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Abstract 
The paper content is embedded in both management science, especially strategic 

management and cognitive psychology – mainly in terms of mental systems, 

processes, models, mental processes representations, and cognitive styles. It has been 

envisaged that a behavioural strategy constitutes the strategy of an organization 

described from the managerial perspective and in terms of socio-psychological 

determinants. 

Moreover, the paper concerns the micro-foundations concept that frequently 

constitute theoretical explanation of phenomena at higher epistemological levels using 

constructs of lower epistemological levels. Considering behavioural strategies as 

being determined by psycho-social imponderables of managers (i.e. mental 

processes), they might be regarded in the context of the micro-foundation in strategic 

management.  

The purpose of the paper is to present a theoretical framework ordering various 

perception effects regarding the influence of cognitive psychology phenomena on 

managers’ decisions. 

Consequently, the most important research questions are as follows: a) do really 

mental processes influence a behavioural strategy phenomenon?, and b) which are the 

associations between mental processes and behavioural strategies’ elements, including 

potential moderators and mediators? 

The most general key finding and contribution of the theoretical framework presented 

is that the cognitive psychology phenomena constitute the antecedents of behavioural 

strategies that influence managers’ decisions as well as it is still worth considering 

them and incorporating in behavioural strategies research. 

The method that has been used is the critical comparable analysis of literature studies 

and scholars’ research, and interfering is deductive. 

 

Keywords: behavioural strategy, cognitive psychology, mental processes, mental 

models, cognitive styles. 
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Introduction 
 

‘Deduction is that mode of reasoning which examines the state of things asserted in 

the premises, forms a diagram of that state of things, perceives in the parts of the 

diagram relations not explicitly mentioned in the premises, satisfies itself by mental 

experiments upon the diagram that these relations would always subsist, or at least 

would do so in a certain proportion of cases, and concludes their necessary, or 

probable, truth’ (Pierce, 1931-1958) 

 

The paper is embedded in strategic management, especially behavioural strategies 

concept emerging from behavioural economics’ fields (Figure 1) like, inter alia, some 

streams in cognitive psychology (Piórkowska, 2015). Those behavioural economics’ 

fields are attempted to be incorporated into strategic management. 

 

 
 

Figure 1: Behavioural strategies – background. 

 

Hence, a behavioural strategy concept seems to live at the crossroads of i.e. social 

psychology, cognitive psychology, economic psychology, neuroeconomics, 

neuroscience, and even economics – mainstream. According to the paper content, it 

has been envisaged that a behavioural strategy constitutes the strategy of an 

organization described from the managerial perspective and in terms of socio-

psychological determinants as well as under uncertainty (Piórkowska, 2014). 

Consequently, it is a strategy (a way of making decisions so as to adapt to 

environmental uncertain conditions) of a manager expressed by his/her attitude and/or 

behaviour, especially in the socio-psychological context. 

 

Theoretical underpinnings of cognitive psychology phenomena, in general, 

encompass a) cognitive systems and processes (i.e. Kahneman, 2003; Kahneman & 

Tversky, 2000; Kahnema &, Tversky, 1973; Kahneman et al., 1990; Simon, 1979; 

Frederick, 2002; Gigerenzer & Todd, 1999; Gigerenzer & Reinhard 2002; Kahneman 

& Shane, 2002; March & Herbert, 1958; Slovic et al., 2002), b) mental processes 

representations (i.e. Johnson-Laird, 1983; Gilbert et al., 1998; Churchland, 1995; 

Feldman, 2006; Stanovich & West, 2000; Evans & Stanovich, 2013), c) cognitive 

styles (i.e. Goldstein & Blackman, 1978; Nosal, 1990; Kogan, 1983; Messer, 1976; 



 

Witkin et al., 1971; Witkin & Goodenough, 1977, 1981; Sternberger & Grigorenko, 

1997). 

 

 

 

Simultaneously, the paper content concerns the concept of micro-foundations in 

strategic management explaining phenomena ranging from the micro to macro levels 

of organizational analysis, taking the links between micro- and macro-level into 

consideration (i.e. Schelling, 1978; Felin & Foss, 2005; Felin & Foss, 2006; Foss, 

2010), especially in terms of the behavioural strategies. 

The motivation has been the attempt to systematise a behavioural strategy 

phenomenon in terms of its antecedents in a plausible way owing to very limited and 

fragmented treatment of that issue in the literature.  

The purpose of the paper is to present a theoretical framework ordering various 

perception effects regarding the influence of cognitive psychology phenomena on 

managers’ decisions. 

 

The aim of the paper has been realized attempting to find the answer for the following 

conceptual research questions: RQ1. Do really cognitive psychology’s phenomena 

influence a behavioural strategy phenomenon?, RQ2. Which are the associations 

between cognitive psychology’s phenomena and behavioural strategies’ content 

including potential moderators and mediators? 

The paper is conceptual and its content is exploratory so as to enhance the state of the 

art in the field of behavioural strategies concept and its antecedents.  

Additionally, the structure of the paper is as follows. The first section presents 

theoretical underpinnings of cognitive psychology’s selected phenomena: mental 

systems and processes including (ir)reasoning, consciousness, and affected by 

heuristics and biases, mental processes representations, and cognitive styles. It has led 

to the section emphasizing the associations between behavioural strategy concept and 

cognitive psychology phenomena. Finally, chief conclusions have been highlighted. 

 

Selected phenomena of cognitive psychology - theoretical underpinnings 
 

Mental systems and processes 

In general, mental systems and processes are said to be divided into three areas: 

perception, intuition, and reasoning (Figure 2). 

 

 

 
 



 

Figure 2: Cognitive systems (Kahneman, 2003). 

 

 

The judgments that people express, the actions they take, and the mistakes they 

commit depend on the monitoring and corrective functions of System 2, as well as on 

the impressions and tendencies generated by System 1 (Kahneman, 2003). 

Since the overall capacity for mental effort is limited, effortful processes tend to 

disrupt each other, whereas effortless processes neither cause nor suffer much 

interference when combined with other tasks. 

 

A defining property of intuitive thoughts is that they come to mind spontaneously, 

like percepts. The technical term for the ease with which mental contents come to 

mind is accessibility (Higgins, 1996; Eitam & Higgins, 2010).  

Conversely, the facility of System 2 is positively correlated with intelligence 

(Gilovich et al., 2002), with the trait that psychologists have labelled ‘need for 

cognition’ (which is roughly whether people find thinking fun) (Shafir & LeBoeuf, 

2002), and with exposure to statistical thinking (Nisbett et al., 1983; Agnoli & Krantz, 

1989; Agnoli, 1991). 

 

Individuals employ heuristics in order to cope with cognitive limitations (Tversky & 

Kahneman, 1974) – yet, heuristics lead to systematic errors. The authors paid 

attention into cognitive biases that stem from the reliance on judgemental heuristics 

and they described three heuristics employed to evaluate probabilities and to predict 

values as well as biases to which those heuristics lead. The first heuristic is called the 

representativeness one – probabilities are evaluated by the degree to which A is a 

representative of B. The representativeness heuristic is also included in a broader class 

of prototype heuristics, which share a common psychological mechanism of the 

representation of categories by their prototypes and a remarkably consistent pattern of 

biases (Kahneman, 2003, p. 1463). The second (availability heuristic) helps assess the 

frequency of a class or the probability of an event by the ease with which instances or 

occurrences can be brought to mind. The availability heuristic leads to the following 

biases: biases due to the retrievability of instances, biases due to the effectiveness of a 

search set, and biases of imaginability. The last Tversky & Kahnemann’s heuristic is 

connected with adjustment and anchoring – people make estimates by starting from an 

initial value that is adjusted to yield the final answer. This heuristic leads to the biases 

in the evaluating conjunctive and disjunctive events. 

 

Judgment heuristics are applied in a wide variety of domains and share a common 

process of attribute substitution in which difficult judgments are made by substituting 

conceptually or semantically related assessments that are more simply and more 

readily accessible (Kahneman & Frederick, 2005).  

As a consequence, intuition and accessibility to certain thoughts are salient, and even 

if they produce judgmental biases, they show how some decision-making processes 

arise from pre-analytical mechanisms. 

Mental systems and processes have impact on creating so-called mental models and 

mental processes representations. 

 

Mental processes representations 

Mental processes representations reflect psychological impression about 

representations of real, hypothetical or imagined situations produced by human 



 

thinking techniques (i.e. Johnson-Laird, 1983; Gilbert et al., 1998; Churchland, 1995; 

Feldman, 2006; Stanovich & West, 2000; Evans & Stanovich, 2013). The 

representations produced by the techniques of human thinking on specific issues have 

been called, for instance: a) concept maps (Bilal & Wang, 2005; Carvalho et al., 

2001; Craik, 1943; Freeman, 2004;Novak, 1998), b) mind maps (Buzan, 1995), c) 

cognitive maps (Chown, 1999; Eden & Ackerman, 1998; Kearney & Kaplan, 1997; 

Peruch et al., 2000), d) mental models (Craik, 1943; Johnson-Laird, 1989; Jonassen, 

2004), and e) the other labels: cognitive models, mental maps, conceptual graphs, 

knowledge maps, knowledge visualizations, semantic networks, semantic webs, and 

topic maps (Cole et al., 2007). The difference between mental models and the other 

names is that mental models exist inside individuals and reflect their mental systems 

and processes, while the other concepts refer to particular techniques, which through 

codes represent human mental processes. In analysing mental models, the 

characteristics, categories and classification schemes ought to be established. 

Nevertheless, there is a limited literature (i.e. in education, information science, 

chemistry (Cole et al., 2007; Dayana et al., 2013)) on ascertaining mental model 

characteristics (i.e. directions: horizontal, vertical, or equal) and categories or on the 

ways of categorizing mental models, concept maps, and the other notions.  

Barsalou (1999) as well as Markman & Dietrich (2000) regard that cognitive science 

ought to eschew abstract representations in favour of representations rooted in 

perception. 

It is regarded that mental processes and systems as well as mental models and mental 

processes representations determine the ability to apply a particular cognitive style. 

 

Cognitive styles 

Cognitive styles constitute the phenomenon in cognitive psychology and refer to the 

individually dependent and preferred ways of operating that people are disposed to 

select from the repertoire of cognitive behaviour possessed. The ‘cognitive style’ 

notion is related to the notion ‘cognition’ that is an assembly of mental processes that 

includes awareness, perception, reasoning, and judgment. Jung (1923) postulated that 

personality comprised of three facets each with a continuum description: attitude, 

perception, and judgment. Undoubtedly, the prominent initiators of cognitive styles 

are also Holzman (1960) and Scheerer (1953) who were describing so-called 

cognitive controls as the expression of personality in the cognitive sphere operating as 

peculiar tools to realize basic personality tendencies and to mediate between an 

individual and external environment. In a similar vein, Goldstein & Blackman (1978, 

p. 4) define a cognitive style as ‘a hypothetical construct that has been developed to 

explain the process of mediation between stimuli and responses. The term cognitive 

style refers to characteristic ways in which individuals conceptually organize the 

environment’. 

 

The scholars have examined a great many dimensions (variables) describing cognitive 

preferences, i.e. conceptual differentiation (Gardner, 1953; Gardner & Schoen, 1962) 

determining an equivalence range and illustrating adaptive functions of cognitive 

regulators as the personality tools, levelling – sharpening, extensiveness of scanning, 

constricted – flexible control, or tolerance for unrealistic experience (Nosal, 1990). 

What is crucial, a cognitive style has polar nature and the dimensions used for 

describing it are bipolar.  

 

 



 

 

 

 

The paper is focused mainly on the four dimensions of a cognitive style: reflection – 

impulsivity, field dependence – independence, holist – serialist (abstract – concrete), 

and deep-level/surface-level processing. Impulsivity is a tendency to give fast answers 

and make many mistakes. In contrary, reflection means a tendency to long thinking 

and making fewer mistakes. The dimension reflection-impulsivity is also called 

‘conceptual tempo’ (Kogan, 1983; Messer, 1976). It is worth mentioning that there is 

some hesitation whether that style applies in only high-uncertainty situations 

(Sternberger & Grigorenko, 1997). It is also important to note that impulsivity, as a 

cognitive style, is not the same as possessing impulsive personality traits (Sternberger 

&Grigorenko, 1997). The dimension field dependence – independence reflects the 

extent to which perception is determined by general perceptual field organization 

(Witkin et al., 1971; Witkin & Goodenough, 1977, 1981; Witkin, 1978; Witkin et al., 

1977). Most people are on a continuum between being completely field dependent or 

field independent. According to Witkin et al. (1977, p. 8), ‘the individual, who, in 

perception, cannot keep an item separate from the surrounding field – in other words, 

who is relatively field dependent – is likely to have difficulty with that class of 

problems…where the solution depends on taking some critical element out of the 

context in which it is presented and restructuring the problem material so that the item 

is now used in a different context’. That dimension constitutes also a cognitive 

component of psychological differentiation.  

 

The holistic – serialistic cognitive style was examined by Pask (1976). Holists tend to 

attempt to understand the overall principles and will develop and test multiple 

hypotheses at one time. By contrasts, serialists, or operation learners, proceeds with 

one hypothesis at a time and tend not to think about a larger global view of the 

problem. The holist – serialistic dimension of a cognitive style is congruent with the 

dimension called abstract – concrete (Goldstein & Scheerer, 1941) determining 

preferences concerning the generality level of used cognitive categories (visualizers 

versus verbalizers). Similar to the holist – serialists distinction is also Marton and 

Säljö’s deep-level/surface-level cognitive style research (Marton & Säljö, 1976). 

Deep-level processors, like holists, tend to quickly grasp the overall concepts and are 

rather intrinsically motivated, yet they might sometimes miss the details 

(globetrotting). Likewise, surface-level processors, like serialists, are concentrated on 

the details, require extrinsic motivation, and might sometimes miss the global view of 

a problem (improvidence). 

 

Obviously, there are some inconsistencies present in the scholars’ debates on 

cognitive styles research that have not been taken into account in above 

considerations, for instance, the associations between particular cognitive styles’ 

dimensions and intelligence (i.e. Ridding & Cheema, 1991), either personality, or the 

connections between cognitive styles and learning styles or strategies (i.e. Entwistle, 

1981; Roberts & Newton, 2000), however, those issues do not constitute direct 

interest of the paper. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

Cognitive psychology and behavioural strategies – forwarding the debate 

 

The literature review implies a brief discussion concerning how mental processes, 

systems, models, and their representations influenced by heuristics and cognitive 

biases as well as cognitive styles might relate to behavioural strategies concept. 

Mental systems and processes (perception processes, intuition, and reasoning) 

influence the employment of mental models and mental processes representations. On 

the other hand, cognitive and metal mechanisms and systems are under impact of 

cognitive limitations that lead to various heuristics and those, then, to particular 

biases. Those processes, mechanisms, and representations determine the type and 

character of cognitive styles usually implemented by individuals in a particular 

context. In recognition of those facts, it is proposed to elicit how cognitive psychology 

phenomena described might be associated with behavioural strategies understood, in 

general, as managerial attitude/behaviour invading formal strategies in the enterprise. 

Hence, the following presumptions have been made: 

 

Presumption 1: Mental systems and processes influence mental models and mental 

processes representations. 

Presumption 2: Cognitive limitations affect cognitive and mental processes, models 

and their representations as well as create heuristics leading to biases.  

Presumption 3: Mental systems, processes, models, their representations have direct 

or indirect impact on cognitive styles. 

Presumption 4: Cognitive styles influence the character of behavioural strategies. 

 

Those four presumptions deductively lead to the following conceptual proposals: 

 

Proposal 1: Envisaging that a behavioural strategy in terms of managerial particular 

attitudes/behaviour under uncertainty constitutes an independent variable in the 

potential research framework, mental and cognitive processes, systems, models and 

their representations might constitute a dependent variable. 

Proposal 2: Envisaging that a behavioural strategy in terms of managerial particular 

attitudes/behaviour under uncertainty constitutes an independent variable in the 

potential research framework as well as that mental and cognitive processes, systems, 

models and their representations constitute a dependent variable, heuristics and biases 

could be insinuated as potential mediators. 

Proposal 3: Envisaging that a behavioural strategy in terms of managerial particular 

attitudes/behaviour under uncertainty constitutes an independent variable in the 

potential research framework as well as that mental and cognitive processes, systems, 

models and their representations constitute a dependent variable, cognitive styles 

might be encompassed as potential moderators. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

The potential associations between cognitive styles and behavioural strategies are 

presented in the table 1. 

 

Table 1. Cognitive styles and behavioural strategies. 

Dimensions Cognitive style 
Individual contextual 

(managerial) attitude/behaviour 

Reflection - 

Impulsivity 

Reflective 

Convergent, intolerant to 

cognitive risk, systemic, 

controllability, preferring strong 

reinforcement – even deferred in 

time 

Impulsive 

Divergent, tolerant to cognitive 

risk, preferring fast 

reinforcement, not systemic 

Field dependence – 

Independence 

Field dependent 
Subordinate, cooperative, 

global, conformity 

Field independent 
Selective, analytical, anti/non-

conformity 

Holist – Serialist 

(abstract – concrete) 

Abstract 
Complex, ambiguous, 

flexibility, independence 

Concrete 
Simple, unambiguous, 

inflexibility, dependence 

Deep-level/Surface - 

level processing 

Deep processing Complex, ambiguous 

Surface processing Simple, unambiguous 

 

Bipolar dimensions of cognitive styles and their characteristics involve particular 

contextual type of the individual attitude/behaviour – a behavioural strategy. 

Undoubtedly, it merits further exploration and requires deepened studies in that field. 

Summarizing, these implicitly delineated important potential explanans of 

behavioural strategies ought to be untangled in the further research. 

 

Conclusion  
 

The paper content proceeds from the behavioural strategy concept in strategic 

management and cognitive psychology phenomena as well as constitutes the 

prolegomena on theoretical underpinnings in terms of cognitive psychology as the 

background of behavioural strategies. The exploratory literature studies have 

examined and unveiled some cognitive psychology phenomena that might influence a 

behavioural strategy. 

Referring to the conceptual research questions revealed in the paper, the following 

ascertainment have been made.  

Ascertainment 1. Cognitive psychology’s phenomena influence a behavioural strategy 

phenomenon.  

Ascertainment 2. The cognitive psychology phenomena, by those managers are 

affected, like mental processes, systems, models, their representations, heuristics, 

biases, cognitive styles, etc. might constitute the antecedents of selected managers’ 

attitudes/behaviour that influence managers’ decisions.  



 

It is worth being alluded that the cognitive psychology methodology gives the 

methodological directions for researching behavioural strategies in terms of 

combining quantitative methods and qualitative ones and could be partially 

incorporated into examining behavioural strategies. Nonetheless, there is a challenge 

to scrutinize and operationalize all dimensions and variables. 

There are limitations of combining cognitive psychology and behavioural strategies 

since it is difficult to distinguish between stricte behavioural and more ‘rational’ 

explanations. Finally, there is a problem in attempting to incorporate models of 

irrational behaviour into general deductivist framework, however, researching 

behavioural strategies in the context of, inter alia, cognitive psychology might 

contribute to the development of the emerging field in strategic management dubbed – 

a behavioural strategy. 

 

Acknowledgments 

 

The paper constitutes the part of the project that is financed by the National Science 

Centre on the basis of the decision no. DEC-2012/05/D/HS4/01317. 



 

References 
 

Agnoli, F. (1991). Development of judgmental heuristics and logical reasoning: 

Training counteracts the representativeness heuristic. Cognitive Development, 6, 195–

217.  

 

Agnoli, F. & Krantz, D.H. (1989). Suppressing natural heuristics by formal 

instruction: The case of the conjunction fallacy. Cognitive Psychology, 21, 515–550. 

 

Barsalou, L.W. (1999). Perceptual symbol systems. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 

22, 577-660. 

 

Bilal, D. & Wang, P. (2005). Children’s conceptual structures of science categories 

and the design of Web directories. Journal of the American Society for Information 

Science and Technology, 56(12), 1303–1313. 

 

Buzan, T. (1995). The mind map book (2nd ed.). London: BBC Books. 

 

Carvalho, M., Hewett, R. & Canas, A.J. (2001). Enhancing Web searching from 

concept map-based knowledge models. Proceedings of the SCI 2001 5th Multi-

Conference on Systems, Cybernetics and Informatics (pp. 1–5). Orlando, FL: 

International Institute of Informatics and Systematics. 

 

Chown, E. (1999). Making predictions in an uncertain world: Environmental structure 

and cognitive maps. Adaptive Behaviour, 7(1), 1–17. 

 

Churchland, P.M. (1995). The Neural Representation of Social Reality. In L. May, M. 

Friedman & A. Clark (Eds.), Mind and Morals. Cambridge: The MIT Press. 

 

Cole, Ch., Lin, Y., Leide J., Large, A. & Behesti, J. (2007). A Classification of Mental 

Models of Undergraduates Seeking Information for a Course Essay in History and 

Psychology: Preliminary Investigations Into Aligning Their Mental Models With 

Online Thesauri. Journal of the American Society for Information Science and 

Technology, 58 (13), 2092-2104. 

 

Craik, K.J.W. (1943). The nature of explanation. Cambridge, England: Cambridge 

University Press. 

 

Dayana, N. Halim, A., Bilal Ali, M., Yahaya, N., Haruzuan, M.N. & Said, M. (2013). 

Mental model in learning chemical bonding: A preliminary study. The 9th 

International Conference on Cognitive Science. Procedia - Social and Behavioral 

Sciences, 97, 224 – 228.  

 

Eden, C. & Ackerman, F. (1998). Making strategy. London: Sage. 

 

Eitam, B. & Higgins, E.T. (2010). Motivation in Mental Accessibility: Relevance Of 

A Representation (ROAR) as a New Framework. Social and Personality Psychology 

Compass, 4(10), October, 951-967. 

 

Entwistle, N.J. (1981). Styles of Learning and Teaching. London: Wiley & Sons. 



 

Evans, J.B.T. & Stanovich, K.E. (2013). Dual-Process Theories of Higher Cognition: 

Advancing the Debate. Perspectives on Psychological Science, 8(3), 223–241. 

 

Feldman, R. (2006). Bio-behavioral Synchrony: A Model for Integrating Biological 

and Microsocial Behavioral Processes in the Study of Parenting. Parenting: Science 

and Practice. Special Issue: The Arc of Parenting from Epigenomics to Ethics, 12(2-

3), 93-267, New York: Psychology Press. 

 

Felin, T. & Foss, N. (2005). Strategic Organization: A field in research of Micro-

Foundations, Strategic Organization, 3(4), 441-455. 

 

Felin, T. & Foss, N. (2006). Individuals and Organizations: Thoughts on a Micro-

Foundations Project for Strategic Management and Organizational Analysis. Research 

Methodology in Strategy and Management, 3, 253-288. 

 

Foss, N.J. (2010). Micro-foundations for management research: What, why, and 

whither?, Cuadernos de Economa y Direccion de la Empresa, 11-34. 

 

Frederick, S. (2002). Automated choice heuristics. In T. Gilovich, D. Griffin & D. 

Kahneman (Eds.), Heuristics and Biases: The Psychology of Intuitive Judgment. New 

York: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Freeman, L.A. (2004). The effects of concepts maps on requirements elicitation and 

system models during information systems development. In A.J. Canas, J.D. Novak, 

& F.M. González (Eds.). Concept maps: Theory, methodology, technology. 

Proceedings of the 1st International Conference on Concept Mapping, Pamplona, 

Spain. 

 

Gardner, H. (1983). Frames of mind: The theory of multiple intelligences. New York: 

Basic Books. 

 

Gardner, R.W. & Schoen, R.A. (1962). Differentiation and abstraction in concept 

formation. Psychological Monographs, 76, 41. 

 

Gigerenzer, G. & Reinhard, S. (2002). Rethinking rationality, Bounded Rationality. 

The Adaptive Toolbox, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

 

Gigerenzer, G., Todd, P.M. & ABC Research Group (1999). Simple Heuristics That 

Make Us Smart, New York: Oxford University Press. 

 

Gilbert, K., Boulter, C. & Rutherford, M. (1998). Models in explanations, Part 1: 

Horses for courses? International Journal of Science Education, 20 (1), 83-97. 

 

Gilovich, T., Griffin, D., Kahneman, D. (2002). Heuristics and Biases. The 

Psychology of Intuitive Judgment. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Goldstein, K.M. & Blackman, S. (1978). Cognitive Styles: Five Approaches and 

Relevant Research. New York: Wiley & Sons. 

 



 

Higgins, E.T. (1996). Knowledge activation: Accessibility, applicability, and salience. 

In E.T. Higgins, A.W. Kruglanski (Eds.), Social psychology: Handbook of basic 

principles (pp. 133-168). New York: The Guilford Press. 

 

Holzman, P.S. (1960). Repression and cognitive style. In J.G. Peatman, E.L. Hartley 

(Eds.). Festschrift for Gardner Murphy (pp. 330-344). New York: Harper. 

 

Johnson-Laird, P.N. (1983). Mental Models: Towards a cognitive science of 

language, inference, and consciousness. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Johnson-Laird, P.N. (1989). Mental models. In M.I. Posner (Eds.). Foundations of 

cognitive science (pp. 469–499). Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

 

Jonassen, D.H. (2004). Learning to solve problems: An instructional design guide. 

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

 

Jung, C.G. (1923). Psychological types. Princeton, New York: Princeton University 

Press. 

 

Kahneman, D. (2003). Maps of Bounded Rationality: Psychology for Behavioural 

Economics, The American Economic Review, 93 (5), 1449-1475. 

 

Kahneman, D. & Tversky, A. (2000). Choices, Values and Frames. New York: 

Cambrige University Press and the Russell Sage Foundation. 

 

Kahneman, D. &Tversky, A. (1973). On the Psychology of Prediction. Psychological 

Review, 80(4), July, 237-251. 

 

Kahneman, D., Knetsch, J. & Thaler, R. (1990). Experimental Tests of the 

Endowment Effect and the Coase Theorem, Journal of Political Economy, 98(6), 

December, 1325-1348. 

 

Kahneman, D. & Frederick, S. (2002). Representativeness Revisited: Attribute 

Substitution in Intuitive Judgment. In T. Gilovich, D. Griffin & D. Kahneman (Eds.), 

Heuristics and Biases: The Psychology of Intuitive Judgment (pp. 49-81). New York: 

Cambridge University Press. 

 

Kahneman, D. & Frederick, S. (2005). A model of heuristic judgment. In K.J. 

Holyoak & R.G. Morrison (Eds.). The Cambridge Handbook of Thinking and 

Reasoning (pp. 267-293). Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Kearney, A.R. & Kaplan, S. (1997). Toward a methodology for the measurement of 

knowledge structures. Environment and Behavior, 29(5), 579–617. 

 

Kogan, N. (1983). Stylistic variation in childhood and adolescence: Creativity, 

metaphor, and cognitive styles (pp. 630-706). In P.H. Mussen (Eds.). Handbook of 

Child Psychology, vol. 3. New York: J. Wiley. 

 

March, J. & Simon, H. (1958). Organizations, 2nd ed. Cambridge: Blackwell. 

 



 

Markman, A.B. & Dietrich E. (2000).Extending the classical view of representation. 

Trends in Cognitive Science, 4, 470-475.  

 

Marton, F. & Säljö, R. (1976). On Qualitative Differences in Learning: I – Outcome 

and Process. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 46, 4-11. 

 

Messer, S.B. (1976). Reflection – Impulsivity: A review. Psychological Bulletin, 8, 

1026-1052. 

 

Nisbett, R.E., Krantz, D.H., Jepson, C. & Kunda, Z. (1983). The use of statistical 

heuristics in everyday inductive reasoning. Psychological Review, 90, 339–363. 

 

Nosal, C.S. (1990). Psychological models of mind. Poland, Warsaw: PWN. 

 

Novak, J.D. (1998). Learning, creating, and using knowledge: Concept maps as 

facilitative tools in school and corporations. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum. 

 

Pask, G. (1976). Styles and Strategies of Learning. British Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 46, 128-148. 

 

Peruch, P., Gaunet, F., Thinus-Blanc, C. & Loomis, J. (2000). Understanding and 

learning virtual spaces. In R. Kitchin & S. Freundschuh (Eds.). Cognitive mapping: 

past, present and future (pp. 108–124). London: Routledge. 

 

Pierce, C.S. (1931-1958). In C. Hartshorne, P. Weiss & A. Burks (Eds.). Collected 

Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce, 8 Vols. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

 

Piórkowska, K. (2015). Behavioural economics’ background of behavioural 

strategies. European Academy of Management Conference EURAM ’15, Warsaw, 

17-20 June 2015. 

 

Piórkowska, K. (2014). Behavioral strategies as micro-foundations in strategic 

management, Global Business&Economics Anthology, 2, December, 356-361. 

 

Ridding, R. & Cheema, I. (1991). Cognitive Styles: An Overview and Integration. 

Educational Psychology, 11(3/4), 193 – 216. 

 

Roberts, M.J. & Newton, E.J. (2001). Understanding Strategy Selection. International 

Journal of Human-Computer Studies, 54, 137 – 154. 

 

Schelling, T.C. (1978). Micromotives and Macrobehavior. New York: 

Norton&Company. 

 

Scheerer, M. (1953). Personality functioning and cognitive psychology. Journal of 

Personality, 22, 1-16. 

 

Shafir, E. & LeBoeuf, R.A. (2002). Rationality. Annual Review of Psychology, 53, 

419–517. 

 



 

Simon, H. (1979). Information Processing Models of Cognition, Annual Review of 

Psychology, 30, 363-96. 

 

Slovic, P., Finucane, M., Peters, E. & MacGregor, D. (2002). The affect heuristic. In 

T. Gilovich, D. Griffin & D. Kahneman (Eds.), Heuristics and Biases: The 

Psychology of Intuitive Judgment. New York: Cambridge University Press. 

 

Stanovich, K.E. & West, R.F. (2000). Individual differences in reasoning: 

Implications for the rationality debate. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 23, 645–726 

 

Sternberg, R.J. & Grigorenko, E.L. (1997). Are Cognitive Styles Still in Style? 

American Psychologist, 52(7), 700 – 712. 

 

Tversky, A. & Kahneman, D. (1974). Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics and 

biases. Science, 185, 1124–1131. 

 

Witkin, H.A. (1978). Cognitive styles in personal and cultural adaptation. 

Worecester, MA: Clark University Press. 

 

Witkin, H.A., Oltman, P.K., Raskin, E. & Karp, S.A. (1971). Manual for: Embedded 

Figure Test. Children’s Embedded Figures Test. Group Embedded Figures Test. Palo 

Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.  

 

Witkin, H.A., Moore, C.A., Goodenough, D.R. & Cox, P.W. (1977). Field Dependent 

and FieldIndependent Cognitive Styles and Their Education Implications. Review of 

Educational Research, 47(1), 1- 64. 

 

Witkin, H.A. & Goodenough, D.R. (1977). Field dependence and interpersonal 

behawior. Psychological Bulletin, 64, 661-689. 

 

Witkin, H.A. & Goodenough, D.R. (1981). Cognitive Styles: Essence and Origins. 

New York: International University Press. 

 

Contact email: katarzyna.piorkowska@ue.wroc.pl 


