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Editor’s Comments

Vicki Bier

First, I have some sad news and some good news.
Jeff Keisler, our usual newsletter editor, has been
dealing with some health issues, but he is
recovering. Jun Zhuang and Heather Rosoff
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favorably stepped in to take charge of the
newsletter in his absence. Jeff also graciously
took the time to produce a five-page document
giving them his pointers on how to produce the
newsletter—which probably took almost as much
time as producing the newsletter himself! Thanks
to all three of them for their support of the
newsletter, and best wishes to Jeff for his
continuing recovery!!

We are also at a busy time of year for
conferences, even though the annual meeting is
still half a year away. First, there is the
INFORMS Conference on Business Analytics and
Operations Research ("Apply Science to the Art
of Business™), on April 10-12 in Chicago, which
may already have happened as you read this.
David  Leonhardi, Freeman  Marvin, Don
Buckshaw, and others have put together an
excellent program featuring a number of talks on
decision analysis (by speakers including Sam
Savage, Ellen Coopersmith, Margery Connor,
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Rohit Tandon, and Bill Klimack), as well as a
track on “soft skills” for decision analysts. Next
up for practitioners is the annual conference of the
Decision Analysis Affinity Group, on April 21-22
in Houston.

For those of you in the northeast, the INFORMS
Regional Conference will be held on May 6-7 at
the University of Massachusetts in Amherst. It
should be a beautiful location at that time of year.
INFORMS is also having its first-ever thematic
conference on healthcare, in Montreal on June 20-
22, which those of you interested in medical
decision making may find to be of interest.

Andrew Grant is organizing sessions and talks on
decision analysis and behavioral decision making
for the triennial conference of the International
Federation of Operational Research Societies in
Melbourne, Australia, on July 10-15, as part of the
stream on multiple-criteria decision making.
Those of you who haven’t yet made your travel
plans for the summer may want to consider a trip
“Down Under.”

Finally, Jim Felli and Canan Ulu are organizing
our sponsored cluster on decision analysis for the
INFORMS Annual Conference in Charlotte. The
conference isn’t until November 13-16, but the
abstract deadline is coming up much sooner, on
May 16. So, please start thinking about which
talks or sessions you might be interested in
submitting, and be in touch with Jim and/or Canan
about your ideas as soon as possible. We
especially hope to have great representation from
the southeast, including people who might be
members of the Decision Analysis Society but do
not regularly attend INFORMS meetings. We
would also love to know whether you will be
speaking on a topic related to decision analysis in
a session in another cluster, so that we can explore
cross-listing your session to make sure that your
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colleagues in decision analysis know about your
talk.

I greatly appreciate the efforts of all of our
officers and volunteers, especially Jun and
Heather for producing this issue of the newsletter
on such short notice. Looking forward to seeing
many of you in beautiful downtown Charlotte in
November, to experience a great cluster of
sessions on decision analysis, and to enjoy the
mix of the historic and the modern in Charlotte!

Finally, T encourage you to check out the new
Decision Analysis Society website at
http://www.informs.ore/Community/DAS that the
new site is hosted using INFORMS' new content
management system. This new system will help us
keep the website up-to-date and make it easy to add
new content. If you have suggestions to improve the
site, please let us know. Jason Merrick remains our
webmaster; [ am grateful for Jason's efforts in
updating our website!

Editor’s Comments

Hello from always-sunny Los Angeles and
always-cold Buftalo:

Thank you, Vicki, for your nice introduction. First
off, we hope Jeff Keisler gets better very soon!
Second, we hope everyone is having a great
spring and enjoys reading this exciting issue. Alec
Morton, in DA Around the World, introduces us
to José Rui Figueira, Salvatore Greco, Bernard
Roy, and Roman Slowinski, who describe the
history and philosophy of the EURO Working
Group on Multiple Criteria Decision Aiding. Bill
Klimack the 2011 INFORMS
Conference and provides insight into future
conferences of particular interest. Guest writer to

recounts
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DA Practice, Terry Bresnick gives valuable
insight in “A New Perspective for an Old
Decision Analyst: How Things Can Change When
a Life or Death Decision Hits Home,” an
adaptation of a presentation he gave at the
INFORMS Conference. In Research, Ron Howard
answers the question, “Why Do Humans Need
Help in Making Decisions?”, and L. Robin Keller
and Kelly Kophazi briefly detail the March and
June abstracts from the Decision Analysis Journal.

Conference season seems to be upon us — we have
a listing of 14, to be exact. We of course want you
to pay special attention to the INFORMS Annual
Conference Charlotte, North Carolina
scheduled for November 13 — 16. Please contact
Jim Felli or Canan Ulu for more information on

in

submitting abstracts or organizing sessions for the
Decision Analysis track. Jason Merrick and Refik
Soyer call for papers for the Decision Analysis
Special Issue on Games and Decisions
Reliability and Risk. Gregory Parnell calls for
Publication Award nominations. As well, Detlof
von Winterfeldt calls for Ramsey Award
nominations; Robert Bordley, Jag Chhatwal, and
Chris Dalton call for nominations for the 2011

in

Practice Award; and Léa Deleris and Jun Zhuang
call for Student Paper Award nominations.

The new Executive Director of SDP, Hilda
Cherekdjian tells us all about the Society of
Decision Professionals. Last, but not least, Frank
Koch critically looks at Game Theory for
Business- A Primer in Strategic Gaming by Paul
Papayoanou in Book Review. Thank you to our
readers for your continued comments and support.

-Heather Rosoff, Jun Zhuang, and Elizabeth Newell
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Upcoming Conferences

May 6 -7,2011

INFORMS 2011 Northeastern Regional Conference
University of Massachusetts, Amherst
http://meetings.informs.org/RegionalNortheastern201 1

May 31 — June 3, 2011

Naturalistic Decision Making NDM 2011
Orlando, FL (CFP deadline Jan 15)
http://www.ce.ucf.edu/ndm2011/

June 13 -17,2011

Multicriteria Decision Making: The 21st MCDM
Conference

University of Jyvaskyl4, Finland
https://www.jyu.fi/en/congress/medm2011

June 20 - 22,2011

INFORMS Healthcare 2011

Montreal, Canada
http://meetings2.informs.org/healthcare201 1/hotel.html

July 10 - 15, 2011

International Federation of Operational Research
Societies

Melbourne, Australia

http://www.ifors2011.org/

August 21 - 25,2011

Subjective Probability, Utility and Decision Making
Conference 23rd Biennial meeting (SPUDM)
Kingston University London

http://www.eadm.eu

September 18 -21, 2011
40th Annual Conference of the Operations
Research Society of South Africa (ORSSA)
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National University of Science and Technology in
Bulawayo, Zimababwe
http://www.orssa.org.za/wiki/pmwiki.php?n=Conf
.ORSSA2011

October 23 - 26, 2011

Society for Medical Decision Making

33rd Annual Meeting

"From Evidence to Decision Making: Role of
Behavioral Economics in Medicine"

Chicago, IL

http://smdm.org/201 I meeting/index.shtml

November 4 - 7, 2011

Society for Judgment and Decision Making Annual
Conference

Seattle, Washington

http:/www.sjdm.org

November 13 - 16,2011

INFORMS Annual Meeting 2011
Charlotte, North Carolina
http://meetings2.informs.org/charlotte2011/

December 4 -7,2011

Society for Risk Analysis Annual Meeting
Charleston, South Carolina
http://www.sra.org/events 2011 meeting.php
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Call for Papers

Decision Analysis Special issue
on Games and Decisions in Reliability and Risk

CALL FOR PAPERS

L. Robin Keller, Editor
Refik Soyer, Guest Editor
Fabrizio Ruggeri, Guest Editor
Jason Merrick, Guest Editor
Deadline: Apri25 May 31, 2011

The objective of the special issue is to introduce a
new theme, the use of game theory and decision
theory in reliability analysis and risk analysis. The
special issue aims to bring together novel research
from disciplines that have the potential to
contribute to this theme, including (but not limited
to) economics, engineering, finance, mathematics,
medical sciences, military sciences, probability,
and statistics. Papers must tackle a problem in risk
or reliability using the tools of decision theory or
game theory (or both).

The issue will not only consider papers presented
at the 2nd Symposium on Games and Decisions in
Reliability and Risk to be held at the Hotel Villa
Carlotta, Belgirate (VB), Lake Maggiore, Italy
between May 19-21, 2011
(http://www.mi.imati.cnr.it/conferences/gdrrl 1.ht
ml), but will also be open to the public for
submission of papers relevant to the theme.

The deadline for submission of papers is AprH-25
May 31, 2011. Papers limited to 42 15 double-
spaced pages (including references and
figures/tables)  should be  submitted at
http://mc.manuscriptcentral.com/deca  following
the Decision Analysis author submission
guidelines given at http://www.informs.org/
Pubs/DA/Submission-Guidelines.

All submissions will go through the standard
review process of Decision Analysis. Submitting



Volume 30, Number 1, April/May 2011

Decision Analysis Today

authors should indicate their desire to be
considered for the special issue in the cover letter
to Editor-in-Chief L. Robin Keller completed
during the submission process. Technical
questions about submissions may be directed to
Managing  Editor Kelly M.  Kophazi
(Kelly.Kophazi@INFORMS.org).

For more information about the special issue,
please contact:

Refik Soyer, The George Washington University
Tel: +1-202-994 6445
Email: soyer at gwu.edu

Jason R. W. Merrick, Virginia Commonwealth
University

Tel: +1-804-828 5865

Email: jrmerric at vcu.edu

Call for Sessions and

Abstracts

INFORMS Annual Meeting
in Charlotte, North Carolina
November 13 — 16"

Call for Sessions
Abstract Deadline: May 16, 2011

We would like to invite you to chair a session for
the Decision Analysis cluster at this year’s
INFORMS meeting. The meeting theme is
“TransfORmation.” This theme offers us the
opportunity to reflect on our work and our field in
the context of “a thorough or dramatic change,”
be that change in the area of personal
enlightenment, professional development or our
local or global external environment.

In the spirit of sharing and transformation, we ask
you to further consider chairing a joint session
with another INFORMS society to highlight the
impact that decision analysis can have in other
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disciplines (e.g., Transportation, Marketing).

If interested in organizing a session, contact Jim
Felli (jefelli@lilly.com) or Canan Ulu
(canan.ulu@mccombs.utexas.edu) to reserve a time
slot.

INFORMS Midwestern Conference
at Ohio State University
August 1 -2, 2011
Call for Abstracts

Interested in presenting at a sponsored session on
decision analysis for the INFORMS Midwestern
Conference?

If so, please contact Dr. Ali E. Abbas by May 16.
Email: aliabbas@illinois.edu

Society for Benefit-Cost Analysis Annual
Conference
Expanding the Scope of Benefit-Cost Analysis:
Practical Applications and Analytical Frontiers
Washington D.C.
October 21-22, 2011

Call for Sessions and Abstracts
Deadline: June 15, 2011

The Society for Benefit-Cost Analysis promotes
the development and appropriate application of
benefit-cost analysis to a broad range of public
policy issues. This year, our Fourth Annual
Conference and Meeting continues the focus of
past conferences on the practical use of Benefit
Cost Analysis (BCA) in a variety of institutional
and national settings, with special attention to the
role of BCA in both prospective and retrospective
program evaluation; and to broadening and
improving measurement of benefits and/or costs.
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As always, we welcome abstracts on any topic
related to improving the use of benefit-cost
analysis, cost-effectiveness analysis, risk-benefit
analysis, applied welfare economic analysis, and
damage assessments in policy settings, from
scholars, practitioners, and others interested in
these areas who wish to present research at the
conference.

Abstracts should be 200-300 words in length and
provide adequate detail on the content of the
research. Proposals for panels that include three to
four speakers are also welcome, and should
include a summary of the overall focus of the
panel as well as a 200-300 word abstract for each
presentation. Submission of an abstract is viewed
as a firm commitment to participate in the
conference if accepted.

Abstracts and panel proposals should be
submitted as email attachments in Word
document (.doc) format to sbcainfo@uw.edu
along with complete contact information for all
prospective presenters (name, title, affiliation,
email, phone, and address), by June 15, 2011.
Please write “Abstract: SBCA 2011” in the
subject of the email.

Society for Medical Decision Making
October 23 — 26, 2011

Call for Oral and Poster Abstracts
Deadline: May 6, 2011

The Society for Medical Decision Making is
soliciting proposals for Oral and Poster Abstracts
to be presented at the 2011 Annual Meeting.

For submission details, visit:
http://www.smdm.org/201 1meeting/oral abstracts
.shtml
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George Nicholson Student Paper Competition
Call for Submissions
Deadline: May 31, 2011

The George Nicholson Committee competition is
held each year to identify and honor outstanding

papers in the field of operations research and the

management sciences written by a student.

The following conditions must be satisfied for
eligibility:

* The entrant must have been a student on or
after December 1, 2010;

* The paper must present original research
results (a summary of multiple papers is
not eligible);

* The research must have been conducted
while the entrant was a student;

* The paper must be written by the entrant
with only minor outside editorial
assistance;

*  An entrant can be a (co-)author in at most
one paper submitted to the competition;

* The paper must not have won a prize (1st-
2nd) in a previous Nicholson Competition.

*  One or more advisors may appear as co-

authors of a paper, but the student must be
the "first author."

Prizes will be awarded and finalists will be invited
to present their papers at the INFORMS Annual
Meeting in November 2011.

Please see the following page online for complete
details: http://www.informs.org/Recognize-
Excellence/INFORMS-Prizes-Awards/George-
Nicholson-Student-Paper-Competition/George-
Nicholson-Student-Paper-Competition-
Application-Process
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Publication Awards

2011 Decision Analysis Publication Award
Deadline for nominations: July 1,2011

The Decision Analysis Publication Award is given
annually to the best decision analysis journal article or
book published in the second preceding calendar year.
For consideration for this year's award, a work should
have been published during CALENDAR YEAR
2009. The Decision Analysis Society of INFORMS
award is accompanied by a plaque and a $750
honorarium.

The intent of the award is to recognize the best
publication in “decision analysis, broadly defined.”
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.

Nominations are invited at this time. Please send no
later than July 1, 2011, to:

Gregory S. Pamell, Ph.D.
Professor of Systems Engineering
Gregory.parnell@usma.edu

Please send the author's name(s) and the full journal
citation or book title. Nominators should ensure that
the Publication Award Committee has a copy of the
publication, preferably in electronic form. SELF-
NOMINATIONS ARE ACCEPTABLE AND ARE
RECOMMENDED. Historically, most nominations
for this award have been self-nominations, so don't
rely on your admiring colleagues to nominate your
work. However, others who wish to write in support
of a publication (in a substantive way regarding impact
of the work) are encouraged to do so. Testimonials
by those who have benefited from a work will be very
helpful to our decision process.
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Nominated publications will be judged for
significance, relevance, originality, and readability.
The award will be presented at the INFORMS Annual
Meeting in Charlotte, NC on November 13-16, 2011.
This award is sponsored by the Decision Analysis
Society of INFORMS. Membership in the Decision
Analysis Society is not a condition for being a
nominator or a nominee, so please feel free to forward
this announcement to other colleagues.

Names of past winners of the Decision Analysis
Publication Award are posted on the DAS Awards
web page at http://www.informs.org/Recognize-
Excellence/Community-Prizes-and-Awards/Decision-
Analysis-Society/Decision-Analysis-Publication-
Award

Professional News

If you have some news or information you want to
share with the DAS, contact the co-editors Drs.
Heather Rosoff rosoffi@usc.edu and Jun Zhuang
jzhuang(@buffalo.edu. This could include: promotions

or new positions, awards, book announcements, other
accomplishments, or whatever rings your bell.
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Decision Analysis Journal

The Decision Analysis
March 2011 issue...

Investment and Defense Strategies, Heuristics,

and Games: From the Editor...
L. Robin Keller
http://da.journal.informs.org/cgi/content/abstract/8/1/1

Partial-Kelly Strategies and Expected Utility:
Small Edge Asymptotics

Joseph B. Kadane

Kadane (2011) finds that there is no utility function that is
independent of the risks it confronts and that has partial-
Kelly strategies as the optimal

strategy. _
DECISION ANALYSIS

Psychological Heuristics
for Making Inferences:
Definition, Performance,
and the Emerging Theory
and Practice

Konstantinos V. Katsikopoulos
http://da.journal.informs.org/cgi/content/abstract/deca.1100.
0191v1

Katsikopoulos (2011) defines psychological heuristics as
models for making inferences that (1) rely heavily on core
human capacities, (2) process the information they use by
simple computations and may not use all available

information and (3) are easy to understand, apply, and
explain.

Analysis of National Strategies to Counter a

Country’s Nuclear Weapons Program

David J. Caswell, Ronald A. Howard, and M. Elisabeth
Paté-Cornell

From the perspective of United States policy makers,
Caswell et al. (2011) develop a model to decide the best
national strategy to prevent or delay another country from
acquiring nuclear weapons, with a case study of Iran’s
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nuclear weapons program.

Governments’ and Terrorists’ Defense and

Attack in a T-period Game

Kjell Hausken and Jun Zhuang
http://da.journal.informs.org/cgi/content/abstract/deca.1100.
0194v1

In a two-stage game model with the government moving
first and then the terrorist moving, Hausken and Zhuang

(2011) examine choices between attacking the enemy and
defending against an attack.

Playing Squash Against Ralph Keeney: Should
Weaker Players Always Prefer Shorter
Games?

Jeryl L. Mumpower
http://da.journal.informs.org/cgi/content/abstract/deca.1100.
0196v1

Mumpower (2011) challenges the conventional wisdom that

weaker players can maximize their probability of winning
by playing as few points as possible against superior
opponents.

The Decision Analysis
June 2011 issue...

(Available in Articles in Advance
prior to print)

—
b

For more information about Articles in Advance please visit:
http://journals.informs.org/misc/ifora.dtl
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Deterring the Smuggling of Nuclear Weapons in
Container Freight through Detection and
Retaliation

Naraphorn Haphuriwat, Vicki M. Bier, and Henry H. Willis
http://da.journal.informs.org/cgi/content/abstract/deca.1110.
0199v1

Decomposing the Cross Derivatives of a
Multiattribute Utility Function into Risk

Attitude and Value
Ali E. Abbas

Using Bayes' Rule to Update an Event's
Probabilities Based on the Outcomes of

Partially Similar Events
Robert F. Bordley

Aggregating Large Sets of Probabilistic
Forecasts by Weighted Coherent Adjustment

Guanchun Wang, Sanjeev R. Kulkarni, H. Vincent Poor,
Daniel N. Osherson

Whether to Retest the Lipids of HIV-Infected
Patients: How Much Does Fasting Bias Matter
Xiting Yang, Joseph B. Kadane, Heidi M. Crane, and Mari
M. Kitahata

Decision Analysis is now included in the Social
Sciences Citation Index.

Decision Analysis is a part of Articles in Advance
(AIA),
where accepted manuscripts appear prior to printing:
http://da.journal.informs.org/papbyrecent.dtl

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

For Decision Analysis subscription information and
rates:
http://www.informs.org/Journal/DA
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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 2011 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/Journal/DA.
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Calls for Award

Nominations

2011 Ramsey Medal Nominations
Submission deadline: May 15, 2011

The Ramsey Award Selection Committee is
soliciting nominations for the 2011 Ramsey
Medal. The committee values nominations from
all members of the decision analysis community.
For past Ramsey Medal winners, please see:

http://www.informs.org/Recognize-
Excellence/Community-Prizes-and-
Awards/Decision-Analysis-Society/Frank-P.-
Ramsey-Medal.

The Frank P. Ramsey Medal is the highest award
of the Decision Analysis Society. The medal is
named in honor of Frank Plumpton Ramsey, a
Cambridge University mathematician who was
one of the pioneers of decision theory in the 20th
century. His 1926 essay "Truth and Probability"
(published posthumously in 1931) anticipated
many of the developments in mathematical
decision theory later made by John von Neumann
and Oskar Morgenstern, Leonard J. Savage, and
others. The Ramsey Medalists are recognized for
having made substantial further contributions to
that theory and its application to important classes
of real decision problems. The Medal is
accompanied by a $1,000 honorarium.

Criteria for the Ramsey Medal

The Ramsey Medal of the Decision Analysis
Society (DAS) is awarded for distinguished
contributions to the field of decision analysis.
Distinguished contributions can be internal, such
as theoretical or methodological advances in
decision analysis, or external, such as developing
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or spreading decision analysis in new fields. Thus,
the specific criteria for evaluating potential
Ramsey Medal recipients are a candidate’s:

* Theoretical, methodological, and
procedural contributions to decision
analysis

*  Applications of decision analysis

*  Other contributions promoting decision
analysis

*  Exceptional contributions to the Decision

Analysis Society

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

For this award, decision analysis is defined as a
prescriptive approach to provide insight for
decision-making based on axioms that are
logically consistent with the axioms of von
Neumann and Morgenstern and of Savage. Key
constructs of decision analysis are utility to
quantify values and probability to quantify the
state of one’s knowledge. There are overlapping
aspects of decision analysis with other fields, such
as behavioral decision research, probabilistic risk
analysis, and engineering and economic analyses.

Where and When to Send Nominations

Nominations should be sent via email to the
committee chair, Detlof von Winterfeldt:
detlof(@iiasa.ac.at. The deadline for nominations
is May 15, 2010. A nomination should include a
brief summary of the nominee’s contributions
with respect to the award criteria listed above and
the nominee’s CV or a link to it.
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2011 Practice Award Nominations
Submission deadline: July 1, 2011

The  Decision Society invites
submissions for the 2011 Decision Analysis
Practice Award offered by the one-thousand-
member-strong INFORMS Decision Analysis

Society.

Analysis

Submissions should be roughly two pages long.
During the summer,

(1) The Practice Award committee will evaluate
all submissions and name three finalists. These
finalists will all be recognized at the 2011
INFORMS meeting on November 13-16th in
Charlotte, Virginia.

(2) Finalists will give presentations on their
submission before an open meeting of INFORMS.

(3) The award committee will determine the
winner using six criteria: importance of the
problem, impact on the client's decision making,
benefits to the client organization, use of decision
analysis tools, quality of the analysis, and
originality.

(4) The winner receives $750, a plaque from the
Decision Analysis Society and considerable
publicity (consistent proprietary
restrictions.)

with  your

Submissions based on previously published work
are eligible. The deadlines and timeline are:

Submission deadline: July Ist

Announcement of the three finalists: August 15th
Deadline for finalists’ abstracts: September 15th
Presentation by the finalists and winner
announcement: 2011 INFORMS meeting
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Please send your submission to any member of
the committee:

Robert Bordley, Chair (Robert.bordley@gm.com)
Jag Chhatwal (jagpreet chhatwal@merck.com)
Chris Dalton (cdalton@syncopation.com)

For more information on the prize, see:
http://www.informs.org/Recognize-
Excellence/Community-Prizes-and-
Awards/Decision-Analysis-Society/DAS-Practice-
Award

2011 Student Paper Award Nominations
Submission deadline: June 17, 2011

The Student Paper Award is given annually to the
best decision analysis paper by a student author,
as judged by a panel of the Decision Analysis
Society of INFORMS. Students who did not
complete their Ph.D. prior to May 1, 2010 are
eligible for this year's competition.

The award is accompanied by a plaque and a $500
honorarium. The award will be presented and the
winner will also be invited to present his or her
paper at the DAS Awards Session at the
INFORMS Annual Meeting.

All students doing work in or related to decision
(e.g., decision = methodologies,
experimental studies, and applications) are
encouraged to submit a paper. The majority of
work, including writing, must be that of the

analysis

student, though faculty members or other mentors
can be co-authors if appropriate.

The paper should be 30 pages or less (double
spaced and 12 point font) and, in the standard
format of Management Science or Operations
Research.

If you are a faculty member who is supervising
students, please inform them of this opportunity.
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If you are a student reading this, please encourage
your classmates to submit a paper and to join the
Decision Analysis Society
(http://www.informs.org/Community/DAS).

While we encourage all applicants to join DAS, it
is not necessary for students to be members in
order to be eligible for the competition.

To be considered for this year's competition,
please email both committee co-chairs, at the

address given below with your final submission
of:
(i)  An electronic version of your paper in
PDF format; and
(i) A letter in PDF format from one faculty
co-author (if any) articulating your role
in writing this paper.

Léa Deleris
IBM Technology Center, Dublin, Ireland
Email: lea.deleris@jie.ibm.com

Jun Zhuang

University at Buffalo, State University of New
York

Email: jzhuang@buffalo.edu
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DA Around the World

The EURO Working Group on Multiple
Criteria Decision Aiding

Alec Morton, Column Editor

The general 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. In this issue, José Rui Figueira,
Salvatore Greco, Bernard Roy, Roman Slowinski
describe the history and philosophy of the EURO
Working Group on Multiple Criteria Decision
Aiding.

The group, its history, its activity

Multiple Criteria Decision Aiding (MCDA) is an
important field of Operational Research, which is
acknowledged by the fact that, since its
foundation at the first EURO conference in
Brussels in 1975, the EURO Working Group
(EURO-WG) on MCDA was meeting invariably
twice a year (in Spring and Autumn), arriving at
its 73 meeting which just held in Corte
(Corsica).

Activity of the EURO-WG on MCDA is
complementary to the meetings and exchanges
which already take place at the level of
international conferences and journal publications.
Its particular objectives are the following:
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1. To contribute to the development, mainly but
not exclusively at a European level, of an
original way of thinking in the field of
multicriteria decision aiding.

2. To allow each member of the group to make
known to others methodological, theoretical or
applied results, to submit its own works and
thoughts to the critical discussion of the group
and also to solicit some collaborations.

3. To develop multicriteria aid for decisions by
facilitating contacts with people interested in
the subject and by stimulating continuity and
progress in exchanges and works.

4. To keep the group alive and open by means of
bi-annual meetings which must not be mini-
conferences but real meetings favorable to
exchange and to emergence of new ideas.

The meetings of the group take the form of
seminars with no parallel sessions. They are
designed so as to foster discussions and exchange
of ideas. In 1975, the group consisted of 29
members from 5 different countries. Among the
present members, 42 were already members in
1980. Currently, 38 countries are represented.

During recent years, each meeting attracted 5 to
20 new members (with an average of 13). These
figures show how lively the group is in terms of
meetings and participation. Currently the group
has around 350 members, from about 30
countries, and meetings usually gather between 50
and 100 persons. The success of the group is
attested by the fact that most texts on MCDM now
speak of a “European school of MCDA”.
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The group was created by Bernard Roy. He has
been coordinating the group until the 72nd
Meeting of the EURO-WG on MCDA in Paris
(October 7-9, 2010). On that occasion, Bernard
Roy stepped down from his position of the Group
Coordinator and he kindly accepted to continue
supporting the group’s activity as the Honorary
Chairman. The new Board of Group Coordinators,
elected at this meeting, is composed of Salvatore
Greco, Jose Figueira and Roman Stowinski. The
73rd meeting took place in Corte (Corsica,
France) on April 14-16, 2011. The 74™ meeting
will be held in Yverdone (Switzerland) on
October 6-8, 2011.

Among the meetings of the group, the one that
deserves a special mention is the 50th
Anniversary meeting that was held in 1999 in the
prestigious chateau de Cerisy-La-Salle, and
gathered a large number of members (see Figure

1.

The EWG on MCDA also is editing a newsletter,
with two issues each year, since Spring 2000. The
newsletter is edited by José Rui Figueira and has
as permanent collaborators Silvia Angilella, Maria
Jodo Alves, Carlos Henggeler Antunes and
Juscelino Almeida-Dias. The collection of
newsletters can be found at the website of the
EWG on MCDA at:
http://www.cs.put.poznan.pl/ewgmcda/.

This website, whose web editor is Milosz
Kadzinski, is aimed not just at making available
the most relevant information contained in the
newsletters, but it also intends to become an
online discussion forum, where other information
and opinion articles could appear in order to
create a more lively atmosphere within the group.
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Figure 1: 50th meeting of the EURO-EWG on MCDA at Cerisy-La-Salle in 1999

The European conception of MCDA

In the following, we present the basic principles
of the so called “European” conception of MCDA
that under the original inspiration of Bernard Roy
have been developing within the group. In the
operational research and decision aiding
community, to which we belong, the decision-
aiding activity (which is meant to be scientific) is
founded on three pillars:

1) The actions (formal definition of the
possible actions or alternatives),

2) The consequences (aspects, attributes,
characteristics, ... of the actions, that allow

to compare one action to another), and

3) The modeling of one or several preference
systems (an implicit or explicit process,
that for each pair of actions envisioned,

assigns one and only one of the three
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possibilities: indifference, preference, or
incomparability).

The last pillar needs further explanation. When
given two possible actions, any individual,
whoever he/she may be, based on the actions’
consequences, and his/her value system, can state:
“I prefer the first to the second” or vice-versa, “I
am indifferent between the two”, or “I am unable
to compare these two actions”. Modeling a
preference system means to specify a process that
will provide this type of results based on a pre-
established model of the action consequences.
These consequences are most often complex and
inadequately known. They can be modeled in
quantitative or qualitative terms, in a deterministic
or stochastic manner, with a part of arbitrariness
or ill determination.

According to the “European” conception, the
analyst must seek for obtaining a coherent and
structured set of results. These results should be
sought in order to guide the decision aiding
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process and facilitate communication about the
decisions. To do so, the analyst must use an
approach that aims at producing knowledge from
working hypotheses, taking into account the
objectives and the value systems involved in a
particular decision context. This approach should
be based on models that are, at least partially, co-
constructed through interaction with the decision
maker. This co-construction first concerns the
way the considered actions are taken into account,
as well as the consequences on which these
actions will be judged. Secondly, the co-
construction process concerns the way that certain
characteristics (notably the values attributed to the
different parameters) of the preference model
were judged the most appropriate given the
specificities of the decision context and the
working hypotheses retained. In this conception, it
is no longer necessary to assume that there exists,
in the mind of the decision maker, a stable
procedure capable of defining the decision
maker’s preference system completely, before
even beginning the decision aiding process.

To elaborate results likely to make things more
clear to the decision maker (e.g., “if..., then...”
results), in the “European” conception, the analyst
must propose working hypotheses which will
allow the co-construction of the preference model
to play an appropriate role in the decision aiding
process. The co-constructed model must be a tool
for looking more thoroughly into the subject, by
interpreting, debating and
arguing. To guide this process of co-construction,

exploring, even
the analyst must also interact with the decision
maker assuming that he/she understands the
questions that are asked. Nevertheless, in the
“European” conception, it is not necessary to
assume that the given responses are produced
through a stable pre-existing process, but only that
these responses are made up through interaction
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with the decision maker’s value system, which is
rarely free of ambiguity or even contradiction. In
particular, the analyst must make sure that the
person who responds to the questions is able to
place these questions in the context of the current
study. The analyst must also admit that these
questions can bring the person thus questioned to
revise certain pre-existing preferences
momentarily and locally. According to the
“European” conception, the knowledge produced
does not aim to help the decision maker to
discover a good approximation of a decision
which would objectively be one of the best, taking
into account his/her own value system, but rather
more humbly to provide the decision maker with a
set of results derived from the reasoning modes
and working hypotheses. The decision maker will
better understand the results produced and will
appropriate them (and potentially share with
others) if the makes that
understanding of the underlying reasoning modes
and working hypotheses is integrated into the

analyst sure

model co-construction process. In this “European”
conception, the analyst does not need to accept
either of the following two postulates:

* Postulate of the decision maker’s optimum.
In the decision context studied, there exists
at least one optimal decision, or, in other
words, there exists one decision for which it
is possible (if sufficient time and means are
available) to establish objectively that there
are no strictly better decisions with respect
to the decision maker’s preference system.

Postulate of the decision context reality.
The principal aspects of the reality on which
the decision aiding is based (particularly the
decision maker’s preferences) are related to
objects of knowledge that can be seen as
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data (i.e., existing outside of the way they
are modeled); these objects can also be seen
as sufficiently stable over time and for the
questions asked, such that it is possible to
refer to the exact state or the exact value
(deterministic or stochastic) of given
characteristics judged to accurately portray
an aspect of that reality.

He/she may find these postulates as totally
unrealistic, or may even have good reasons for
accepting the existence of incomparabilities in the
preference models used.

Some current debates within the EWG on
MCDA

We conclude this short presentation of the EWG
on MCDA presenting two subjects that are
currently debated within the group: robustness
concerns in MCDA, and assignment of numerical
values to preference parameters.

Robustness concerns

In the field of Multi-Criteria Decision Aiding
(MCDA), the subject of robustness is increasingly
present in scientific journals. This subject is also
present more and more in much of the less formal
works done by companies applying operational
research tools about concrete decision-aiding
problems. In MCDA, the multiple meanings
accorded to the term “robust” are open to debate.
This subject is discussed in detail in the
Newsletter of the FEuropean Working Group
“Multiple Criteria Decision Aiding” in a series of
contributions originated from a first contribution
of Bernard Roy in 2002. This series of
perspectives highlights the polysemic character of
the notion of robustness. This polysemic character
is primarily due to the fact that, depending on the
situation, this notion can be similar to, and
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sometimes compared to, the notion of flexibility,
stability, sensitivity and even equity.

According to the proposal of Bernard Roy the
term robust has to be understood as a qualifier
meaning a capacity for withstanding “vague
approximations” and/or “zones of ignorance” in
order to prevent undesirable impacts, notably the
degradation of the properties that must be
maintained. The research on robustness seeks to
insure this capacity to the greatest degree
possible. Consequently, robustness stems from a
process that responds to a concern: a need for
resistance or self-protection.

For this reason, it is preferable to use the
expression robustness concern, rather than
robustness analysis because the latter can give the
impression of a work done a posteriori, as is the
case with sensitivity analysis, for example.
Robustness more often involves a concern that
must be taken into account a priori, when
formulating the problem. (Of course, this does not
exclude the use of sensitivity analysis to respond
to such a concern, if necessary.)

In decision aiding, the desire to take our own
ignorance into account as much as possible
explains why the robustness concern exists. From
this perspective, it is important to remember that
the decisions for which decision aiding is
performed will be:

1) executed in a real-life context that may not
correspond exactly to the model on which the
decision aiding is based;

2) judged in terms of a system of values that will
appear to be pertinent (and not necessarily stable)
for a future that may not be well-defined; as a
result, this system of values may not correspond
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exactly to the one used to create and exploit the
model.

These are two of the possible reasons for a non-
perfect conformity, and thus a gap between: on
the one hand, the formal representation (FR),
including the model and the processing
procedures that are applied to it; and on the other
hand, the real-life context (RLC) in which
decisions will be made, executed and judged. In
decision aiding, it is i