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Review of the PhD dissertation by Nina Schautova “Mene je nekdy vice: Studie 

rozhodovani v kontextu kognice, intuice, a zivotniho stesti” 

This is a very unusual dissertation. It is unusual to the point that I have doubts whether it 

should count as a SCIENTIFIC DISSERTATION or rather as a popular monograph with three 

inserted (largely unrelated) studies. The dissertation consists of two, or rather – three parts. 

The first part is a review of research on judgment and decision making. The review is  

encompassing and it includes most of the recent contribution to the area. It is very well 

written and its clear address  is a reader who is unfamiliar with the topic (a student, an 

interested general reader) . Therefore this part counts more as a popular introduction to 

JDM, a textbook chapter for undergraduate or graduate students rather than a focused 

introduction to a series of studies.  I have no doubts that the way this part is written may 

encourage a new student to get interested in the area of decision making.  

The second part is empirical and it consists of three, relatively unrelated,  studies.  

The relationship between the first part and the empirical studies is also quite loose. For 

example in chapter 6.4 the Author reports studies on individual differences in decision 

making (distinction between maximizers vs. satisfiers) , describes a questionnaire diagnostic 

of the two types, and its relationship with well being (the latter topic is one of the focuses in 

the present dissertation). Nevertheless in own study (Study 3) which is entirely devoted to 

individual differences in decision making,  the Author does not refer to this distinction and 
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instead makes use of a different questionnaire, diagnostic of the ease of decision making, 

the issue not discussed in the theoretical part.  Why this and not the other questionnaire 

was used, is not clear. I will come back to a more detailed comments on specific studies 

later.  

The third part of the dissertation (Chapter 13)  again takes the perspective of a 

reader unfamiliar with the decision process and consists of recommendations on how to 

make good decisions, grounded in additional literature review.  Again I did not find any 

connection of this part to the three empirical studies. Actually when going through the 

dissertation I had the impression that the Author has written a popular text on decision 

making (Part I and III of the text), a very competent review of existent literature,  but later 

decided to change it into a dissertation by inserting into it three empirical studies unrelated 

to the main body of the text. One of these studies (Study 1), as the Author herself admits, is 

an empirical study carried out for her MA degree, the other two studies are new ones. I am 

not familiar with the PhD procedures in the Czech Republic but I have my doubts whether a 

study that has been presented as a basis for one degree (MA) can be included into a 

dissertation submitted as a basis of another degree (PhD). Of course, the Author can refer to 

her previous study, for example as a starting point for a new series of experiments but such 

is not the case here. 

The usual requirement set before a PhD dissertation in psychology is that it testifies 

to the candidate’s  knowledge of the research domain, ability to spot interesting  research 

questions meant to  advance the state of the art of the area, ability to design and perform an  

adequate test of the hypotheses,and to critically discuss the results against the existent 

literature . The theoretical introduction should therefore end with specification of research 
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questions/ hypotheses and  the successive studies should seek to answer these questions. 

This does not seem to be the case with Nina Schautova’s dissertation. Instead we get a 

review of a broad research domain (JDM), most of its contents unrelated to own studies, 

followed by three empirical pieces.  It should be emphasized  that the Author is perfectly 

aware of the “nonstandard” form of her dissertation, however, I am not sure that it is the 

sufficient justification for its unusual form.  

The Author presents the main aims of her studies in the following way: 

“Čtenář, který má za sebou teoretickou část práce, jistě ocení, že výzkumy uvedené v této 

části pokrývají tři největší nedostatky dosavadního výzkumu rozhodování zmiňované v 

teoretické části: 1) přílišné zaměření na finanční rozhodování, 2) zúžené vnímání 

rozhodování jako procesu výběru alternativ, a 3) nedostatek výzkumů sledujících vliv 

rozhodování na dlouhodobější cíle, jako je well-being. Spojující linkou všech těchto výzkumů 

je snaha porozumět každodennímu lidskému rozhodování v jeho komplexnosti a nikoliv jej 

redukovat na simulace pravděpodobnostních či finančních rozhodnutí, zaměřujíc se na 

dlouhodobé cíle rozhodování jako spokojenost a well-being.” (p. 83).  

The three points listed above refer to general domains and are so broadly formulated 

that they do not lead to any specific questions or hypotheses. Let me also note that the 

Author is not correct in her criticism. For example there is a long tradition of psychological 

research in decision making that goes beyond financial gratifications. Actually I was quite 

surprised not to find in the dissertation references to research carried out by such 

researchers as Henry Montgomery and Ola Svenson in Sweden or Lee Roy Beach in the US 

who on one hand focus on various everyday decisions that are not limited to finances (e.g., 

choice of apartments or political decisions), and on the other hand are much more focused 
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on the description of psychological processes underlying everyday decisions , such that 

simplify the choice and promote commitment to the chosen alternative. This would be a 

perfect link with the dissertation’s focus – the relation between the way the decisions are 

made and person’s well being (see also point 3 of the above citation).  I can also mention my 

own published studies on the relationship between depression and commitment in decision 

making (Rational or uncommitted? Depression and indecisiveness in interpersonal decision 

making, Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 1997, 38, 227-236). In these studies 

participants chose between coworkers (i.e., people). By the way the results presented in this 

paper directly pertain to the questions posed by the Author and point to different strategies 

of decision making among depressed and nondepressed participants. 

In consecutive paragraphs the Author introduces three empirical studies. The first 

study (presented earlier for her MA dissertation)  compares size of the sunk costs effects in 

financial and temporal decisions. The author predicts that there will be differences between 

the two types of decisions (although no theoretical rationale for this prediction is offered). 

No direction of the predicted differences has been specified, neither. The results revealed 

that motivation to invest time was higher than motivation to invest money. In the discussion 

the Author speculates on possible reasons for these differences and one of the possible 

reasons is methodological: lack of equivalence of the utility of both investments. I wonder 

why this was not followed by another study, with equivalence established prior to the study 

proper. This is the more surprising that this study was carried out several years ago, for 

another dissertation, and thus a follow up would seem a natural step.  

The second study deals with effects of three types of factors on evaluation of the 

decision (e.g., its complexity), satisfaction with the choice, and estimated utility of the 

chosen alternative. The manipulated factors were: presence of equivalent vs. nonequivalent 
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alternatives, presence of free (non-paid) alternative, and commitment vs. non-commitment 

(i.e., having no possibility to change the choice vs. being offered the choice to change). It 

was not clear to me to what degree the study was meant as a novel contribution to the area 

- the Author herself describes her study as “navazani na” studies done by Dan Ariely and 

Daniel Gilbert. I was also surprised not to see references to the classic Festinger’s studies on 

post-decisional dissonance. One of the factors affecting dissonance is presence of non-

equivalent alternatives. The higher the equivalence, the less dissonance (and hence less 

regret and more satisfaction with the choice).  The author received confirmation of this 

classic finding. Also the positive relationship between satisfaction (estimated utility) and 

commitment follows from classic studies.  So  what is novel in this project?  

 The third study is correlational and investigates the relationship between people’s 

evaluation of own ability to take decisions, evaluation of own decisiveness in a specific self-

reported situation, and actual decisiveness in an experimental situation (moral decision).  

This is an interesting project that compares real decision behavior, the memory of a real life 

decision and general evaluation of one’s decisiveness. Nevertheless, there seem to be too 

much of everything in this study. Participants were asked to fill a questionnaire of decision 

making, describe their behavior in a real life-situation and later solve a moral dilemma 

(Abigail case). They were also administered a well-being scale. In addition the study was 

administered to participants from different countries, and to the groups of managers and 

not-managers. The general questionnaire was administered twice one year after another so 

it was also a longitudinal study. Too many variables make it unclear what is a real focus of 

the study. 



6 
 

 I have several comments to this study. Overall since there seem to be too much of 

everything the Reader gets lost. The way the results are presented does not make it easier 

(for example all descriptive statistics, distributions, frequencies of specific decision situations 

should be presented first, and tests of specific hypotheses should go next). The methods 

used were not described properly. For example, in no place did I find any information on the 

way the decision questionnaire and the questionnaire diagnostic of decision strategies were 

designed, what are their psychometric properties (reliability, validity, factorial structure 

etc.). The second questionnaire consists of several subscales corresponding to different 

“strategies” of decision making. What is the theoretical rationale for distinguishing these 

aspects as separate strategies? Does the factor analysis justify their independence? Second – 

the specific tasks. The “Abigail dilemma” is a moral dilemma, and thus a different type of 

decision than for example choosing a house or a profession. People may be fast on some 

types of decisions and slow on others. Abigail problem is a moral decision. I missed reference 

to studies that specifically deal with moral judgments, e.g., Jonathan Haidt’s work. I am sure 

that the Author would find relevant Haidt’s theorizing on the rational vs. intuitive character 

of moral decisions. Overall, I am not all surprised that no correlation was found between 

participant’s scores on the general scale and their behavior in specific situations. The main 

finding testifying to a significant correlation between well-being and decisiveness can be 

read both ways: people who take fast decisions tend to be more happy or happy people take 

faster decisions. But it may also read differently: people who REPORT higher well being tend 

to REPORT higher decisiveness, both types of reports underlain by the third variable, for 

example social desirability score. Since the study is correlational, no causal inference is 

warranted.  
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 Last comment: the cross-cultural comparisons are not warranted here. The 

questionnaires were not adapted to other cultures, their cultural equivalence not tested. 

The category “other nations” were heterogeneous, consisting of different national groups. 

Under the circumstances, the interpretation of the obtained differences is impossible. 

To conclude. I am sorry to say but I do not consider this dissertation as fulfilling the 

requirements for a doctoral degree in psychology. The main problem with it is that it is not 

focused on specific research questions, neither in its theoretical part (which is more like a 

textbook of Judgment and Decision Making) nor in its empirical part (which is a loose 

collection of three unrelated studies). If the procedures for granting the PhDs in the Czech 

Republic allow it, I would suggest that the Author rewrites this dissertation into a 

monograph (even if popular in its style) and uses own studies as illustrations of some points 

raised in consecutive chapters of the monograph. Otherwise, I am afraid that it would have 

to be written anew, possibly with new studies that would form a coherent chain of 

argumentation. If the latter choice is made then I suggest to focus on one specific issue, to 

organize the theoretical introduction in a way that would directly lead to justification of its  

importance, to formulate clear and focused hypotheses, and to design studies specifically 

aimed to test these hypotheses.  

 

 

     / Prof. dr hab. Maria Lewicka/ 
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