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L , Since the early 1950's the principal prescriptive

- model in ‘the psychological study of decision making has been

. maximization of Subjective Expected Utility (SEU). This SEU

- maximization has come to be regarded as a description of how people

:'-go. about making decisions. However, while observed decision processes
sometimes resemble the SEU model, decisions appear to be made in an

- intuitive manner much more frequently. An alternative decision theory

~'is called Imaga Theory.-In this theory, four images (self,

.. trajectory, projected and action) :are :parts. of an overall scheme the

- decision maker has about .what he/she is doing and why. Belf-image

- refers to one's principles; trajectory image to the agenda of goals;

- projected image to the time table for :achieving goals; and action

. image to.the roster of plans for achisving goals. Decisions are

* adoption decisions or progress decisions. Decisions are made like the

~ SBU model, or in most cases, on the basiz of how well the pogontial
adoptee (a candidate goal or plan) is compatible with the principles
of the self-image, the goals that already exist on the trajectory

- image, .and in the -case of plans, the plans that already exist on the
action image. This compatibility govarns most decisions. Several
research studies on decision making have demonstrated the importance
of compatibility and self-image. It must be recognized that people's
?:;1§no self-image, their principles, wield powar over their actioms.

L

.***********Q**********Qﬂ******t***QQ*********Q********************t****

* . Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *
* o - -+Erom the original document. *
. tttttttttttttttttt*Q*QttQQQQQ*Q***t*t‘**ttttt.ttttttttttttttttttttttttt

e
o E R Y WA
T RUH




0272779

C6 019262

The Self in Decision Making and Decision Implementation

Lee Roy Beach and Terence R. Mitchell
University of Washington

na

Presented at the American Psychologlcal Association meetings
Washington, D. C., August 23, 1986

For copies of this paper write to Prof. L. R, Beach, NI-25, University
of Washington, Seattle, WA 98195,

4.8, DEPANTIENT GF EDUCATION , “PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
Ofice of Educationsl Research and imgrovement MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION _ égé? J?l%

I:I!‘Il document has been reproduced as
received from the person or organization
origingting it

0 Minor changes have been made to improve
reprotiustion qualify,

® Points of view or opiniona stated in thia docw- TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

&an' g:. m mnlv represent official INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)."

YRR TE N Baa e e



The Self in Decision Making and Decision Implementation

Lee Roy Beach and Terence R. Mi tchell
University of Washington

Presented at the American Psychological Association meetings
Washington, D. C., August 23, 1984
Since the early 1950’s the principle prescriptive model in the
pPsychological study of decision making has been Maximization of

Subjective Expected Utility, or SEU for short (Edwards, 1934). The

central notion in this model is that the decision maker evaluates oach'°

docision option by balancing its expected negative consequences

agalnst its expecied positive consequoncos and selects the option that

has the maximum net balance.

In economics and in some areas of psychology this prescriptive

model has come to be regarded as descriptive. That isy, not only is

SEU maximization roéardéd as the best way of making decisions, it also

is regarded as a description of how People actually go about making
decisions, whether or not they are aware of it. The reaction to
evidence contrary to this second assumption has consisted of rather
trlvlal modifications of the mode! to make it better fit the data,
thus permiting rotontlon of the balancing and maximizing logic that is
its foundation ¢(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Machina, 1982).

In other areas of decision science, however, there have been
expressed doubts and relevant obsofuatlons (e.Q., Mintzberg, 1973;
Peters, 1979 ) that quost[on the descriptive exhaustiveness of the
balancing and maximizing logic., Thatiis, while observed decision
procossos somotlmos resemble the SEU model, much more frequently
doclslons,appqar'to be made in a more causal and ‘intuitive’ manner,
ov§n3lmpobf§nf‘buslnost decisions, Indeed, even whoB trying to be

ordorlr anq.thobéugﬁ. to weigh and balance, to compare options falply
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and select the best one, decision makers often get so confused that
Athoy give up and go with their gut-feelings. Even when they
successfully carry through a SEU analysis, decision makers almost
always check the prescribed decision against their omnipresent gut-
feelings when there is conflict, the gut—-feeling holds the veto
power .,

In view of all of this, we have attempted to'tako & different
road in the study of decision making (Beach & Mitchell, 1984;
Mitchell, Rediker & Beach, 1986). In doing so we find ourselves in
what for us is rather unfamiliar company. We flﬁd ourselves with
cognitive schema theorists, in general, and with self theorists in
particular, ‘ )

The schema concept is an umbroll; concept for many klnds‘of
cognitive structures (Hastie, 1981; Landman & Manis, 1983) For
example, there are scripts (Abelson, 1924), Stereotypes (Mcdaulev.
Stitt & Segal, 1980), prototypes (Hofstadter, 19?9, and, from an
earlier day, images (Miller, Galanter & Pribram, 1940). Images are
representations of a decision maker’s Qlows about how events and
states are now, how they ought to be in the future, how they are
likely to actually turn out to be when that time comes, and how one
plans to insure that they turn out to be something like they ought to
be. Because getting things to be the way one wants them to be pretty -’
much describes the bulk of human activity, how it happens is of
interest to psyéhologlsts in general. And, because achieving these
ends requires various doclslons, how it happens is of interest to
decision researchers in particular, We call our decision theory Image

Theory.




Image Theory in Brief
The Images, There are four images, which we regard as parts of an
overall schema the decision maker has about what he/she is doing, and
why. The primier image is the gelf image, which in this context means
the decision maker’s view of what is appropriate, proper, imperative, 5
moral, ethical, right, etc. It is, in short, one’s principles.

The second image is the trajectory image, which is the agenda of
goals the decision maker seeks to attain. The term ‘trajectory’ is
intended to convey the temporal characteristic of this image, because
the goals on the agenda have different times by which they are to be
achieved. One part of decision making involves adopting (and
deleting) goals for the trajectory image. %

The third image is the prolected image, which is the anticipated
timetable for achieving the goals if the decision maker Implom‘nts the .

ey b acd e By

plans that he/she has adopted for achieving them. The projected lmagoff

has a temporal aspect that is roughly complementary to that of the

EAE LV

trajectory image. 1t is through comparison of these images, the
desired agenda of goal achlovomont and the anticipated achievement

timetable, that permits, the decision maker to decide whether progress ”
is being made. If prbgvoss is adequate, the decision maker continues :

with the plans he/she is implementing. If progress is inadequate, thoij
faulty plan must be replaced. The second part of goclslon making »
involves deciding whether progress is or is not qufficlont. f}

The fourth‘imago is the action image, which is the roster of |
plans one has adopted for achloqlng the goals on one’s trajectory

!

image. Each plan has a temporal aspect in that it unfolds in time andﬁg

n
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culmlnitos with goal aéhlovomont. The action image as a wﬁolo al'so
has q‘tonporal aspogt in that different plans must be unfolding

slmultan(éﬁil?*ahdlsomo start and end at different times. Decisions ‘ig
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about adopting plans for the action image are made in the same way as
are decisions about adopting goals for the trajectory image.

Decision typeg. As stated above, there are two types of decisions,
adoption decisions and progress decisions. The former, under the
censorship of the self image’s principies, add goals to the trajectory
image, and, under the censorship of both the self image and the
trajectory image, add plans to the action image. Progress decisions
el ther keep plans in place and continue with the status quo; or reject
pPlans as inadequate and cause a new plans to be adopt.:d to replace
them. If an adequate new plan cannot be found, a rejected plan’s goal‘
is itself rejected, Perhaps to be replaced with a more easily attained :
goal, :

Recision mechanisms. Decisions are made in elther of two ways. In
relatively rare lnitancos they are made using a process that lia
roughly like the balancing and maximizing logic of the SEU model. 1In
most cases, however, béth adoption and progress decisions are made on
the basis of how well the~potential adoptee (a candidate goal or plan)
fits with, or is compatible with, the principles on the self image,
the goals that already exist on the trajectory image, and in the case
of plans, the plans that already exist on the action image. That is,
adoption depends upon how well the potential new goal or potential new
plan fits in with the decision maker’s principles, the other goals
that he/she is seeking to attain, and the other plans that he/she is
seeking to Impl‘mont.

It is compatibility, this flttlngnoss. this #oollng of rightness
about a an option that governs most decisions. The process is a
swift, gestalt matching process rather than the cumborsomo; analytic
proéoss that is implied by the balancing and maximizing 1ogic.

Indeed, in modf doclslons the decision maker seeks to do "the right
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thing" even if it does not appear to be the most profi table thing. ”é
Moreover, zompatibility is a conservative criteriony it keeps tho‘ k
decision maker from adopting oxtroﬁo or- outlandish goals and plans.
Even when an option is very attractive, if it would upset the broad
general scheme of life, it ls.unllkoly to be adopted.
Some Research on Compatibility
Our interest in compatibility-based decision making grew from

many sources, one of which was a project in which one of us was
involved some years agof(Boach. Campbell & Townes, 1979). This was a;’

study of what lnfluoncos couples’ decisions about whether to have a

(another) child. The research assumed that SEU describes the doclslon

\
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process and that the only puzzie was which positive and negQative
consequences have the most influence on the decision.. The SEU

prediction was that couples for whom the balance of pros and dbns was .

¥

z‘

positive would decide to have a child and those for whom the balance %
Q . .

was negative would decide not to. !

W

‘5‘
The prediction was wrong. Al though some subjects’ decisions

1

conformed to the SEU prodlcglon. other subjects’ decisions did not. L

Ay
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First of all, prediction failed for couples who already had attained ‘é
their ideal family size C(their family size goal); even i€ the balanco‘é
argued mightily for the child, the couple did not decide to have ono.}i
Second, prediction failed for couples who had not reached their famllr‘
size goal but for whom the balance of pros against cons was only ‘ 53
stightly in favor of having the child.

Both of theae findings are incongruent with the SEU model. In
the first case, if they did not want to have another child, the

couples who had roachod_tholr family size goal gught to have. had

‘nogqtlvo balancos.v But tho balances were positive~-the couples Toved *ij

l

‘chlldron and hohostlr would havo liked to have had another, but a
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p~ior decision overrode this one. .

In the second case, even if they wanted a child only slightly
more than they did not want it, a éouplo who had not yet attained
their family size goal ought to have decided to have the child--it
would have furthered them toward attaining that goal. Instead, it
looked as though they not only did not maximize, they actually

‘minimizod; fhov apparently violated the balancing and maximizing logic
by selecting the least attractive option. 1In fact, however, closer
examination showed that these couples were not deciding not to have a
child, they simply were electing to stick with the status quo
(contraception) for the present because the option of having a child
slmp[y was not attractive enough at that time to motivate them to do
s0. They felt that they should be more than merely lukewarm ;bout
having a baby before doing s0. And, the reasons that they were |
lukewarm often were that having the child at that time was
incompat.ole with, d'd not fit with, the other goals on their
trajectory images, primarlly educational and career goals;

Subsequent to obtaining these findings and beginning to think _
about compatibility as a decision mechanism, we conducted some small _”
scale studies to see if what we were thinking about was at all
reasonable. We have bean particularly interested in the question of
the compgtlb}lltr between goals and principles and between plans and
prlnclblos. This i's because we regard the self image and its
component pr!ncl;los,ai fho?prlmary referent in decision making.
Thui; for example, we did a study of 22 graduatlnﬁ psychology majors’
doclslons about whothor to go to graduate school (goal adoptlon). We
found that 727 of tho doclslons were made on the basis of whothor

*gh\s 3

graduato school would bost flt wi th ‘the studonts' principles and with

th07~woro trrlng to achieve. Similarly, 4% of 42




lnfrodﬁctorr Psychology students who were given a hypothetical
decision about a Job identified compatibility with principles and
other goals as the ipproprlato basis for making the decision and
explicitly spurned balancing and maximizing as a method of doing it.
We currently are completing a larger study that examines
compatibility between the self image and plan adoption. 1In this work
e have utilized the concept of a ‘working’ or ‘on-line’ self concept
(Markus & Nurius, in press; Markus & Wurf, in press), in this case,
the on-line self image. This term means that because People have many
selves, one can speak of the concept or image of the self that is
relevant to and operative in a partlcuiar situation as the on-line
self image. One such situation is when the decision maker is'worklng
at his/her job. ‘ | ‘
In large part, the decision maker’s job self image is sharod by
others in the organization in which he/she works. This is because

each employee buys into the ‘culture’ of the organization (Mi tchel,

Rediker & Beach, 1986; Peters & Waterman, 1982). That is, to function

effectively in an organization, employees must adop t tho major points
of the organization‘’s Quiding principles. When this is done, these
principles become part of each employee’s on-line sel#f image for
his/her Jjob.

The result is that different employees who may have very
different on~line self images for othor‘sltuatlons. may have fairly
similar self lm;gos for their jobs. The advantage from a research
viewpoint is that this provldos.a natural laboratéry for oﬁamlnlng'tho
role of the self image in the adoption of action plans. 6apltallzlng
on this, we have examined the shared on=line self Imagos of executives
in two largo,.n;tlongllx Known commercial firms. One purpose of the
research was foiascobtal; the degree to which such sharing exists in a
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stable, highly structured firm as opposed to a firm that is in flux
both in terms of its internal structure and in terms of its marKet’s
sturbulence.’ The second purpose was to see if we could predict the
respective executives’ judgments of the compatibility with their
firm’s principles of different plans for foachlng a given goal.

Briefly, we interviewed 5 executives from each firm, compiled a
list of the principles that were cited for each firm (on-line self
image), constructed 10 alternative plans by which a firm could
introduce a new product.(goal), scored each plan in terms of the
number of principles it violated for each firm, and then had 10
executives from each firm individually rate each plan for its
compatibility with how their firm would be likely to go about
lntroduclng a new p;oduct. f

Results showed that the stable, structured firm’s oxocutlvgg had
a highly shared on-line self images. That is, the lnt)rcorrolatfons
among their ratings of the plans were high. Moreover, their ratings
were strongly (negatively) correlated with the plans’ violations of
the firm’s principles. 1In contrast, for the firm that was in flux,
the working self images ,were not shared and their ratings of
compatlbliity were only weakly retated to violations of the firm’s
principles.

The major methodological implication of these results is that
stable structured organizations provide a natural laboratory in which
different docls{on makers’ on-line self images share principles that
derive *r;n th§ organizations’ cul tures. Moroovoﬁ, these shared on-
line self images can be used to study how principles influence
(perhaps even determine) Jjob related decisions, partlculariy decisions
based upon compatibility.

0f course, we aﬁc cbntlnulng-our research and we are seeking
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compatibility as a decision mechanism. For example, we have found

that subjects’ prefered decisions in a decision-dilemma task can be
predicted on the basis of compatibility wl%h their principles.
Similarly, we have pitted the compatibility of potential jobs (goals)
wlthvsubjocts' prlncfplos against the SEU-based attractiveness of the
Jobs to the same subjects. We find t;at compatibility rather than SEU
predicts the decisions about which jobs to apply for (which goals to
seek). All in all, compatibility is a powerful concept. True, we
have to define it more clearly and measure it more precisely, but we
are worklng.on.that and it will come with time.

Finally, our research thusfar convinces us of the fundamental

importance of the self image in decision making and decision
lmpl;montatlon. Decision theory, and psychological theory if general,
seems shy about the, behavioral role of principles, of morals, df
ethics, and the like. 1t seems to us that it is about time to
overcome this shyness. In spite of rather dramatic lapses, in the
main it must be recognized that people’s on-line self images, their
principles, wield parampunt power over what they will and will not do.
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