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Part 1 of Leading, Fast and Slow (Strand Liguori, & Craw, 2015) explained the concept of
thinking via Systems 1 and 2 (Kahneman, 2011) and cautioned readers why System 1 think-
Ing may lead to hasty decision making and in some cases, bad decision making (Facione &
Gittens, 2015). With this article we will continue that discussion of what may be considered
managerial hubris (Li & Tang, 2010) which refers to an ¢xaggerated belief about one’s own

than one leadership strategy may be needed and warranted at any particular time. This com-
plicates leadership because leaders must make informed choices, followed by synchronizing
and harmonizing the strategies they have selected (Lawson). The internal contexts are fast
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moving, inherently unstable and uncertain, and money does matters. Indeed, because the
quest and need for money drives planning, operational decision-making, and resource alloca-
tions, leaders and leadership must be framed, developed, and implemented accordingly.
Important decisions with long-lasting implications are made every day in departments, col-
leges, and universities across the United States. “Resources are allocated for strategic plans .....
with the expectation that these plans will be sutficiently comprehensive, coherent, aligned,
and “actionable” (Lawson, p. 10).” In reality, however, too many important decisions are
made in haste and have the potential to harm or hinder, rather than help faculty and/or an
academic unit. A great example involves former Notre Dame and University of Kansas football
coach Charlie Weis who could earn a combined 25 million dollars from those two Institutions
not to coach football (see: http:/ /www.s;portingnews.com/ncaa-football/story/zo.l. >-05-19/
charlie-weis-salary-notre-dame-kansas-n ot-coaching-unemployed).

costly for an institution. As such, all faculty and administration, and especially Deans and De-
partment Heads, have a fiduciary responsibility to be good stewards of the resources within a
college or department, to ensure sustainability, and to achieve positive, or above average, re-
turns on investments. With that as a background, we present Part 2 of Leading, Fast and Slow.

Review of the Two Systems and Heuristics

In review, System 1 uses subconscious values, drives, and beliefs that influence one’s ‘gut
reactions’. With System 1, there is a tendency to be quickly influenced by heuristics, as intro-
duced in Leading, Fast and Slow — Part 1 (Strand, Liguori, & Craw, 201 5), that can easily lead
one to jump to conclusions regarding causality. When answers come quickly, one operates ef-

up stories to either confirm or deny those conclusions (Johnson, n.d.). System 2 requires
conscious effort to engage and examine long-held heuristics while System 1 is more intuitive.

Kahneman (2011), in his book Thinking, Fast and Slow used the story of the Monkey Busi-
ness Illusion (,https://Www.youtl_lbe.com/watch?V-—-.’I'GdeoK ZiY&safe=active) to articulate

how focused thinking can interfere with one’s ability to see the big picture. In the Monkey

they then state that they see the monkey. They are then asked if they saw the curtain in back
of the stage change color and of course, the answer is again no.

The point is, sometimes one only sees what he or wants to see, what he or she has been told
Lo see, or one is so focused on a task that other Important details are missed (Bingham & Hale-
blian, 2012; Smoll & Smith, 1989). Part 1 of this paper presented five common heuristics that
can cloud one’s thinking. Following those five topics are seven additional System 1 heuristics
as identified by Kahneman (2011) and detailed by Johnson (n.d.).

Overestimating the Likelihood of Rare E vents

things that are unlikely to happen. However, it is €asy to overestimate the probability of un-
likely events (known as the availability heuristic and explained in Part 1) and to overweight
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the unlikely events in our decisions (Barron & Yechiam, 2009).

result in rare events being given greater psychological weight than is normatively appropriate
(Burns, Chiu, & WU, 2010).

relative frequencies (Johnson n.d.). However, just because something is rep
tmes with great detail does not mean it has happened many times. In fact i

The Halo Effect and Priming

The halo effect is described as basing an opinion on an alternate feature or trait, typically to
create an advantage (Rosenzweig, 2007). For example, an individual who is enthusiastic, neat,
and timely might also to be judged as very competent. Conversely, one who is unkempt with
a4 Messy appearance is judged to be Incompetent. In reality, however, neither of these assess-
ments may be accurate.

The Endowment Effect

An object one owns and uses is more valuable to them than an
or like (Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1991).

contemporary equipment. In a similar vein,
item because they are getting less in return t
System 2 thinking can help one understand the true value of something and that clinging

to objects for sentimental reasons may prohibit growth and development as new products,
technology, curricula models, and pedagogy are ignored.

(continued)
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Cognitive Ease

Cognitive ease is the mental state in which “things are going well — no threats, no major
news, no need to redirect attention or mobilize effort” (Khaneman, 2011, p. 59). When one
experiences cognitive ease, concepts that are easier to compute, more familiar, and easier to
read seem more true than topics that require hard thought, are tough to understand, or are
difficult to see. By repeating a message endlessly, such as in advertising, the message becomes
familiar and appears to be more true simply because one has heard it repeatedly. One accepts
the message due to the concept of cognitive ease. If one hears a lie, a mistruth, or an exaggera-
tion frequently, he or she tends to believe it.

System 2 thinking would say, “It seems like we should believe the premise because it has
been repeated so often, but let’s think about it again.”

The Planning Fallacy

The planning fallacy means taking on a risky project confident of the best-case scenarios
without seriously considering the alternative(s) (Buehler, Griffen & Ross, 1994). Conversely,
if one consults with others who have engaged in similar projects he or she will get a critical
outside perspective (Johnson, n.d.). A System 2 thinker would say, “He’s taking an inside

than on a rational weight of gains, losses, and probabilities.

Again, a System 2 thinker would say, “She is the victim of a planning fallacy. She’s assum-
Ing a best-case scenario, but there are too many different ways for the plan to fail, and she is
not willing to see them all.” In other words, poorly planned projects that fail to include the
‘outside look” will have a greater chance of failure than those in which an outside look was

Theory-Induced Blindness

Being raised within our paradigms and living within our personal space or boxes, known
Is sociology as the “convergent theory” (Jones, & Wicks, 1999), we have gotten used to these
comfort zones and accept long-held theories and philosophies without question as they pro-
vide a framework to navigate the challenges in life. In time, however, the more one embraces
a theory or philosophy, the more likely one becomes blind to things that might otherwise con-
tradict that which is used in an individual setting or environment. Once an individual has ac-
cepted a theory and used it as a tool in his or her setting, it is extraordinarily difficult to notice
its flaws and he or she becomes less open to other ideas (Colbert, Barrick, & Bradley, 2014).
Unlortunately, this theory-induced blindness causes one to cling to old paradigms that have
outlived their usefulness. History, tradition, and personal reputation often prohibit openness
to new thoughts.

The challenge is to use System 2 thinking to question existing paradigms in order to see
situations differently.

The lllusion of Validity

Sometimes individuals believe, with great confidence, their opinions, predictions, and
points of view are valid when overconfidence is unwarranted (Kahneman, Oct. 19, 201 1).
Some, in fact, go so far as to cling with confidence to ideas in the face of counter evidence.
This confidence comes from atfiliating with like-minded peers and perhaps over valuing one’s
recognition of wins while ignoring losses. In describing this type of person Kahneman (2011,

p. 221) said, “She is a hedgehog. She has a theory that explains everything, and it gives her
the illusion that she understands the world.”
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