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Engaging with Behavioral Operational
Research: On Methods,
Actors and Praxis

L. Alberto Franco and Raimo P. Hamalainen

1.1 Introduction

In many other disciplines, attention to the study of behavioral issues
becomes prominent when their theoretical core has reached maturity. This
has happened in economics (Camerer and Lowenstein 2003), finance
(Bruce 2010), accounting (Birnberg et al. 2007) and strategic manage-
ment (Powell et al. 2011), as well as in cognate disciplines such as opera-
tions management (Bendoly et al. 2015), decision and Game Theory
(Camerer 2003; Von Winterfeldt and Edwards 1986) and environmental
modeling (Himildinen 2015). The development of the discipline of
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Operational Research (OR) is similar, and thus the current resurgence of
interest in the behavioral perspective (Franco and Himildinen 2016) is
not surprising. We use the term resurgence deliberately: attention to the
non-mathematical and behavioral aspects of the OR profession can be
traced back to past debates in the 1960s and 1970s within mainstream
OR (e.g. Ackoft 1977; Churchman 1970; Dutton and Walton 1964;
Lawrence 1966) and in the 1980s and 1990s within systems thinking
(e.g. Senge and Sterman 1992) and in the specialized domain of soft
OR (e.g. Jackson et al. 1989). Behavioral issues received less attention
in subsequent years. For example, they are hardly mentioned in the 50th
anniversary issues of Operational Research (Wein 2002) and the Journal of
the Operational Research Society (Brailsford et al. 2009). However, as the
OR discipline attends to the improvement of human problem solving
and decision making in practice, a return to behavioral concerns within
the discipline was in some ways foreseeable. What motivates this renewed
attention to behavioral issues in OR is the recognition that developing
technically correct and valid models is not enough; we also need to design
model-supported interventions by taking into account behavioral factors
that could enhance or hinder their effectiveness.

The latest evidence of the revival of what is now known as bebavioral
OR (Himildinen et al. 2013), or BOR for short, can be found in the
special issue of the European Journal of Operational Research that focused
on BOR (Franco and Himildinen 2016). In addition, high levels of par-
ticipation in BOR streams at international conferences, the creation of a
BOR national interest group sponsored by the UK OR Society' and the
launch of a BOR website portal hosted by Aalto University* are all clear
testimony to the closer attention that the OR community is increasingly
showing to the behavioral perspective. Noticeable in this return to BOR
is a commitment to empirically examine what people actually do within
a system or when engaged in OR-supported processes, for not doing so
would limit the development of relevant theories that could help advance
explanations linking the key behavioral dimensions that shape the con-
duct of OR in practice. Such behavioral-based explanations would go
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beyond pure description and have a prescriptive orientation concerned
with improving the use of OR in practice (Franco and Himildinen 2016),
including the responsible and ethical use of OR-supported processes (Le
Menestrel and Van Wassenhove 2004, 2009; Ormerod and Ulrich 2013).

Two main streams of work that have generated attention within BOR
can be identified. The first stream has a long history within academic
OR and concentrates on the use of the OR approach to model human
behavior in complex settings. For example, there is long standing tradi-
tion of modeling behavior in decision analysis (e.g. French et al. 2009)
and System Dynamics (e.g. Sterman 2000). The second stream investi-
gates how behavior affects or is affected by OR model-supported processes
in individual, group and organizational contexts. Although still relatively
under researched, this stream is receiving increasing attention from both
OR academics and practitioners, particularly in Europe (e.g. Ackermann
and Eden 2011; Amini et al. 2012; Brailsford and Schmidt 2003; Franco
2013; Hiamildinen et al. 2013; Morton and Fasolo 2009; Ormerod 2014a;
Rouwette et al. 2011; White 2009). While different in focus, the two
streams share the common goal of designing and deploying OR-supported
interventions to improve organizational systems and operations.

Against the above background, we propose in this introductory chap-
ter an agenda for driving the development of BOR as a legitimate sub-
discipline within OR, by means of an integrative framework based on
the three interdependent concepts of OR methods, OR actors and OR
praxis. The framework is intended as an organizing device for the con-
duct of empirical BOR studies, highlighting different analytical foci and
points of entry into the study of behavioral issues in the practice of OR.

The chapter is structured as follows. In the next section we draw on
practice theories within the social and organizational sciences to intro-
duce the three central concepts of OR methods, OR actors and OR
praxis. Next, we link these three concepts together within an integra-
tive framework intended to organize and guide the conduct of empiri-
cal BOR studies. The framework is illustrated with exemplars from the
developing BOR literature that increase or challenge our current under-
standings of OR practice and its impacts. We end the chapter with a
discussion of the implications of the behavioral perspective for advancing

the OR discipline.
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1.2 OR Methods, OR Actors, OR Praxis

In this section we draw upon the practice traditions within the social and
organization sciences (Feldman and Orlikowski 2011; Jarzabkowski et al.
2007; Nicolini 2012; Reckwitz 2002; Schatzki et al. 2001; Turner 1994;
Whittington 2006) and in particular the work of Richard Whittington
within strategy research (e.g. Whittington 2003; Whittington 20006,
2011), with a view to offering an integrative framework that highlights
different analytic foci and entry points for the conduct of empirical
BOR studies. Three important questions derived from practice theo-
ries are particularly relevant to the BOR perspective, and they underpin
the central elements in our framework. Specifically, when examining an
OR-supported process using a behavioral lens, we need to address the
following questions: (7) What guides behavior in the process? (i) Whose
behavior counts in the process? and (ii) How behavior is enacted in the
process? Importantly, answers to these questions can explain the impacts
that are achieved (or not) from the application of OR. We turn to each
of these questions below.

What guides behavior in an OR-supported process are the meth-
ods used by those engaged with that process. OR methods provide the
resources through which people are able to interact in order to accom-
plish OR-supported work. At a basic level, then, methods include the
range of OR techniques and tools available to support interactions in an
OR-supported process. However, our conceptualization of OR methods
goes beyond techniques and tools; it also includes standardized routines
for building and using models; approaches to communicating with and
about models; and norms and procedures for intervention design, data
collection, training and teaching and embedding OR-supported pro-
cesses in organizational routines. These are important but often over-
looked aspects of the methods of OR, and they too provide a source of
guidance for actual problem solving and decision making interactions.

From a BOR perspective, the role or identity of those participating in
an OR-supported process also matters. Here we adopt the general cat-
egory of actors to refer to those individuals who—acting in isolation or
as part of a team—design, implement, or engage with OR-supported
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processes. Thus, OR actors include not just mainstream OR practitioners
(e.g. modellers, analysts, facilitators, consultants) who are at the center of
any OR-supported work but also others who participate in OR-related
activity as clients, sponsors, experts or simply users. All these can be
seen as OR actors whose behavior is critical to the success or failure of
OR-supported processes. Indeed, actors’ behaviors matter because their
effects and those of the OR methods used are intertwined in practice.

How behavior is enacted in an OR-supported process is also important
from a BOR perspective, because it has to do with what OR actors actu-
ally do with OR methods in situ. We adopt the term praxis to concep-
tualize this process, namely, all the various streams of actual OR activity
carried out by OR actors. Although actual OR praxis involves dynamic
flows of activity taking place at different organizational levels (Mitchell
1993), behavioral aspects of OR praxis are most visible within specific
episodes (cf. Luhmann 1995) of OR-related activity, such as modeling
sessions, meetings, presentations and workshops of varying duration, fre-
quency and sequence. Examining actual behavior in OR praxis has the
benefit of highlighting potential gaps between espoused or zextbook OR
practice and what actually happens on the ground.

Answers to the above questions can provide a more holistic picture
of the role and impact of behavior-related issues in OR-supported pro-
cesses. To find possible answers, we need to investigate a wider range
of OR methods in context, attend to who engages in them and closely
examine how they are actually used in practice. In the next section we
build on our preceding discussion to introduce an integrative framework
that links the three central concepts of OR methods, OR actors and OR

praxis to the context and outcomes of OR practice.

1.3 An Integrative Framework to Study
Behavior in OR

Figure 1.1 shows an integrative framework for the study of behavioral
issues in OR-supported processes. The framework highlights three key
interrelated concepts of OR methods, OR actors and OR praxis (cf.
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Fig. 1.1 An integrative framework for the study of behavior in OR

Whittington 2006) already introduced above. Our framework also
makes clear that OR methods are available for use by OR actors when
they engage in OR praxis. Although shown in separate boxes, methods,
actors and praxis are not discrete entities operating in a vacuum but
highly intertwined within their organizational context. Thus, OR meth-
ods cannot be separated from the actors who use them, and OR meth-
ods can have material existence only within OR praxis. Furthermore, the
framework shows that the impact of OR methods on outcomes cannot
be understood without taking into account the behavior of OR actors
and that this will be particularly salient within given episodes of OR
praxis. Finally, the framework underlines the potential feedback effects of
OR outcomes on the actors and how they carry out their praxis, on the
OR methods themselves and on the organizational context within which
actors, methods and praxis are all embedded.

Our framework contrasts with that proposed recently by White (2016),
which is offered as a device for thinking about behavior across a three-
dimensional typology of OR interventions. This typology is theoretically
derived from alternative configurations of the values taken by the dimen-
sions of OR user (individual/group), issue divergence (high/low) and model
use (instrumental/symbolic). Thus, behavioral issues pertaining to indi-
vidual-low divergence—instrumental interventions will be different to
those pertaining to group—high issue divergence—symbolic interventions.
While useful as a heuristic device, the dimensions in White’s framework



1 Engaging with Behavioral Operational Research 9

would be difficult to use to guide practical BOR studies. For example,
whilst there may be instances where models are indeed used in purely
instrumental or symbolic terms, model use can vary considerably across
OR interventions and it has been shown that models can in fact show
both uses within the same type of intervention (e.g. Franco and Lord
2011). The elements in our proposed framework do not represent binary
conceptualizations, as in White’s framework but, instead, allow a range
of empirical possibilities intended to facilitate the conduct of empirical
BOR studies in both the field and the lab.

From a behavioral perspective, any BOR study will inevitably link all
three intertwined concepts, methods, actors and praxis, to OR outcomes.
Empirically, however, this can be challenging due to the complex nature
of the relationship among these elements. One way to get round this
issue is to choose one dominant area of empirical focus by foregrounding
only one of the three central concepts while backgrounding the others,
and then to examine the link between the chosen focus and OR out-
comes. It is to a wider consideration of such an empirical approach that
we now turn.

1.3.1 Focus on OR Methods

Perhaps unsurprisingly, in most OR studies the focus is on OR methods
and the outcomes achieved from using them. Typically, the methods of
interest are modeling techniques and models. From a BOR perspective,
however, a major concern is to examine the extent to which OR methods
produce behavior-related outcomes, such as changes in cognition (e.g.
learning), attitudes or interactions. Current empirical evidence of the
methods—outcomes link is relatively strong only for some OR methods,
such as group model building (e.g. Rouwette et al. 2002; Schilling et al.
2007; Scott et al. 2016), and thus more BOR studies with this choice of
focus are needed.

It is important to clarify that a focus on OR methods does not neces-
sarily imply that the methods must capture behavior explicitly. Hence,
for example, an optimization model that does not take into account
any behavioral considerations would still be of interest from a BOR
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perspective, as long as the study connects the model to behavior-related
outcomes. Likewise, OR methods that capture behavior explicitly by
drawing on experience or formal theory (e.g. Brailsford et al. 2012) are
not in themselves of interest to BOR unless they are linked to behavior-
related outcomes.

Methods other than modeling techniques and models should also be
studied in relation to OR outcomes. As discussed in the previous section,
OR methods also include norms and standardized procedures for design-
ing interventions, eliciting data, training and teaching and communi-
cating with and about models and even for selling or embedding OR
in organizations. For example, scripts for running modeling workshops
have been developed (e.g. Ackermann et al. 2011; Hovmand et al. 2012)
and their link to behavioral outcomes examined (e.g. Scott et al. 2013;
Tavella and Papadopoulos 2015b). With respect to methods for elicit-
ing data, there is a long tradition in decision analysis and risk analysis
of using of standard protocols to produce unbiased expert judgments of
probabilities and preferences (for a recent review, see Montibeller and
Von Winterfeldt 2015). The impact of training methods using structured
procedures (e.g. Carlson and Bond 2006; Ellspermann et al. 2007) and
games (Graham et al. 1992; Lane 1995; Morecroft 1988) has a long his-
tory too (e.g. Hartley et al. 1979) and is typically analyzed via experi-
mentation (Bakken et al. 1992; Capelo and Dias 2009). By contrast,
the behavioral impacts of OR teaching methods have not been the focus
of empirical research, although shared experiences and reflections about
different teaching methods used in the classroom are available (e.g. Kunc
2012; Mingers and Rosenhead 2012; O’Brien 2004; Pierre Brans and
Macharis 1997; Wright et al. 2009). Finally, the impact of approaches
to communicating with and about models, selling or embedding OR are
perhaps the areas that have received the least empirical attention to date,
with some exceptions (e.g. Brailsford et al. 2013; Franco et al. 2004;
Himildinen et al. 2013).

Other under researched areas with a focus on the methods—outcomes
dimensions include the multiple interdependencies that OR methods
can have in practice. The effect of a particular method (e.g. a model) in
practice can vary according to the presence or absence of other meth-
ods (e.g. modeling script, communication protocol). In addition, the
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introduction of new OR methods and their behavioral effects offers
further research possibilities. For example, Internet technologies are gen-
erating new methods of expert judgment elicitation (e.g. Himaildinen
et al. 2010). Overall, the adoption of a methods analytic focus prompts
us to investigate the wider range of OR methods actually used in practice
(e.g. Ahmed and Robinson 2013; O’Brien 2011; Ranyard et al. 2015);
how method use changes over time (e.g. Fortuin and Zijlstra 2000); and,
crucially for BOR, what the behavioral consequences of different use pat-
terns are (e.g. Chung et al. 2000; O’Keefe 2016).

1.3.2 Focus on OR Actors

Foregrounding OR actors and their impact on outcomes offers a dif-
ferent choice of analytical focus that makes the behavioral dimension
particularly salient. Indeed, if we were to adopt a more holistic BOR
perspective then we should move beyond just OR methods to include
the individuals and teams that engage with them. There is a long but
sparse tradition of BOR studies that focus on particular types of OR
actors and the outcomes of methods used. For example, there is a stream
of research that examines the work of expert modellers (Tako 2014; Tako
and Robinson 2010; Waisel et al. 2008; Willemain 1994, 1995), novice
modellers (S. G. Powell and Willemain 2007; Tavella and Papadopoulos
2015b; Willemain and Powell 2007) or both (Tavella and Papadopoulos
2015a). Research focusing on other types of actors is also beginning to
appear, such as studies of forecasting experts (Petropoulos et al. 2016;
Syntetos et al. 2016), decision analysts (Papamichail et al. 2007), and OR
consultants providing strategy support (O’Brien 2015).

Consequently, from a BOR perspective, claims about the link between
OR methods and OR outcomes should be taken with caution if they do
not account for the role and impact that the different OR actors involved
can have, for OR actors may be more or less successful in their use of par-
ticular OR methods, depending on their level of competence and exper-
tise (Huxham and Cropper 1994; Keys 2006; Ormerod 2008, 2014b;
Wright and Bolger 1992), their cognitive style (Fasolo and Bana e Costa
2014; Franco and Meadows 2007; Franco et al. 2016) or their preferred
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consulting approach (Cropper 1990; Eden and Ackermann 2004; Franco
and Montibeller 2010). Thus, the same OR method may lead to different
outcomes when deployed, used or even sponsored by a competent and
experienced actor who enjoys analysis carried out in participative fashion
than by a novice actor who relies highly on intuition and prefers expert
advice.

As in the case of methods, OR actors can also exhibit interdependen-
cies that can affect outcomes. For example, the effectiveness of a modeling
workshop facilitator will be contingent on who participates in the work-
shop: the presence or absence of a powerful and skillful actor can under-
cut the work of the facilitator and increase or decrease the participation of
other actors, hence affecting the quality of the model. A similar argument
can be made for the case of larger OR interventions. Therefore, this is
an area that is worth exploring empirically, as most published accounts
of OR practice tend to be positive about or downplay the impact of OR
actors (Connell 2001). An empirical focus on OR actors and their impact
on outcomes also can begin to unravel the feedback effects of outcomes
on actors. For example, a few BOR studies have shown enduring changes
in actors’ mental models (Scott et al. 2013). Other long term effects on
actors can be subject to empirical examination within this focus, includ-
ing effects on actors’ competences, status and professional relationships.

1.3.3 Focus on OR Praxis

At the core of the BOR perspective lies the assumption that to improve
OR methods we must pay attention to how they are actually used by
those who engage in them. As most OR practitioners will already know,
the actual use of OR methods is influenced by the needs of the users and
the specific contexts of use. Thus, a focus on OR praxis reminds us of the
complex and sizuated dynamics of method use, which must be taken into
account to avoid superficial understandings of what OR actors actually
do in practice and of the critical role of these doings on generating OR
outcomes. This is an area that is still relatively under explored, particu-
larly in the field. Nevertheless, some relevant work is beginning to appear
following calls to conduct fine-grained studies of the use of OR methods
(e.g. Franco and Rouwette 2011; Horlick-Jones and Rosenhead 2007).
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For example, Shaw et al. (2003) show how management teams using the
same OR method within a workshop context develop knowledge about
issues with different degrees of complexity, which affects their ability to
develop in-depth understanding about those issues. Also within a work-
shop context, White et al. (2016) use activity theory to show how par-
ticipants use mediating artifacts to wrestle with the object of a zero carbon
zone, and they demonstrate how a shared activity system is developed to
accommodate contradictions between participants’ motives. On a larger
scale, Ormerod (2014a) reflects on the development of the National Coal
Board UK Energy model in the 1970s and 1980s and discusses how the
mangled (Pickering 1995) intersection of OR actors and methods affected
the intervention’s design, deployment and outcomes.

Despite their standardization, OR methods can be used in diverse and
variable ways and adapted to the uses to which they are put by those
engaged with OR-supported processes, and this has particular effects on
outcomes . This is a salient feature of the three works mentioned above
and is also evident in the recent review of mixed-methods interventions
by Howick and Ackermann (2011). However, deviations from expecta-
tions of method use do not necessarily imply bad praxis. There might
be cases where skillful adaptations and improvizations in the use of OR
methods can take place in specific contexts (e.g. Montibeller et al. 2009;
Robinson et al. 2013), which may reveal potential OR method innova-
tions. Therefore, the adoption of OR praxis as the analytic focus means
attention is paid to the situated nature of OR method use: by examining
how OR methods are enacted locally in practice, in ways that perhaps are
not recognizable to the methods’ originators, BOR studies can develop
theories about the role of method adaptations in generating OR outcomes.

Of course, not all method adaptations or even transformations may
be positive, and in this case empirical research that examines uses of
methods that deviate from their standard forms can highlight areas for
improvements in method use. For example, Lahtinen and Himildinen
(2016) conducted a controlled experiment to show the emergence of path
dependence in the use of the Even Swaps method?, which they explain is

*Even Swaps method helps decision makers to find the most preferred alternative out of a set of
multi-attribute alternatives (Lahtinen and Himildinen 2016).
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the result of the accumulated effect of successive biased even swap tasks.
Their findings led them to develop a strategy for carrying out the even
swaps process so that the accumulation of the effects of biases is reduced.

1.4 Implications of a Behavioral Perspective
for OR

In this section we build on our preceding discussion to develop four
broader implications of adopting the behavioral perspective for advanc-
ing the OR discipline: foregrounding OR praxis in academic papers,
attending to a wide diversity of OR actors, developing OR competences
and grounding BOR studies on relevant theories. We briefly discuss these
implications next.

1.4.1 Foregrounding OR Praxis in Academic Papers

The first implication is the recognition that the practice of OR will
remain a “black box” unless we examine how methods are actually used
by OR actors. That is, a focus on OR praxis is central to advancing the
BOR agenda. Therefore, it is proposed here that the kind of micro-level
examinations of praxis that are common in practice and decision making
studies within the behavioral, social and organization sciences and which
are beginning to appear in the OR literature (e.g. Horlick-Jones and
Rosenhead 2007; Lahtinen and Himildinen 2016; Velez-Castiblanco
et al. 2016) be used. The goal here is to demonstrate how OR meth-
ods are actually used by conducting empirical and close interrogations of
their claimed effects in the field or the lab.

1.4.2 Evaluating Impact of Diverse OR Actors

A second implication is the consideration of the wide variety of OR actors
that participate in the practice of OR. The research agenda here concerns the
study of different types of practitioners and their role and influence in the
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use of OR methods. Traditionally, published accounts of OR practice are
written from the perspective of the OR practitioner (e.g. modeller, analyst,
consultant). This focus is natural, as OR practitioners are central in design-
ing, deploying and adapting OR methods. However, actors such as spon-
sors, clients and users also play a key role in OR-supported processes and
ultimately determine what OR can practically accomplish. Considering a
wider range of actors will extend our understanding of OR practice beyond
that provided by the OR-practitioner view. Empirical studies in the field
and the lab should undertake fine-grained analyses that can illuminate how
the characteristics of different types of OR actors (e.g. roles, motivations,
cognitive styles, emotional states) and the dynamics in which they engage
contribute to shaping outcomes of OR-supported processes.

1.4.3 Developing Different Competences in OR

The third implication is that effective OR praxis relies heavily on OR
actors’ competence in applying and engaging with OR methods. Lack of
adequate skills for the deployment, use or interpretation of OR methods
can profoundly affect OR outcomes, and this requires managing effectively
the technical as well as the behavioral and social aspects of OR-supported
processes. From a BOR perspective, how OR actors become competent
in the application, use and interpretation of OR methods in praxis is a
crucial research question. Here, empirical research that focuses on the
teaching and training of doers (practitioners) and wusers of OR is highly
relevant. BOR studies might thus track how OR actors learn, master or
embrace different methods within the classroom or during actual praxis.
Such research can help to produce empirically grounded theories of what
it takes to become a competent OR actor in different settings.

1.4.4 Grounding BOR Studies on Relevant Theories?

The final implication is the need to ground empirical BOR studies in
relevant theories drawn from outside the OR field. Attention to the-
ory might seem at odds with the applied nature of the OR discipline.
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However, as Brocklesby (2016) notes, the practice of OR involves a
complex array of dimensions that need to be better understood, and thus
the use of a relevant theory can bring into view those dimensions that
otherwise would remain hidden in the background, which can help gen-
erate new levels of awareness to inform OR practice. This does not imply
a preference for a particular theory, nor the adoption of a specific research
method to empirically test it. Thus, for example, the adoption of a theory
of heuristics and biases to conduct empirical research via experimental
methods (e.g. Tversky and Kahneman 1974), a common approach that
has produced many useful insights in economics, finance and operations
management, would represent in our view just one possible way of study-
ing behavioral issues in OR.

Consequently, the concern here is less with what theories or research
methods are adopted than by what behavioral issue related to OR prac-
tice is examined. In this respect, our proposed framework should be seen
as an organizing device that could help inform empirical BOR studies
grounded on a wide range of theories and research methodologies, as
illustrated by the collection of works published in the 2016 special issue
of the European Journal of Operational Research (Franco and Himaildinen
2016). It is worth noting that besides the use of experiments, research
methods that can track behavioral factors in OR-supported processes
as they arise are also needed (e.g. Franco and Rouwette 2011). In this
respect the use of data generated from process-type research (e.g. Poole
2004), both macro and micro, has the potential to offer additional valu-
able insights into the practice of OR from a BOR perspective.

1.5 Conclusions

The “science of better”, as the OR discipline is commonly referred to,
is never just about modeling and models, but also about people. Thus,
empirically grounded explanations of how actors use OR methods in their
praxis can help to develop a theory of effective OR practice. Such a the-
ory can highlight the generative mechanisms that are responsible for the
success or failure of OR interventions.
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We have argued elsewhere that the current concern with the behav-
joral aspects of OR practice represents a return to the roots of the OR
profession (Franco and Hiamildinen 2016), as evidenced by the growing
number of empirical studies being published in this area. These studies
represent an eclectic collection of works examining behavioral issues in
OR practice from different theoretical perspectives, at different levels of
analysis (individual, group, organizational) and with different research
methodologies. We embrace this eclectic approach to conducting BOR
studies, and in this chapter we have proposed an integrative framework
to organize extant studies and also guide future research according to
specific analytic lines. Specifically, the framework helps define differ-
ent emphases for conducting empirical BOR studies. Furthermore, the
framework suggests a wider approach to OR outcomes that considers not
just improved organizational performance but also the performance of
the individuals and groups involved in an actual episode of OR praxis.

The behavioral perspective in OR offers a distinctive lens that high-
lights the interdependencies among OR methods, OR actors and OR
praxis and the ways they affect and are affected by OR outcomes. By
adopting this perspective, OR academics would be more likely to pro-
duce robust and empirically grounded advice for improving the science
of better. Ultimately, the central promise of the behavioral perspec-
tive is to enable the production of better OR methods, the conduct of
improved OR praxis and the development of increasingly competent

OR actors.
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