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Introduction to the special issue: Coherence and correspondence in
judgment and decision making
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In 2007, Kenneth Hammond published Beyond Ratio-
nality: The search for wisdom in a troubled time. In this
book and in prior works, Hammond (1990; 1996) pro-
motes the recognition and equal acceptance of two differ-
ent classes of criteria for the assessment of human judg-
ment and decision making (JDM). Coherence criteria are
those that are based on normative standards of logic (or
some other formal model) while correspondence criteria
are based on the accuracy of predicting or judging em-
pirical events. In his 1996 book, Hammond summarizes
correspondence research:

Correspondence theory focuses on the em-
pirical accuracy of judgments, irrespective of
whether the cognitive activity of the judge can
be justified or even described. Although cor-
respondence researchers may be interested in
describing the processes that produce the judg-
ments, they rarely inquire into the question
of whether these processes are rational, that
is, conform to some normative, or prescribed,
model of how a judgment ought to be reached.
(p. 106)

Coherence research, he argued, is different:

Coherence theorists have opposite interests;
they examine the question of whether an in-
dividual’s judgment processes meet the test of
rationality-internal consistency-irrespective of
whether the judgment is empirically accurate.
Indeed, no test of empirical accuracy may be
available in principle or fact. Thus, for exam-
ple, if a problem is offered to a subject that is
susceptible to a solution by a standard statis-
tical model, the coherence theorist first com-
pares the subject’s answer with that produced
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by the statistical model, declares the answer to
be correct or incorrect, tests (if possible) the
process by which the answer is produced, and
then evaluates the rationality of the cognitive
process(es) involved. (p. 106)

Hammond argued that conclusions about human com-
petence differ as a function of the criteria class used.
He argued that when JDM is assessed against coherence
criteria, humans often appear incompetent and irrational
but, when JDM is assessed against correspondence crite-
ria, humans appear adaptive or “ecologically rational” as
Gigerenzer and Todd would say (1999).

In his recent book Hammond states that, “understand-
ing the important field of human judgment cannot go
forward, cannot eliminate the current disarray, without
our acknowledging the role of coherence and correspon-
dence” (Hammond, 2007, p. 225). This is a strong claim
and one that deserves discussion and debate.

In 2007, I organized a symposium at the 23rd Annual
International Meeting of the Brunswik Society to address
Hammond’s claim. Five of the papers in this special issue
(Dawson & Gregory, 2009; Dunwoody, 2009; Mosier,
2009; Tape, 2009; Katsikopoulos, 2009) are based on pre-
sentations made at this symposium. Following the sym-
posium Jonathan Baron, current editor of Judgment and
Decision Making, and Robin Hogarth discussed the pos-
sibility of a special issue focused on coherence and cor-
respondence. Baron then approached me about acting as
guest-editor of the special issue and I happily agreed.

The first paper (Dunwoody, 2009) offers an overview
of the terms coherence and correspondence. These terms
come from the philosophy of truth literature and repre-
sent different ways to answer the question, “How do we
know that a belief or judgment is true?” I apply these
two terms to the field of JDM and argue that they should
be refined to include intra and interpersonal coherence.
I also argue that the third major philosophical theory of
truth, pragmatism, is missing from Hammond’s coher-
ence/correspondence framework. Pragmatic criteria are
those based on the organism’s goals, and any framework
of JDM criteria should include a category based on goal
attainment.
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Dawson and Gregory (2009) offer a brief historical per-
spective on these different criteria and how they have
been used in science and medicine. They apply these
terms to understanding two historical episodes; Dar-
winian evolution and Semmelweis’s work on childbed
fever. Tape (2009) also applies these terms to medicine
and argues that many debates within medical science
stem from the coherence/correspondence distinction. He
argues that many treatments based on theory and logic
(coherence criteria) persist despite correspondence evi-
dence against them. Debate over the appropriate treat-
ment can be better understood as a debate over the crite-
ria of coherence and correspondence. Tape convincingly
argues that medical science would be greatly improved if
these terms were more widely known. Shaffer and Hulsey
(2009) argue that research evaluating the effectiveness of
patient decision aids has used both coherence and corre-
spondence measures without explicit recognition of the
concepts. Like Tape, they argue that the debate around
the effectiveness of patient decision aides is better under-
stood as a debate over the relevant criteria, coherence or
correspondence. They argue that most research evaluat-
ing patient decision aids uses coherence criteria and that
more research utilizing correspondence criteria is needed.

Katsikopoulos makes a similar argument for under-
standing the different criteria used in engineering deci-
sions. He argues that different rules for making engineer-
ing decisions emphasize either coherence or correspon-
dence but there is no explicit recognition of these terms.
He also argues that an increase in coherence does not
guarantee an increase in correspondence. All of the afore-
mentioned papers argue that there is some debate over as-
sessments that utilize coherence or correspondence crite-
ria despite no explicit recognition of these concepts. All
of the aforementioned papers also share the theme that
the debate would be more readily understood and per-
haps even resolved if coherence and correspondence were
widely understood as distinct yet complementary criteria
for assessment.

While Katsikopoulus argues that an increase in coher-
ence does not necessarily lead to an increase in corre-
spondence, Mosier (2009) argues that the modern avia-
tion cockpit is engineered so that coherence is the primary
strategy needed to achieve correspondence. She makes an
important distinction between intuition and analysis as
cognitive modes that can be used to achieve coherence,
correspondence, or both. The distinction between analy-
sis/intuition and coherence/correspondence is easily con-
fused and Mosier helps clarify this important difference.

Weiss, Brennan, Thomas, Kirlik, and Miller (2009)
continue with an examination of the relationship be-
tween coherence and correspondence by examining per-
formance in two different tasks. First, they compare a
variety of coherence based criteria, including the CWS

measure, in an addition task to see how different coher-
ence criteria compare. Second, they compare different
coherence criteria with correspondence criteria in a golf
putting task. In this second task, they show a strong cor-
relation between measures that assess coherence and cor-
respondence criteria.

Ganzach (2009) examines research on numerical pre-
dictions using cue probability learning (CPL) to compare
research traditions that have typically focused on coher-
ence criteria, such as the “Heuristics and Biases” pro-
gram, with those that have typically focused on corre-
spondence criteria, such as Social Judgment Theory. He
argues that participants shift strategies from initial use of
bias-prone heuristics to more ecologically valid heuristics
as they gain experience.

The eight papers in this special issue represent a sig-
nificant contribution to the field of JDM research. They
make a strong connection between philosophical theo-
ries of truth and the practice of JDM researcher. They
make a convincing case for the utility of the coher-
ence/correspondence distinction across the domains of
engineering, medicine, science, aviation, and JDM. They
raise intriguing questions for future research, such as:
what is the precise relation between coherence and corre-
spondence? what should be the role of pragmatism (goal
achievement) in the assessment of JDM? My hope is that
this special issue will increase discussion and awareness
of the criteria we use to assess judgment and decision
making and that more researchers will examine the same
behaviors via multiple classes of criteria. The develop-
ment and acceptance of a classification scheme for JDM
criteria will help organize the main findings in the field as
well as help stimulate new research.
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