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Current Status of Using Quantitative Methods in Decision Making: An Empirical Study in
Hydrocarbons Pope of Skikda

Ahsan Tayyar

ABSTRACT

The main objective of this study was to explore the current status of using Quantitative Methods (QM) by
managers in the firms located in hydrocarbons pole of Skikda in Algeria. The study presents some results
regarding the use of QM. It was found that the degree of knowledge of QM is moderate, and the main
source of this knowledge is the academic studies and the practice. Results also indicated that the degree of
use QM is weak and most common QM are: forecast models, statistical analysis and inventory models.
The most common application areas are: resources allocation, investment evaluation, the forecasting
demand and inventory management. The main barriers encountered are: lack of training programs, no
existence of a special QM department, lack or no existence of QM professionals and lack or no existence
of data required to use QM. The study recommended that more attention is directed towards training and
teaching in QM. Increasing the number of QM professionals, creating QM departments and to provide an
integrated information system.

KEYWORDS: Decision making, Quantitative Methods, Operations Research, Management Science,
Models.
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