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Figure 1: A taxonomy of decision moking under settings of outcome
interdependency (after Liebrand, 1989)
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WORKSHOP
PRESCRIPTIVE DECISION SCIENCE

Anna Vari (Hungary), Stephen Watson (U.K.),
and Rex B%grv];n (USA), organizers )

Unresolved problems standing in the way of cffective use of decision aiding
technology will be identified. These may include problems related to the tech-
nology itself, the facilitation process, the decision making environment, and the
fit among these components of the decision making process. Special attention
will be given to problems for which behavioral decision research has the poten-
tial to provide support. Relevant research to date will be reviewed; key topics
for future research will be identified.

20 August, 1991
Tl 8 :
Remedy

Topic Introductions:
Helmut Jungermann: Personal Decision Counseling: Counselors without clients?
Rakesh Sarin: Aiding Organizational Decision Making in the Era of Rapid Change:
“The Problems of Instability and Ambiguity.
Zur Shapira: Problems with Organizational Decision Aids.
Lawrence D. Phillips: Alternative Paradigms of Decision Aiding.

Discussion and Topic listing.

21 August, 1991
£8510 Validati

Topic Introductions:
Anna Vari; Multiple Anributes of Appropriate Decision Support Technology.
Qleg 1. Larichev; Psychological Validation of Prescriptive Decision Aiding Methods.
Peter E. Polister: Necesity - The Mother of Indirect Validation: Necessary Utility
Difference Orders to Test Analyses.
John W. Rohrbaugh: Competing Values Approach to Group Decision Support
Effectiveness.

Discussion and topic listing.

22 August, 1991

Anna Vari: Unfinished topics.
Stephen Watson: Closure on a research agenda.
Discussion.
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WORKSHOP

THE EFFECTS OF TIME PRESSURE AND STRESS ON JUDG-
MENT/DECISION MAKING

John A. MAULE (UK), organizer

One of the most common complaints of professional decision makers is that
they have to make decisions under time constraints. Despite this, there is com-
paratively little theory or research in this area. This workshop explores how the
imposition of time pressure and other stressors affect the nature of judgment and
decision making.

Invited participants:

L. Benson I (Sweden)

A. Edland (Sweden)

U. Lundberg (Sweden)

H. Mano (USA)

0. Svenson (Sweden)

B. Verplanken (Netherlands)
A. Wearing (Australia)
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WORKSHOP

RISK COMMUNICATION

Bemnd Rohrmann (Germany), organizer

Risk communication, related to both man-made risk sources and natural ha-
zards, is a rapidly growing field of scientific interest. Relevant tasks include
presentation and explanation of risk information; influencing risk-related be-
havior; and designing cooperative and participative decision making processes.
Topics to be discussed at the workshop include: significant substantive areas for
risk communication programs; the role of relevant actors; the relevance of deci-
sion theory; social and political contexts; shortcomings of present approaches;
and evaluating the effectiveness of communication strategies.

Invited participants:

A_Bostrom (USA)

W. Brun (Norway)

K. Burgemeister (Germany)
S. Femers (Germany)

S. Levchenkov (USSR)
N. Pidgeon (UK)

O. Renn (USA)

G. Ruhmann (Germany)
H. Schiitz (Germany)

O. Svenson (Sweden)

C. Vlek (Netherlands)

P. Wiedemann (Germany)



- 147 -

WORK

ADAPTIVE AND CONSTRUCTIVE DECISION MAKING

J. Edward Russo (USA), organizer

Adaptive decision making refers to how decision makers adapt their decision
processes to relevant characteristics of a specific decision situation, such as the
number of altemnatives and attributes, decision importance, and so on. Construc-
tive decision making refers to the process by which decision makers dynami-
cally link or combine various decision rules and select appropriate inputs in re-
sponse to evolving decision circumstances. The focus of the workshop will be
primarily descriptive, but will also consider notions of optimality and tech-
niques for aiding decisions.

Invited participants:

O. Huber (Switzerland)
E. Johnson (USA)
F. Leclerc (USA)
M. Lewicka (Poland)
D. Mitchell (USA)
H. Montgomery (Sweden)
R. Ranyard (UK)
" L Yaniv (USA)
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WORKSHOP

KNOWLEDGE ACQUISITION FOR EXPERT SYSTEMS

Franz Schmalhofer (Germany), organizer

The goal of the workshop is to build a bridge between expert systems research
and behavioral investigations of human judgment and decision making exper-
tise. The engineering task of developing an expert system has significant com-
monalities with modeling human information processing behavior. The work-
shop will consist of three sections: (1) a discussion of basic objectives and prin-
ciples for modeling the behavior of humans and machines; (2) an evaluation of
current knowledge acquisition methodologies in terms of these objectives and
principles; and (3) an evaluation of knowledge acquisition techniques for practi-
cal applications.

(On Thursday August 22nd this workshop will meet jointly with the workshop
Decision Making Perspectives on Experts).

Invited participants:

D. Janetzko (Germany)
W. Karbach (Germany)
O. Larichev (USSR)
M. Manago (France)

S. Rebric (USSR)

J. Shanteau (USA)

G. Strube (Genmany)
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WORKSHOP
DECISION MAKING PERSPECTIVES ON EXPERTS

James Shanteau (USA), organizer

Results of decision research have ranged from finding little performance gain in
experts to finding consistently superior performance. The goal of the workshop
is to explore the sources of these differences and to attempt some resolution. Is-
sues to be addressed will include definitions of expertise; criteria for evaluating
expert performance; the adequacy of traditional J/DM approaches for studying
experts: implications of research on experts for broader decision making con-
cems; differences in experts'abilities across domains; implications of research
on experts for the development of expert systems; and key issues for future re-
search.

(On Thursday August 22nd this workshop will meet jointly with the workshop
Knowledge Acquisition for Expert Systems).

Invited participants:

M. Bar-Hillel (Israel)

H. Barron (USA)

F. Bolger (UK)

E.E.J. de Bruyn (Netherlands)
T. Englander (Hungary)

J. Mumpower (USA)

H. Purkitt (USA)

J.H L. van den Bercken (Netherlands)
'W. Wagenaar (Netherlands)
W. Waller (USA)

A.Y. Terekhina (USSR)

G. Wright (UK)

A, Wright (USA)
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EFFECTS OF DYADIC COLLUSION ON CONFIDENCE IN CONTROL JUDGEMENTS
Peter Ayton Nigel Harvey
City of London Polytechnic University College London

This paper reports a series of experiments designed to
investigate the influence of social interaction between pairs of
individuals on their ability to control a dynamic system and on
their confidence in their control judgements. In particular we
are concerned with whether consensus decisons made after
discussion are better than the average of individual decisions
made before it.

We hypothesised that consensus decisions, made after
discussion, might be better than the average of individual
decisions made beforehand for two reasons.

First if knowledge used for control is verbalisable then better
controllers shﬁuld be able to provide convincing reasons for why
the consensus should be closer to their individual decisions. In
fact, previous work with dynamic systems suggests that control
knowledge may not be verbalisable (Berry and Broadbent, 1984).

Second, if confidence in decisions provides some reflection of
their accuracy then, even if reasons for decisions are not
verbalisable, stronger arguments based on greater confidence
would move the consensus towards the better individual decision.

We found that Jjudgements of response efficacy were
overconfident and made more so by the act of reaching a
consensus. Where individuals initially disagree, the consensus
decison is usually closer to the initial individual decision that
is more correct. Thus, collusion between subjects can result in
the expression and mutual appreciation of knowledge concerning
the control task. The consensus decision is also usually closer
te the initial individual response that is more confident.
However the influence of confidence and correctness on the
consensus are independent. Thus when two individuals disagree,
differences in their levels of confidence is no guide as to which
is the better response. But, as the consensus is more influenced
by the more confident response, it will be more overconfident.









































































































































































































