misinformed cynic 
might refer to as a book-length collection of journal articles previously written by the authors, these examples 
ground the reader in understandable and helpful applications of the individual concepts and tools outlined in the 
individual chapters.  Adding value for the reader, the book closes with a chapter (Chapter 11) describing the 
practical application—from start to finish—of structured decision making via a set of case studies chosen carefully 
to illustrate the breadth of contexts to which structured decision making might be applied.  (Full disclosure: some 
my work is discussed in this chapter.) 

Pulling the various chapters together, I agree with the authors that Structured Decision Making is not really a how-
to text.  Instead, it is meant to introduce readers to an ultimately more comprehensive (compared to, say, many 
treatments of MCDA) and sensible (given the diversity of disciplines represented in the domain of environmental 
decision making) philosophy for approaching complex decision problems.  For readers who are familiar with the 
science of decision making, it will be readily apparent how the steps in a structured decision making approach can 
be broadened—and even re-ordered—to encompass other process-oriented needs.  But for those readers looking for 
more of a step-by-step (or, ahem, a how-to guide; the authors’ wishes here notwithstanding), they too will be 
satisfied.  

Who should read Structured Decision Making: A Practical Guide to Environmental Management Choices?  The 
authors point to the usual suspects: resource managers, land-use planners, decision makers from government and 
from NGOs, and graduate students.  However, the authors also—quite rightly—point to stakeholders and residents 
of potentially affected communities as an intended audience.  In my own work for the US EPA and the National 
Academy of Sciences, there has been much discussion lately about the need for better community-level, or what 
some term “place-based”, decision making frameworks.  This need is driven by the lack of resources that can be 
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devoted to agency-driven decision making process deployed on a community-by-community basis.  In the absence 
of agency-driven processes, what these communities need is access to a user-friendly framework that helps to put 
some meat on the bone that is the typical rhetoric accompanying discussions of improved decision making 
processes (e.g., better boundary organizations, better data sets, and processes that empower stakeholders).  It is in 
filling this void that Structured Decision Making: A Practical Guide to Environmental Management Choices truly 
excels. 

	  

Ask DAS
Ask	  DAS:	  Back	  to	  school	  -	  How	  to	  prepare	  and	  what	  to	  expect	  after	  working	  in	  industry	  

Column	  Editors:	  John	  Coles,	  Florian	  Federspiel,	  Karen	  Jenni	  
	  

Returning to school after working can be a very daunting task. Even though a more advanced degree can be exciting 
and offer new opportunities, the reality of changing your lifestyle and focusing your energy on new endeavors can 
be uncomfortable and frustrating. In this article we look at some of the advice given by people who have returned to 
school to see what recommendations they would give to someone in a similar situation. 

What skills may you need to brush up on the most when returning to school? What things could help you 
succeed? 

Transitioning back to school does not always have to be a reminder that you have not done calculus in ten years, but 
it certainly could be. Even if you had a strong background in math or engineering, the longer you are away from 
school, the greater the challenge of remembering the basics.  It is easy to recognize the knowledge gap when 
switching disciplines because there is usually an expectation from you and your advisors that you will need a 
significant dose of basic material in the new field.  However, when you return to school within your own discipline, 
it may still be prudent to treat it as a whole new field! The speed with which methods change is surprising.  Some 
suggest that you should think of a Ph.D. program ten years after an M.S. as a combined B.S. / PhD experience. As 
one contributor said, “I watched a couple dozen online lectures from MIT about 6 months before returning to brush 
up on linear algebra and statistics.  Looking back, watching was not enough.  I should have taken a more interactive 
approach. Also, if the gap between previous degree and graduate degree is significant I would recommend taking a 
semester or two of prep-courses before jumping right in.” 

What are some of the strengths and challenges of having work experience before returning to school? 

Some of the main strengths of having work experience before returning to school include: better time management 
skills and ability to efficiently interpret and finish assignments; increased confidence, creativity, and communication 
skills, making it easier to be proactive in getting help when you need it and in working with teams; and perhaps 
most importantly, a more well-rounded perspective, allowing you to recognize the balance between art and science 
and to bring a wider range of problem-solving tools to bear.   

There are, however, some challenges that could make it difficult to return to school after working. Some examples 
of challenges that might be faced are: balancing the demands of a graduate program with the demands of a family 
and/or having a concurrent job, and changes in your lifestyle and spending habits that are often necessary.  While 
individual programs certainly differ, many folks with practical work experience find it challenging to immerse 
themselves in an environment that values theory more than application. 

What role does your industry experience play in forming your research interests and questions? 
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One of the greatest benefits of the work experience is that it can help to shape your research topic or interests by 
bringing practical knowledge and experience, especially if you are returning to school in a field that you already 
work in and enjoy.   However, sometimes work experience in a particular field can help you to realize that you are 
interested in a career change, and in those cases your work experience is likely to have less direct bearing on your 
future research.  

What advice would you have for other people coming back to school after working? 

Returning to school is something that should be well thought through before starting the actual process. The 
changes to your life will be significant. Be clear on why you are going back and what you want to get out of the 
experience. Be aware of the costs and commit with a goal in mind.  Hope is not a strategy – it is important to have 
an intentional, specific goal in mind and to have a roadmap for how to achieve it.  Having a clear plan to balance 
any demands (financial, family, career, location) prior to starting a program is important to make sure that you are at 
peace with the trade-offs that may be required to complete an additional degree.  

It is also extremely important to be ready for a new financial paradigm when returning to graduate school. As one 
contributor said, “Be sure to change your standard of living (lifestyle) before coming back to school.  Choose 
housing, food and casual spending options that fit your new budget despite what you grew accustomed to during 
work.  It's easy to forget how much you've changed your spending habits since your first passed through college.” In 
this process of financial assessment, it is also important to know how much debt you may incur while in school. It 
may be necessary to include an additional year to get familiar with some of the material that is not fresh in your 
mind, or that is fundamental to an unfamiliar discipline.  

What have you found to be the main benefits of your additional education? 

Despite the challenges that we have discussed, there are some clear benefits to pursuing additional education. The 
first key benefit of additional education is that it can open new areas of opportunity for work or study that were 
previously beyond your grasp. Additionally, new connections with classmates and professors can open doors that 
are even better than your original goal. Finally, returning to school can provide you with exposure to research and 
educational experiences that you may not have had at an earlier time, or when pursuing your previous degrees. Even 
if you do not finish the PhD, it is still possible to take away these and other lessons. One contributor noted that he 
was more committed to learning new things and had less aversion to taking risks after leaving his graduate program.  

What impact does getting married/having children have between degrees? 

The significance of this factor was highlighted by our contributors as being a major factor in how life and school 
change when returning. As one contributor said, “Life was no longer primarily about me and that meant I really had 
to use the time I had to study to the fullest.” The additional pressure from being a husband/wife or father/mother can 
make flexibility a dream, and change the learning and studying dynamics in a profound way. 

The “Ask DAS” column is intended to target the interests, needs, and questions of members of the Decision 
Analysis Society. Special thanks to Mark Brewer, Peiqiu Guan, and Marcy Conn for their contributions to this 
column and for providing insight into the challenges of going back to school after working.  

If you have ideas for future Ask DAS columns, please email any of us (jbcoles@buffalo.edu, 
ffederspiel.phd2014@student.ie.edu, and kjenni@insightdecisions.com). 
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