BEDROCK PRINCIPLES 
IN THE CBA SYSTEM
Think about how you would construct a multi-story building. You would want it to last for generations. Therefore, you would place its foundation on bedrock. Or, you would place it on piling or compacted materials that serve as bedrock. Similarly, the Choosing By Advantages decisionmaking system (the CBA system) is founded on the following bedrock principles: Our decisions matter. Our decisionmaking vocabulary matters. And: Our decisionmaking methods matter.
OUR DECISIONS MATTER
In Against the Gods: The Remarkable Story of Risk ─ John Wiley & Sons, Inc. (1998) ─ Peter L. Bernstein described a long series of improvements in the art of decisionmaking, starting thousands of years ago. Eventually, this series of improvements led to the CBA system. However, Bernstein’s account ends with the First World War. 
Bernstein said that the First World War was one of the great watersheds of history. It brought about major changes in the philosophy of decisionmaking. In particular, it brought about an understanding that our decisions matter. 
Bernstein said, “We can change the world.” And, “. . . as we make decisions we do change the world. Whether that change turns out to be for better or for worse is up to us.”
A lot of people disagree with this principle. They argue that the course of events has been predetermined. Some say that decisionmaking is just an illusion. According to what we have learned from brain scientists, they are not likely to change their minds ─ no matter what we say or do. Here is why:

Using neural-imaging, brain scientists have found that the reasoning areas of our brains virtually shut down when we face strong evidence that disagrees with our deeply-held beliefs. And some people deeply believe that the course of events has been predetermined.

But there is hope. Sometimes, minds do change. And one of the keys to changing minds (our own, as well as others) is to make very small changes, just one at a time. One of the goals of the Institute for Decision Innovations is to bring about a change:
from the belief, held by some, that our decisions do not matter

to the belief that our decisions do matter.

I suspect that if they were asked, most people would say they believe we make choices, but many have shown that they don’t actively believe we make choices. An example of this was published on October 19, 2008, in USA Weekly ─ an insert in the Sunday edition of our newspaper.

In a question/answer section called RelationTips, a reader said that her husband was a bully while he was in high school. Now, their son is a bully. She wanted to know if their son’s behavior is genetic. In the answer, a psychologist said the following: “. . . a lot of research still needs to be done before one can say whether nature (biology) or nurture (environment) is the driving force behind your son’s bullying.”

Do you agree with what the psychologist said?

Notice that the psychologist mentioned only two factors: nature and nurture. And that is typical of what many psychologists and others say ─ even if that is not what they believe.

In contrast, we argue that human behavior (human performance) results from at least three factors: nature, nurture, and choice. And I’m confident that most psychologists, and others, actually agree that we make choices. If so, they need to change what they say. One of the goals of the Institute for Decision Innovations is to bring about a change:
from the widespread use of the following phrase: nature and nurture
to the widespread use of the following phrase: nature, nurture, and choice.
In our training seminars, we present the following evidence that human behavior cannot be from just nature and nurture: Because nurture is a factor, choice is also a factor. Here is why: Parents choose what and how to teach their children. Also, educators choose what and how to teach their students. If parents and educators were not able to choose what and how to teach, nature would be the only factor.
Now, let’s go to the second bedrock principle: 
OUR DECISIONMAKING VOCABULARY MATTERS
People sometimes ask, “Why did you develop a special vocabulary for the CBA system? Why didn’t you just use the vocabulary that the experts in the field of decision science were already using?” Here is the answer: Before the CBA system was developed, the vocabulary in the field of decision science wasn’t clear, and it wasn’t simple. It was loaded with ambiguities. This is demonstrated in a textbook (which I won’t name). 

On page 104:



Construction costs, working life, and traffic congestion are called criteria.
On that same page:



Construction costs, working life, and traffic congestion are called determinants.
On that same page:



Construction costs, working life, and traffic congestion are called factors.
On page 105:



Construction costs, working life, and traffic congestion are called objectives.
On that same page:



Construction costs, working life, and traffic congestion are called dimensions.
On that same page:



Construction costs, working life, and traffic congestion are called attributes.
On that same page: 

The author showed that he understood the problem. He said, “There is a profusion of terminology in this area of the literature, and there is not, alas, complete agreement on usage.”
In other books, things that are like construction costs, working life, and traffic congestion are sometimes called goals; sometimes, they are called elements; and sometimes, other labels are used. A carpenter would never label a saw as a hammer or a screw driver. A cook would never label a mixing bowl as a measuring spoon or a paring knife. An artist in the art of decisionmaking would never label construction costs, working life, and traffic congestion as criteria, and determinants, and factors, and objectives, and so forth. 
The CBA system includes definitions, principles, and methods. The principles are central. The definitions help us explain the principles, and the methods apply the principles. The system also includes models that help us explain the principles. The methods are unified by just one set of definitions, models, and principles. 
The CBA vocabulary is not just a set of words and their definitions. It contains patterns of thought and speech, as well. It also contains formats for displaying data. Different types of decisions call for different formats and different sound methods; however, all types of decisions call for the same set of definitions, models, and principles. 
When developing the system’s vocabulary, I didn’t start with a set of words and search for definitions. Instead, I started with the definitions and searched for the words. That is, I started with the concepts that people need to understand in order to learn and skillfully use sound, congruent, and effective methods of decisionmaking. Then, I searched in dictionaries and other sources for a family of labels for the concepts. This produced the CBA vocabulary. Then, while working with a substantial number decisionmaking teams, I tested the entire vocabulary to make sure it is understandable and effective. As a result, it clarifies and simplifies the process of learning ─ and then teaching ─ how to make sound, congruent, and effective decisions. 
One of the goals of the Institute for Decision Innovations is to bring about a change in the field of decision science: 
from a vocabulary that is loaded with ambiguities

to a vocabulary that is clear and simple, with very few ambiguities.
Now, let’s go to the third bedrock principle:
OUR DECISIONMAKING METHODS MATTER
Simple logic and simple models show that our decisionmaking methods matter. One of the models depicts human behavior as a cause-effect chain. This chain has four links (methods, decisions, actions, and outcomes), as follows: 
Methods ─> Decisions ─> Actions ─> Outcomes

As this model shows, there are three connections between the four links: 


Our decisionmaking methods produce our decisions. 


Our decisions guide our actions. And, 


Our actions produce outcomes.
As shown by an abbreviation of this model, our methods of decisionmaking produce outcomes. And here is what is important: Sound methods produce good outcomes more often than unsound methods do. But some people disagree. They say, “Just use whatever method feels right to you.” One person said it this way: “There are lots of good methods for making decisions. And on average, they all will give the same results.”
What that person said is not true. Observations of different methods in real-world situations have shown that different methods produced different outcomes. And sometimes, the outcomes from different methods are dramatically different. By carefully examining different methods, we found that some methods cause serious mistakes. And, different methods cause different mistakes. That is why they produce different outcomes. 
Following are four examples of common mistakes: 

double-counting

omissions of facts


distortions of facts


distortions of viewpoints

It’s important to make the following distinction: Some of the mistakes that are made in the decisionmaking process are people-caused mistakes. Others are methods-caused. The mistakes in the above list are examples of methods-caused mistakes. We found these mistakes by examining a substantial number of the methods that are commonly being used today, throughout the world.
When people say that methods don’t matter, they are implying that double-counting doesn’t matter, that it’s OK to leave out relevant facts, that distortions don’t matter, and that other types of mistakes don’t matter. They are implying that it’s OK to jump to conclusions, instead of basing decisions on the relevant facts. They are implying that outcomes don’t matter. We argue that outcomes do matter. Therefore, methods matter.

When they are asked, some people say they believe that our methods matter. But they show that they don’t actively believe our methods matter. Here is an example: When unsound methods of decisionmaking have been the root cause of bad outcomes ─ even horrible outcomes ─ this root cause has either seldom or never been mentioned in the news (probably, never). Apparently, news reporters don’t actively believe that our methods matter.
We have performed several experiments, in large and small groups, to find out how many people actively believe that our methods matter. What we found is that, universally, people don’t actively believe that our methods matter. When asked to identify the root cause of a particular problem, no one identified the use of an unsound method as the root cause.
Think about this: The roots of a tree are below the ground. And the only way to see them is to do some serious digging.
To solve a problem, we must find and eliminate its root cause. And often, when we dig deeply, we find that the root cause is an unsound method of decisionmaking. Throughout the world, for example, most people are using the same, unsound, conflict-causing, instinctive methods that our ancestors used, thousands of years ago. Others are using unsound, conflict-causing, modern methods. The unsound methods that people are using have caused (and are still causing) human conflicts, suffering, and damage to the environment. In some cases, they have caused terrible human actions ─ including hate crimes, genocides, and wars. Those who think that our methods don’t matter need to think again.
One of the goals of the Institute for Decision Innovations is to bring about a change:
from a belief that our methods do not matter, or an inactive belief that they do matter,
to an active belief that they do matter. 
Our future will depend on our decisions, and our decisions will depend on our decisionmaking methods. But even if people understand and believe that our methods matter, they will not necessarily care and take action. Some people care about the future, and some don’t. We ask those who care to help us bring about a change: 

from the widespread use of unsound, harmful, conflict-causing methods

to the widespread use of sound, helpful, peace-building methods. 
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