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This paper describes biases that frequently affect decision making and explains Russo’s decision-
making model to simplify the understanding of decision-making steps. According to Russo’s model,
decision making comprises four steps: (a) framing, (b) collection of intelligence, (c) introduction of
conclusions, and (d) learning from experience. It might be causes us psychological biases and decision
miss if we can’t better performance these steps. To prevent these errors, psychologists and economists
have conducted studies on the improvement of psychological bias and use of decision-making tools. In
addition, this paper introduces some common decision-making tools (analytic hierarchy process (AHP),
fishbone diagram, scenario planning, decision tree, Kepner-Tregoe (KT) method) that assist in making
rational decisions. Furthermore, a new approach to decision making, called the prescriptive approach, is
introduced, and it is suggested that this approach warrants further study.

Key words: decision making, prescriptive approach, AHP, fishbone diagram, scenario planning,
decision tree, KT method
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