***This response is from the same question that you did for me***
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Organizational demands call for decisions that are both short-term and long-term. The ways in which a leader goes about making those decisions are based upon the given circumstances. When comparing bounded rationality, suboptimizing, satisficing, and the garbage can theory, one must consider the ever-changing variables that shift over time and what the best of course of action is with the information present. March (2018) proposed the garbage can theory as a model of attention allocation. Whether lack of attention or lack of details are concerned, a leader must be able to prioritize the decisions required with all variables considered.
Bounded rationality is the foundation behind the garbage can model in that both share the similarity of environmental changes that result in less than perfect mathematical calculations of all alternatives to a problem. It is essential as a leader to be able to make a decision in a timely manner and that timeframe varies. Griffin et al. (2018) confirmed decisions are based not only on logic but also judgment and personal bias. Those personal biases have been developed over time through experience thus rejecting speculative solutions. This theory weighs heavily in my career field in that we use these rapid brainstorming techniques to generate plausible performance ideas, quickly eliminate impractical options, and develop a fluid plan which tracks those fixed and variable inputs. Depending on what the program goal is, our acquisition timeframe from initial performance request to product release is anywhere from two to fifteen years. That timeframe can be significantly shortened if we change from peacetime to wartime operations causing us to intake multiple variables at once, process the available information, and press forward with new target metrics given the current circumstances. On the contrary, if stakeholder interests change, the schedule is pushed to allow adequate time for proper test, evaluation, manufacturing, and integration phases to take place. The garbage can theory considers that most organizations operate in a chaotic environment in which uncertainty is inevitable and emotional inputs are necessary as compared to the bounded rationality theory where thorough research and reason are essential to proper decision-making techniques.
As a leader, you are often placed in positions where decisions are rapidly tasked. To relate this back to acquisitions in the government, we as program managers are often limited in our decision capabilities because of all the political restrictions tied to our mission. Although one contractor may be more desirable than another contractor due to past performance and other evaluation criteria set forth by the program office, the final decision authority often selects the lowest price because of the visibility of incurred costs. We often find ourselves accepting either an option that is not fulfilling or meets the minimum standards due to cost, schedule, or performance restrictions levied upon us by a higher authority which in turn limits our competitive capabilities with other countries. Padgett (1980) stated, “Decision makers are situated within hierarchical roles, and are thereby explicitly constrained by standard operating procedures, jurisdictional boundaries, and centralization policy” (p. 586). As an organization, the military fails to maintain the industry standard of an initiative mindset and thus empowers those suboptimal, satisfactory options that lead to lowering the standard of best outcome practices. Not only do we accept these substandard solutions frequently, we often place ourselves in a position where these are the only feasible solutions. “It is often unclear whether an issue is a problem or a solution, whether a choice is available, or whether a choice is better than other choices” (Masuch & LaPotin, 1989, p. 40). Either way, there is always a tradeoff or a negative aspect to any decision made.
Multiple theories have developed and evolved over time to explain the complex nature of how human behaviors impact decision making. The bounded rationality theory proposes that decision makers are incapable of effectively reviewing all pertinent information and therefore choose a subpar solution to the problem, or suboptimizing. Additionally, leaders can also select the best minimally acceptable option and proceed with that course of action. The garbage can theory addresses those ambiguous factors that play a key role in decision making. It downplays a leader’s inability to understand all relevant information and highlights the fact that chaotic environments present varying complex factors. Ultimately in situations where a decision is required, there will always be a degree of uncertainty regardless of the information acquired.
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**This response is different from the one that you did for me and their response is below**

The question was: Critically scrutinize the model of SMART goals. Which aspects of the model fall most closely in line with Locke’s goal-setting theory? What aspects of Locke’s goal-setting theory may the SMART model be overlooking or minimizing?


Peer Response #2
Locke's goal-setting theory and Feenstra's SMART goal accomplishment idea are quite similar in the idea of how goals need to be set and accomplished. Locke's theory made of 4 parts. Goal difficulty, specificity, acceptance, and commitment are the main categories of this theory (Griffin et al., 2020). The SMART categories are specific, measurable, actionable, actionable, relevant, and time-bound (Feenstra, 2014).
Goal specificity and the specific/time-bound components of the SMART idea that assigns a time frame and exact parameters to the goal. Goal difficulty and the actionable and measurable components provide the detail on how much input the performer will need to complete the goal. Goal commitment relates to relevance in the manner of how the performer will want to strive to meet the goal. If the individual has a goal to work toward does not believe in the goal or does not care about the task, likely, the goal will not be met and fail.
The SMART method provides a more fundamental and simplistic method to form a basis of goal setting and planning. This method would likely work better for short-term goals in a smaller setting. The idea, however, does not provide a good "map" for a more substantial scale industry like Locke's method. The component that Locke covers that is not well mentioned is the goal acceptance idea. The performer may commit to a goal to avoid scrutiny or loss of their job, but may not put forth the effort that would be put forth toward a goal that they are passionate about reaching. Those at risk of loss if a goal fails are those that have the most significant stake. The risk-takers want the appropriate goals to be set and reached, and a positive profit to be sustained (Zonienė & Valiulė, 2019).

