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Introduction

This research is aimed at exploring college students’ attitudes, intentions, and behaviors
following exposure to components of decision-making utilizing decision description, decision
mapping, multiple social perspective-taking, and incubation. The literature on college students’
decision-making suggests their decisions are sometimes made with impulsivity, emotionalism,
risk-taking, and sensation-seeking, without fully understanding the nuances of their decisions or
having sensitivity to the consequences (Reyna & Farley, 2006). The following introductory
section of this paper provides a review of the current literature pertinent to college students along
with the literature on decision-making and the strategies including: Nature of College Student
Decision-Making, Decision-Making Barriers and Errors, Decision-Making Research and
Theories, Components of Strategic Decision-Making, Modified Components of Strategic
Decision-Making Study, and Research Design and Questions. Additionally, this introduction
includes a preliminary study implementing a brief decision-making intervention with a target
population sample.
Nature of College Student Decision-Making

Career decisions. Some of the most critical life decisions made by young college
students are those regarding a decision in choice of college, choice of major, and choice of
occupation (Moreland, Harren, Krimsky-Montague, & Tinsley, 1979; Rubinton, 1980). Yet,
most students do not possess the life experience or understand the multiple factors involved in
decision-making that may affect career planning (O’Neil et al., 1980). Further, anxiety can be a
hindrance to students’ ability to cope effectively with vocational information, thereby affecting
their ability to possess confidence and limiting progress in career decision-making (O’Hare &

Tamburri, 1986). However, while it is true that decisions in a choice of college, choice of major,



and choice of occupation will greatly affect the future of college students, numerous other
decisions leading to unwise behavioral responses also impact the life course trajectory of these
vulnerable young adults.

Personal decisions. When college students move away from home for the first time and
are free of parental restrictions, they sometimes decide to explore high risk behaviors. Drug use
(Clayton, 1992), heavy drinking (Johnston, O’Malley, Bachman, & Schulenberg, 2006), binge
drinking (Wechsler, Davenport, Dowdall, Moeykens, & Castillo, 1994), unprotected sex (Eaton,
et al., 2006), and unsafe driving (National Center for Statistics and Analysis, 2005) are a
sampling of some typical high risk college behaviors. Decisions to engage in risk-taking
(sensation seeking over harm avoidance) can intentionally or unintentionally result in high
morbidity and mortality rates (Grunbaum et al., 2004). Previous research for example, suggests
a high risk for excessive drug consumption exists for college students including simultaneous
drug use (multiple drugs) peaking from 18-25 years (Clayton, 1992). Approximately 40% of
college students engage in heavy alcohol use (Johnston et al., 2006) and nearly half (44%)
reported binge drinking (Wechsler et al., 1994). In fact, in a longitudinal study with college
students on decision-making and binge drinking, psychologists at the University of Missouri-
Columbia (2007) found decision-making ability impaired among binge drinkers. The leading
cause of death among young people aged 15 to 20 years is due to motor vehicle crashes and 23%
of young drivers killed in motor-vehicle crashes in 2005 had a blood alcohol concentration level
of .08 g/dL or higher (National Center for Statistics and Analysis, 2005). Furthermore, an
estimated 9.1 million cases of sexually transmitted diseases (STDs) among persons aged 15-24
years has been documented (Eaton et al., 2006) and more than half of all new cases of HIV

infection occur in individuals under the age of 25. The seventh leading cause of death among 13



- 24-year olds is attributed to HIV (Grunbaum, et al., 2004). Controversies abound regarding the
best solutions to these dilemmas, with solutions ranging from the provision of sexual abstinence
education or to increasing the minimum drinking age (Reyna & Farley, 2006); to changing the
college culture (Leppel, 2006). Indeed, the decisions made by college students can have lasting
and far-reaching repercussions, some even horrific as seen by the link between decision-making
and violent crime (i.e., Virginia Tech — April 16, 2007).

Decision-Making Barriers and Errors

Novelty and risk seeking. Novelty-seeking behaviors are also an earmark of this
transition time in life. College students often exhibit a heightened attraction for novel stimuli
and adventures that can positively motivate them towards greater learning and independence.
However, novelty seeking can also be negative when accompanied by a sense of invincibility
(Ernst & Paulus, 2005). Behaviors that contribute to novelty-seeking and decisions involving
risk are closely linked to desirable goals; however, many of these immediate pleasures may carry
adverse long-term outcomes (Herrnstein & Prelec, 1992).

Risk perceptions may also play an important role in decision-making. Many students
view their own risks as less than their peers and perceive those same risks as benefits
outweighing the perception of risks (Halpern-Felsher, Biehl, Kropp, & Rubinstein, 2004).
Nevertheless, risk perceptions and risk-taking decisions may persist if adverse outcomes are not
experienced, or those that are experienced are not quickly forth-coming or devastating (Reyna &
Farley, 2006). Further, students’ risky decisions are, more often than not, made when young
people are in a group. For example, Gardner and Steinberg (2005) found that compared with
adults, youths 18-22 years of age made riskier decisions in the presence of peers than when they

made decisions alone. Reyna and Farley (2006) additionally found that it was not uncommon for



risky adolescent decisions to be made in the heat of passion, on the spur of the moment, in
unfamiliar situations, and/or to avoid negative future consequences.

College students having crossed the gateway into adulthood sometimes make decisions or
continue in decisions begun in adolescence, which have the potential to affect their entire lives.
Frequently, college students do not fully understand the consequences involved in their decisions
until some point in the future (Reyna & Farley, 2006). Without a value system for decisions that
involve delayed outcomes, students cannot factor the value into their decision-making process to
better evaluate future positive and negative consequences (Stevenson, 1993). Therefore,
addictions, often begun as many small voluntary decisions during younger years without
consideration of future consequences, can erupt into full-blown established patterns contributing
to life-long negative outcomes (Herrnstein & Prelec, 1992; Slovic, 2000). These addictions can
occur because students may be more focused on the immediate rewarding effects of illicit drugs
(as witnessed by skyrocketing statistics revealing young peoples’ abuse of substances) and less
focused of the negative long-term ramifications (Clayton, 1992; Johnston et al., 2005; Wechsler
et al., 1994).

At times, lacking understanding is the result of not having received instruction in how to
make effective decisions, yet with some individuals, decision-making barriers exist which
permanently hinder the ability to make effective decisions. For example, chronic exposure to
alcohol and drugs can erode the ability to make sound decisions. Additionally, permanent loss of
brain functioning can also be the result of accidental damage to the brain as a result of risk-
taking behaviors such as drunk driving accidents or from taking a fall from a motorcycle without

the benefit of wearing a helmet.



Capacity deficits. The brain’s prefrontal cortex is critical in decision-making (Reyna &
Farley, 2006). When individuals with frontal lobe damage make decisions, the effectiveness of
those decisions may be affected by the damage. For patients with neurological and/or
psychiatric disorders that affect the frontal lobes, an ability to make rational, well thought
through decisions may not be possible (Queen’s University, 2002). Specifically, individuals
with ventromedial prefrontal cortex and/or dorsolateral prefrontal cortex damage have been
found to make impaired decisions (Fellows & Farah, 2005). Ventromedial damage also impairs
the ability to compare the value of options thereby reflecting a tendency to make decisions based
on options that are “good enough” in contrast to “seeking the best” (Fellows, 2006).
Additionally, these individuals do not show an ability to learn from prior mistakes (Naqvi, Shiv,
& Bechara, 2006). This impaired decision-making was found even when uncertainty existed,
under conditions of risk, or when potential future consequences needed to be considered
(Fellows, 2006). Further, individuals with lesions in the ventromedial cortex were found to
make decisions based on only immediate gain prospects, regardless of future consequences
(Bechara, Damasio, Tranel, & Anderson, 1998). However, ventromedial damage is not the only
factor that can affect brain functioning — so can chronic alcohol and drug use.

As noted earlier, alcohol and drug use can affect proper brain functioning. In fact, those
who abuse drugs and alcohol have been shown to have decision-making impairments much like
those possessed by patients with ventromedial prefrontal cortex damage (Naqvi et al., 2006).
Also, the pathways in the frontal lobes, which connect to other parts of the brain to send
information, have been found not to be as well defined in individuals who were exposed to
cocaine prior to birth. Therefore their decision-making and behavior may be affected (University

of Florida Health Science Center, 2006). Moreover, risky decision-making has also long been



linked with addiction (Fellows & Farah, 2005; Joe, Knezek, Watson, & Simpson, 1991). Still,
there is another element that creates a barrier to decision-making — brain development.

Neural circuitry is not completely developed in many individuals until they are in their
early 20’s (Brownlee, Hotinski, Pailthorp, Ragan, & Wong, 1999). Although, risk taking, thrill
seeking, and impulsive behavior that is seen in adolescents and young adults is therefore
considered normal, it is not necessarily safe and can lead to immature decisions. Yet, given that
brain damage, alcohol and drugs, and development issues all can play a role in effective
decision-making, it is also true that impaired decision-making may simply be a result of
individuals lacking appropriate strategies to think through choices well.

Lack of experience and strategies. Previous research has shown the effectiveness of
teaching decision-making strategies, which results in increasing students’ vocational maturity
and choice certainty (Mau & Jepsen, 1992; Rubinton, 1980). In classic career development
research performed over four decades ago, Hilton (1962) supports the notion that career
development is a chain of decisions where a reduction in dissonance regarding an individual’s
beliefs about himself and his environment work together to improve motivation in career
decision-making. He asserts, therefore, that the ability to make effective decisions is
fundamentally important. Phillips, Pazienza and Ferrin (1984), found that students who utilized
systematic and logical decision-making strategies tended to actively seek out solutions and
insights from prior problem solving. By contrast, students who did not utilize such strategies
were likely to report avoidance of the present problems and not learn from prior poor decisions.
Moreover, college students have been found to simplify the decision-making process by rejecting
choices with only a scant amount of information as a result of the task complexity exceeding

their processing capacity. That is, they use a process of elimination whereby the decision-



making process is over when all but one alternative has been rejected (Onken, Hastie, & Revelle,
1985).

Improving at decision-making involves enhancing the ability to view unclear decisions in
a different light. This clarity can be achieved by examining the steps or stages in decision-
making. With new insight into a difficult decision, the act of deciding has the potential of
becoming less overwhelming and more manageable.

Decision-Making Research and Theories

Within the decision-making literature, five stages are commonly found: 1) Define the
Situation, 2) Generate Alternatives, 3) Information Gathering, 4) Selection, and 5) Action.

Stages of decision-making. There are five broad stages in decision-making (Stages in
Decision Making, 2007; Levin, Huneke, & Jasper, 2000; Slovic, Fischoff, & Lichtenstein, 1977).
The first and most significant stage is to Define the Situation. This is critical to understanding
the situation and being clear about what is hoped to be achieved. It is in essence, a description of
the decision.

The second stage is to Generate Alternatives. By considering alternatives and the
positive and negative consequences of each, a more rational choice can be made (Halpern, 1996).
For example the Decision Map (Dansereau, 2005) is a pre-structured map that guides individuals
to visually represent all of the possible choices and the positives and negatives of each choice by
using a “fill-in-the-space” format.

Information Gathering is the third stage. This can be accomplished by considering
others’ recommendations for the best course of action. Utilizing this strategy of multiple social
perspective-taking may serve to provide options that were previously not given serious

consideration.



The fourth stage is Selection. In this stage individuals select from among their choices to
make a tentative decision after giving careful consideration to their options and to the opinions
offered by others. However, it might be prudent to allow a time of waiting (also called
incubation) before making a final decision, as will be discussed later in this introduction.

The fifth and final stage is Action. It is important to include action as a final step in
decision-making because if the decision is not acted upon, then the time invested in making the
decision is wasted. Each of these stages are reflected in the decision-making strategies chosen
for this intervention.

Understanding the Decision. One way to better understand a pending decision is to think
through key aspects of the decision. One of the first aspects is through the use of decision
analysis — to consider the reason the decision is needed. Next, describe the decision, stating its
importance, identify any timing or deadline issues, and note any other related decisions. Last,
recognize potential supporters and/or opponents of your decision-making. To avoid confusion
with other approaches, the remainder of the manuscript will refer to decision analysis as decision
description. Decision description is most effective when used in a worksheet format because it
provides a systematic method of preparing for decision-making (Halpern, 1996).

Like decision description, mapping also aids in understanding a decision (Dansereau,
2005). Maps work by shifting the usual thinking processes to a concentration that requires a
graphic idea organization and an application of spatial relationships. Over the years they have
been used for dealing with a variety of issues. In 1989, maps were first studied as personal
management tools for college students in substance abuse prevention research (Tools for
Improving Drug and Alcohol Education and Prevention, D. F. Dansereau, Principal Investigator)

sponsored by the National Institute on Drug Abuse (NIDA). Maps are also useful in academic



settings to organize and present facts in an easy-to-remember format. In 1993, mapping research
was studied with college students who could remember more main ideas from maps than from
comparable texts (Dees & Dansereau, 1993). Later maps were used as a unique cognitive-based
technique designed to visually portray ideas, feelings, facts, and experiences (Dansereau & Dees,
2002). In problem solving, the most important aspects of a personal issue were captured by
maps making alternatives more salient thereby making the problem appear more manageable
(Knight, Dansereau, Joe, & Simpson, 1994).

In the decision-making process, once thoughts are organized through the use of mapping,
effective decision-making is made easier. This is because all the choices and the possible
consequences (positive and negative) can be easily observed. Additionally, the Decision Map
calls for individuals to think carefully about the impact of those choices and allows for an
incubation time before making a final decision. Another decision-making strategy that provides
the evaluation of various choices is Social Perspective Taking (SPT). It is based on the Judge
Advisor System (JAS) model.

Evaluating options. The JAS model is used by decision-makers who seek assistance
from one or more advisors for the purpose of evaluating options. Developed by Sniezek and
Buckley (1995), it fosters insight into the decision-making process. It stems from the notion that
a decision-maker (Judge) seeks and/or receives information and recommendations from others
(Advisors: Sniezek, 1999). In many of life’s domains an individual who is responsible for a
decision receives input from other people prior to making that decision. For example, patients
secure medical opinions before consenting to surgery, graduate students consult with their
committees before writing dissertations, homeowners seek the advice of insurance professionals,

and even the President of the United States has his Cabinet and team of advisors. In practice, the



JAS is used in education, medicine, public affairs, the military, business, finance, and private life
where an immense and exceeding number of decision-making situations are needed (Sniezek,
1999).

This paradigm is dissimilar to individual research models and to models of group
decision-making where a majority rules or a consensus must be reached. Rather, it is targeted at
decision-makers that are seeking to make important decisions that involve uncertainty and whose
motivation is based in a desire to improve the quality of their decisions (Harvey & Fisher, 1997).
Furthermore, only the judges possess the power to determine the final decision and they alone
are held accountable for those decisions. Advisors involved may all contribute with
recommendations or suggestions with each serving to act in unique roles (Sniezek, 1999). One
final JAS component is the qualifications of the advisors. Judges have been found to
discriminate to varying degrees in their choice of advisors but consistently advisors are sought
out for their high degree of confidence (a cue for expertise) and for the level of trust they bring
(Wilkins et al., 1999). With an understanding of the JAS model as a foundation, the utilization
of Social Perspective Taking (SPT) is important as a social and cognitive skill whereby an
individual takes into account the point of view of other persons by imagining their perspectives
(Underwood & Moore, 1982; Bernstein & Davis, 1982).

Seeking out the advice of others or even having the ability to discern others’ advice is
prudent in a society characterized by the need for an ever-increasing amount of information and
an ability to sift through the complexities of knowledge (Jonas, Schulz-Hardt, & Frey, 2005).
Furthermore, SPT has been associated with the ability to understand history from multiple
perspectives (Foster, 2001), promoting moral reasoning and development (Hoffman, 2000),

reducing prejudice (Rokeach, 1960), and resolving conflict resolution (Deutsch, 1993).
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According to Galinsky, Ku, and Wang (2005), perspective-taking is beneficial because it
stimulates an increase in the process of self-other overlap. This self-other overlap is actually the
sum of two different processes: the first is the self is applied to the other, resulting in the other
becoming more “self-like”; in the second process, the other is included in the self, resulting in
the self becoming more “other like.” Their research further suggests that one of the main
benefits of perspective-taking is the overlapping of self and other, which promotes social
cooperation and strengthens social bonds. This overlap is advantageous given that strong social
bonds with others whose opinions are sought in decision-making are desirable.

The ability to take the perspective of others is a social and cognitive skill that develops
gradually as individuals are able to recognize dimensions of interpersonal experiences; it is not,
however, an ability possessed by everyone. Individuals demonstrating developmental delays
have been found to misread social cues and expectations, to misinterpret actions and intentions,
and to behave in a manner that may be viewed as thoughtless and/or unkind (Chandler, 1973).
For instance, delinquent boys were found less likely than others better socialized to positively
assume the SPT role (Chandler, 1973). Similarly, maltreated individuals exhibit poor SPT skills
and have difficulties maintaining successful social relations (Burack et al., 2006). Therefore,
knowledge and understanding of developmental delays, lack of social skills, and prior
mistreatment is imperative in working with individuals expected to implement SPT. However, it
is interesting to note that in a field experiment on perspective-taking, helping, and self
awareness, college control subjects with a mean age of 24 showed a strong predisposition toward
egocentrism indicating that age and intellect are not always a clear indicator of development and

an ability to implement SPT (Abbate, Isgro, Wicklund, & Boca, 2006).
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Other research looking at the strategies used in SPT found that how individuals approach
SPT could impact their results. Strategies can vary in effectiveness (depending on the situation)
with some highly successful and easy to implement whereas others may be ineffective and
difficult (Gehlbach, 2004). Some strategies employed include imagining how the other person
feels or thinks, imagining what they might say to one regarding a given situation, or even
imagining how one would feel if one were in a given situation. Typically, those who implement
more effective strategies are likely to find their SPT ability increased (Galinsky & Moskowitz,
2000), although no definitive SPT strategy has been identified as the most accurate (Gehlbach,
2004). The current research will address the Thought Team strategy, a schema drawn from SPT.

Good decisions can often be made by taking the time to consider carefully what has been
learned from others. This careful consideration of other people’s approaches to handling
decisions creates a Thought Team. The Thought Team is a team of imagined advisors consisting
of trusted and respected individuals known well enough (either by experience or by knowledge
about them) to the perspective taker so that he or she is able to anticipate how team individuals
would advise in making decisions. For instance, by asking oneself “How would mom or dad
handle this decision?” individuals are tapping in to the powerful resource of using what they
know about the opinions of others to guide them in making effective decisions. Michael Useem
(2006, p. 150) in his decision-making book, The GO Point, advises decision-makers “to test their
thinking against an outer circle,” and such an outer circle is represented in the Thought Team.

Intentionally adopting the subjective perspective of other persons by imagining what they
think and/or feel is an ability accessed through the domain of emotional processing and empathic
understanding. This skill is achieved by mentally envisioning other persons’ perspective through

the use of one’s own cognitive ability (Decety & Jackson, 2006). For example, participants were
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given real-life situations and asked to imagine how they and how their mothers would feel in the
same situations. Results suggested that the “imaginative transposing of oneself into the
subjective world of another person taps neural circuits shared between people. Thus, whether
one witnesses another individual’s emotional state or consciously adopts that person’s
psychological view, similar neural circuits are activated in the self” (Decety & Jackson, 2006, p.
56).

Gehlbach (2004) suggests that individuals are more likely to target those with whom they
are familiar (i.e., family and friends) and others in whom they have regular contact for the SPT
task. This familiarity permits the perspective taker to take into account the advisor’s habits,
background, and personality presumably resulting in a more accurate inference of their input.
For example, when deciding whether or not to study for a test, the student may try to imagine
what his or her teacher would advise. Bernstein and Davis (1982) concur with this notion of
using what is known about the opinions of others. Their findings suggest that perspective-taking
is most accurate when it is learned from observing the behavior of the one whose opinion is
imagined and conversely less accurate without an adequate knowledge of their behavior.

In particular, teaching undergraduate college students to consider multiple perspectives
by imagining what other respected individuals would do if faced with a similar decision has been
shown to be a simple, portable, and powerful method for making effective decisions (Atha-
Weldon & Dansereau, 2006). The Thought Team was initially introduced as a means for
learning to use multiple perspectives during therapeutic writing sessions (Czuchry & Sia, 1998).
Since that time the Thought Team has been found to enhance the writing process, improve
problem-solving skills (Galinsky & Moskowitz, 2000), increase creativity, promote insight,

assist in recall, provide a positive impact, contribute to one’s self-efficacy and self-confidence,
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and stimulate enjoyment (Atha-Weldon & Dansereau, 2006). Further, it serves as a catalyst for
the process of disinhibition by providing a method for individuals to seek the advice of others
about topics that may be too embarrassing or risky to otherwise discuss. Specifically, the use of
the Thought Team in decision-making could: 1) assist in better decision-making, 2) increase self-
confidence in decision-making, 3) lead the perspective taker to examine different potential
outcomes that could occur from different decisions, 4) develop creativity, 5) hinder one-way
thinking, 6) potentially provide “positive peer pressure”, and 7) guide behavior toward future
success.

The training for the development of one’s Thought Team illustrates how to select team
members as exemplars from a wide range of categories such as family members, friends,
spiritual leaders, famous personalities, historical figures, etc. Members are chosen because of
their character qualities (i.e., wisdom, knowledge, morality, etc.) and the respect that has been
earned in the eyes of the perspective taker. However, perspective takers are also encouraged to
include into their Thought Team individuals who are nontraditional in their views or who may be
part of the problem. By doing so, the perspective takers might explore possibilities beyond their
own limits of experience thereby challenging their decision-making process. Thus, each
Thought Team member is used to represent a unique perspective to the decision-making process
by contributing similar or different recommendations. When the team has been assembled,
participants are shown how to integrate all the recommendations. The integration procedure
promotes the synthesizing of all potential courses of action. An additional feature of the Thought
Team is its transferability; with practice it soon becomes accessible and portable enough to use

anywhere and at anytime that a decision needs to be made.
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Deciding. In addition to the JAS model and evaluating options through the Thought
Team, there is another useful concept of the decision process — the act of deciding. However,
before a final decision is made, a time of mentally moving away from the decision-making
process, also called incubation, might be needed. The theory underlying incubation is the
Unconscious-Thought Theory (UTT) which embraces the counterintuitive notion that
unconscious thought is superior to conscious thought in complex decision-making (Dijksterhuis
& Nordgren, 2006). The UTT differentiates conscious from unconscious thought by comparing
some general characteristics of each as used in the decision-making process. In the work of
Dijksterhuis and Nordgren (2006), six principles associated with UTT are explained. The first is
the Unconscious-Thought Principle, which uses attention as the key distinguishing factor
between the two modes of thought. Essentially, “conscious thought is thought with attention,
unlike unconscious thought which is thought without attention (or with attention directed
elsewhere)” (Dijksterhuis & Nordgren, 2006, p. 96). According to the second, The Capacity
Principle, conscious thought is limited by its low capacity of consciousness in that it cannot take
in more than one or two things at a time. This results in poorer decisions because conscious
thinkers cannot see various other attributes of a decision that may lead to a broader viewpoint.
Unconscious thinking, on the other hand, is not stifled by low capacity, therefore, holistic
judgments and more effective decision-making is possible. The Bottom-Up-Versus-Top-Down
Principle is the third where conscious thought is guided more by stereotyping and schemas
working top-down. This is unlike unconscious thought that works bottom-up with judgments
that are more neutral and organized. Fourth, is The Weighting Principle, which has found
conscious thinkers to weigh the importance of decisional attributes with greater inconsistency

and poorer outcomes. Strikingly different is unconscious thinking where quick “gut” decisions
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are likely more consistent than conscious thought. Additionally, unconscious thinkers tend to be
happier and more satisfied with their decisions. The Rule Principle is next which states that
conscious thought follows strict precise rules, in contrast to unconscious thought, which provides
only rough estimates. Given that conscious thinking is better for logical mathematical decisions
that call for precision, the unconscious thinker is better at appraising numerical information to
discern high and low ranges. Lastly, according to The Convergence-Versus-Divergence
Principle, conscious thought is focused and convergent. Unconscious thought is more creative
and divergent. Thinking unconsciously is associated with the concept of incubation, where
unconscious thoughts persist if conscious attention is shunted elsewhere (Dijksterhuis &
Nordgren, 2006). In preparation for decision-making, incubation involves conscious thought
exerted on a decision needing to be made, followed by a time where the individual mentally
moves away from the decision process. This period of mentally moving away can be seen as
providing a time for unconscious thought to exert its influence. The incubation time may vary
from person to person given the between-subject variability in decision responses.

Individual differences. One fundamental truth is that people are different from one
another. This truth raises a question concerning how differences affect decision-making. Parker
and Fischhoff (2005) in their decision-making competence study found decision-making efficacy
associated with differences in basic cognitive abilities and styles, developmental capacity, and
risk taking conduct. Individual differences in decision-making can also be affected by
motivation and/or the speed of mental processing ability, including reading time/ability (Onken,
et al., 1985). Additionally, individuals with a high work value ethic were more likely to make
stable decisions than those who did not possess one (Ravlin, Meglino, & Adkins, 1988).

Researchers in 2006 at Duke University Medical Center (http://www.news-medical.net) found
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within-subjects individual differences in brain activation related to decision-making.
Specifically, their work suggests distinct regions of the brain activate when individuals are faced
with ambiguous decisions as compared to decisions involving only risk. Through the use of
functional magnetic resonance imaging (fMRI) findings reveal the lateral prefrontal cortex
activates with ambiguous decisions, in contrast to the activation of the posterior parietal cortex
with risky choices.
Components of Strategic Decision-Making

Brief targeted interventions. Targeted interventions are useful to increase skills, provide
specific knowledge, and change attitudes (Joe & Simpson, 1995; Miller, Exner, Williams, &
Ehrhardt, 2000). However, providing effective interventions can sometimes be challenging
because of time restraints. The development of brief interventions answers the need to provide
effective treatment in an efficient format. Ballesteros, Gonzalez-Pinto, Querejeta, & Ariiio
(2004) found brief interventions to be effective for males and females who consume excessive
amounts of alcohol and for those with at-risk drinking behaviors (Moyer, Finney, Swearingen, &
Vergun, 2002). In studies where severely affected individuals were excluded, brief interventions
compared favorably to control conditions (Moyer et al., 2002). Injured patients resulting from
driving under the influence (DUI) who received a brief intervention during trauma center
admission were less likely to be arrested for DUI within three years after discharge (Schermer,
Moyers, Miller, & Bloomfield, 2006). Graham and Fleming (1998) have successfully used brief
interventions effectively in two ways: (1) as self-guided strategies for changing behavior and (2)
as referral strategies for stimulating individuals to pursue further problem-solving assistance.

The Institute of Behavioral Research (IBR) at Texas Christian University (TCU) has

developed brief targeted interventions. These resources are manual-driven, user-friendly,
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efficiently packaged interventions which provide a shorter and more effective coverage than
traditional interventions and could be integrated into four-session applications aimed at
transferring research into practice. They address areas such as Anger Management, HIV
Prevention and Sexual Health, Criminal Thinking, Better Communication, Building Social
Networks, and Motivation. These interventions are funded through NIDA and tested through a
cooperative agreement project called Criminal Justice Drug Abuse Treatment Studies (CJ-
DATS) Targeted Interventions for Corrections (TIC).

The popularity of the TIC brief interventions has served as the impetus for the current
research leading to the combining of the Decision Map and the Thought Team. These joint
strategies, called the Thought Team Advantage, give participants the advantage of maximizing
their decision-making effectiveness by benefiting from the structure of mapping decision
choices/consequences and from the powerful resource of using what they know about the
opinions of others. The Thought Team Advantage simplifies and strengthens the decision-
making process into three easy questions. What are my choices? What are the pros and cons of
each choice? What would  (insert Thought Team members’ names one at a time)
suggest? Participants are shown how to effectively combine the three processes and incubation
to improve decision-making outcomes.

A brief decision-making intervention such as that based on the Thought Team Advantage
would fill a large gap in literature and potentially would move the field forward. This research is
especially important with college students who are vulnerable to making emotionally influenced
decisions based on risk-taking (Clayton, 1992), focusing on shortsighted goals (Halpern-Felsher,
et al., 2004), having an incomplete understanding of decisions’ ramifications (Reyna & Farley,

2006), and making decisions without sensitivity to the consequences of targeting only desirable
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and immediate rewards (Herrnstein & Prelec, 1992). Decision-making carried out in this manner
can have serious life-long repercussions and can affect not only the decision-maker but family
and friends as well. However, by teaching college students to make decisions using the simple
yet powerful strategies presented in this intervention, the effectiveness of their decision-making
is hypothesized to increase. In response to this need, a preliminary study with undergraduate
college students was conducted to investigate the effectiveness of a brief decision-making
intervention that utilized the Thought Team Advantage.
Preliminary Study

In the fall of 2006, a study was conducted with undergraduate TCU psychology students
(n = 35) to examine the effectiveness of a brief decision-making intervention entitled “Thinking
Through Decisions Using the Thought Team Advantage.” Session one included obtaining
informed consents, randomizing group assignments (experimental and comparison),
implementation of the intervention, and data collection. Experimental participants were
introduced to the four-part application process of decision-making. Identifying three of their
own important life decisions was accomplished early in the intervention so that they could be
used throughout the implementation. The first life decision was used to complete a Decision
Map, the second to practice using their newly created Thought Team, and the third to incorporate
the Thought Team Advantage strategy. Following the intervention, the six-item Feedback Form
was administered. To insure the integrity of the administration of the intervention,
experimenters read from a prepared script during administration. Further, to eliminate the
potential of experimenter effects, experimenters counter-balanced the responsibilities of
implementing the intervention and administering the assessments with both the experimental and

comparison groups. The comparison students were asked to complete a series of individual
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difference measures. Included in these are the JTM/CEST Selected Scales, the Adult Nowicki-
Strickland Internal-External Control Scale Items, and the Group Embedded Figures Test.

Session two, held two days later was designed for post-test data collection. Both groups
were administered the Thinking Through Decisions Survey, the Multiple Perspective Inventory
(MPI), and the Session Evaluation Questionnaire (SEQ) as dependent measures. Sessions lasted
approximately one hour each and students were offered experimental credit for their
participation.

The decision-making intervention served as the key independent measure for the
experimental group. The Thinking Through Decisions Using the Thought Team Advantage
intervention was a four-part application that guided participants through the process of decision-
making. Part one, entitled Making Decisions, challenged participants to consider the decisions
they were making that would shape their future. It asked “As you look back over the last ten
years, were there times when a different decision would have made your life radically different
today, either for the better or for the worse?” A reminder was offered to be aware that all
decisions are followed by consequences. Additionally in part one, the intervention contrasted
decisions that were very important, somewhat important, and not important with decisions that
were urgent, somewhat urgent, and which have no time limit. Participants were also asked to
identify and write down three important life decisions that were needed throughout the
intervention. Lastly in this section, the Decision-Map was introduced complete with an example.
Participants were then asked to use their first important life decision to complete their own
Decision-Map.

In part two, entitled Getting the Opinion of Others, the importance of getting others’

opinions was discussed. Participants used their knowledge of others as the foundation for their
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Thought Team. Friends, family, heroes, and even good-hearted rascals were all candidates for
one’s Thought Team. Participants were guided through the process of developing their Thought
Teams by examining the character qualities each team member contributed.

Part three, Practicing With Your Thought Team, provided an example of a decision made
using a Thought Team, a practice exercise using participants’ own Thought Team on a given
decision, and lastly the opportunity to practice using participants’ own Thought Team with the
second of their important life decisions.

Part four, Incorporating the Thought Team Advantage into Your Everyday Life, focused
on the strategy of combining the Decision Map with the Thought Team to further enhance the
decision-making process. It was summed up into three simple yet powerful questions, 1) What
are my choices? 2) What are the pros and cons of each choice? and 3) What would
suggest? (insert each Thought Team member’s name individually). An example of a single
decision using the Decision Map and the Thought Team together was given. Next, participants
were given the opportunity to use their third important life decision to incorporate the Thought
Team Advantage by using the combination of the Decision Map and their Thought Team before
making their final decision. The intervention and part four concluded with practice ideas to
assist participants in making the most of the Thought Team Advantage. These ideas were
elaborated on in the intervention and included: providing incentives, telling others, focusing on
the reward, picking a time and place wisely, using reminders, and using it “on the fly”.

A three-prong analytic approach was taken in evaluating the intervention. In phase one,
descriptive analyses were conducted. The experimental group contained 19 students, 11 of
which were male (58%) and 8 of which were female (42%), while the comparison group

consisted of 6 males (38%) and 10 females (62%). Principal components factor analyses were
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conducted in phase two on the decision survey. A two-factor solution yielded the Confidence
factor (11 items) and the Choice factor (5 items). Changes in decision factors were analyzed in
phase three using a two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) with group assignment
(experimental and comparison) and gender as the independent variables.

The findings revealed that the experimental condition showed a statistically significant
increase in Confidence, F (1, 35) = 4.88, p =.0346 when compared to the comparison
participants. Further, gender for males was significant, F (1, 35) =4.98, p = .0330, along with a
significant interaction for condition (experimental) by gender (male), F (1, 35) 6.87, p=.0135.
The results indicate that the experimental condition reported more confidence in decision-
making following the decision-making intervention, with the experimental males showing the
highest level of confidence. There were no significant main effects for Choice, however, the
results revealed a significant interaction for condition (experimental) by gender (male), F (1, 35)
=4.74, p =.0373. This suggests that gender also influenced the participants’ choice in decision-
making with experimental males reportedly putting more thought into their choices than the
experimental females or the comparison condition.

Modified Components of Strategic Decision-Making Study

Given the findings from this preliminary study, examining the effectiveness of decision-
making components with a larger sample of undergraduate college students was warranted. The
strategic components were manual guided and designed to achieve short-term objectives in
decision-making in two sessions, each of which was 1-hour and 45 minute sessions with
homework assigned after the first session. The strategies guided participants in: 1) creating a
description of the decision, 2) mapping out a decision by examining choices and the pros and

cons of each choice, 3) creating a Thought Team and practicing with the team on a decision, 4)
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combining mapping and the Thought Team together to create the Thought Team Advantage, and
5) utilizing the strategy of incubation by mentally moving away from the decision for a time.
Research Design and Questions
This research utilized seven groups in two overlapping 2x2 designs (see Figure 1), with
each participant using two of their own decisions to complete the decision strategies assigned to
their condition and one decision to complete the assigned homework. In order to increase
understanding, three examples of each strategy were given to each participant:
e The D Group (Decision) were asked to complete a systematic decision description
worksheet, experienced incubation, and made their final decision.
e The DM Group (Decision Map) completed a systematic decision description
worksheet, a decision map, experienced incubation, and made their final decision.
e The DTT Group (Decision Thought Team) created a Thought Team, completed a
systematic decision description worksheet, consulted team members for their
opinions, experienced incubation, and made a decision.
e The DMTT Group (Decision Map and Thought Team) developed their Thought
Team, completed a systematic decision description worksheet, completed a
combined worksheet that included the decision map and Thought Team input,
experienced incubation, and made a final decision.
e DWOI Group (Decision without incubation) utilized the decision description
worksheet, and then made a decision.
e The CWI Group (Comparison with incubation) was asked to make a decision,

after they experienced incubation.
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e The CWOI Group (Comparison without incubation) made a decision without
engaging in any of the above activities.

2 (Thought Team vs. No Thought Team) X 2 (Mapping vs. No Mapping) Design
(Thought Team and Mapping groups included decision description and incubation)

Mapping No Mapping
Thought Team DMTT group DTT group
No Thought Team DM group D group (overlap)

2 (Decision Description vs. No Decision Description) X 2 (Incubation vs. No Incubation)

Incubation No Incubation
Decision Description D group (overlap) DWOI group
No Decision Description CWI group CWOI group

Figure 1. — Two Overlapping 2X2 Designs

The current research addressed the following questions:
1. Given decision description and incubation, does Mapping affect college students’
attitudes, intentions, and behaviors concerning decision-making?
2. Given decision description and incubation, does the Thought Team affect college

students’ attitudes, intentions, and behaviors concerning decision-making?
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3. Given decision description and incubation, does the combination of Mapping and the
Thought Team affect college students’ attitudes, intentions, and behaviors concerning
decision-making?

4. Does decision description affect college students’ attitudes, intentions, and

behaviors concerning decision-making?

5. Does incubation affect college students’ attitudes, intentions, and behaviors

concerning decision-making?

6. Does the combination of decision description and incubation affect college

students’ attitudes, intentions, and behaviors concerning decision-making?

It was anticipated that the students in the Decision Map and Thought Team (DMTT)
group would be the most effective at decision-making; students in the Decision Thought Team
(DTT) group or the Decision Map (DM) group, depending on their learning styles or abilities,
would also make good decisions; and students in the Comparison with Incubation (CWI) or
Comparison without Incubation (CWOI) groups would benefit least from the intervention in
terms of improving their decision-making.

Method
Participants

Study participants were TCU undergraduates who received 5 hours of experimental credit
for their participation in The Go Point Study experiment. Students volunteered to participate in
this experiment by signing up online through TCU’s Psychology Department. The only criteria
needed for participation was enrollment at TCU. However, in order to receive full credit for
participation, they needed to participate in both sessions of the experiment, which were

scheduled one week apart at the same time and in the same location (a TCU lecture hall), and
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they needed to complete/return the assigned homework. Power analysis (Cohen, 1988)
suggested a sample of 250 be achieved to sufficiently detect moderate to large effects; however,
a sample of 288 was obtained. The final dataset contained 283 of which 77 were males (27%)
and 206 were females (73%). Five students attended session one only, thereby not being
included in the final analyses. The participants were randomly assigned one of seven colored
folders (colors represented the decision-making strategies investigated). The resulting groups
were: D Group (Decision, n = 41), DM Group (Decision Map, n = 39), DTT Group (Decision
Thought Team, n = 42), DMTT Group (Decision Map and Thought Team, n = 40), DWOI Group
(Decision without incubation, n = 41), CWI Group (Comparison with incubation, n = 40), and

CWOI Group (Comparison without incubation, n = 40). The seven group design is exhibited in

Figure 2.
Seven-Group Design
D= Decision Group (n=41)
e DM= Decision Mapping Group (n=39)
« DTT = Decision Thought Team Group (n=42)

* DMTT = Decision Mapping & Thought Team Group (n=40)
e DWOI = Decision without Incubation Group (n=41)

« CWI= Comparison with Incubation Group (n=40)

e CWOI= Comparison without Incubation Group (n=40)

Total sample of college students (n=283)

Figure 2: Seven-Group Design
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These groups were categorized to form independent variables. Team was used to
represent students in the DTT Group (Decision Thought Team) or in the DMTT Group (Decision
Map and Thought Team); whereas No Team were students in the D Group (Decision) or DM
Group (Decision Map). Students in the DM Group (Decision Map) or in the DMTT Group
(Decision Map and Thought Team) were referred to as Map; with the No Map students in the D
Group (Decision) or DTT Group (Decision Thought Team). Analyze is representative of the D
Group (Decision) or the DWOI Group (Decision without incubation); the No Analyze students
were in the CWI (Comparison with incubation) or CWOI (Comparison without incubation).
Finally, Incub stands for the D Group (Decision) or CWI (Comparison with incubation); with the
No Incub students in the DWOI Group (Decision without incubation) or CWOI Group
(Comparison without incubation).

This sample population was appropriate because TCU psychology students are likely
typical of most other private university psychology students. As previously stated, college
students in general struggle in their decision-making abilities, especially in regards to alcohol
(Johnston, et al., 2006), drugs (Clayton, 1992), risky sex behaviors (Eaton et al. 2006), and even
crime (i.e., Virginia Tech, April 16, 2007); TCU is no exception. On October 13, 2006, three
TCU students were accused and formally charged with raping a fourth student in one of the
men’s dormitory rooms. Furthermore, from the TCU Official Student Handbook (2007-2008,
p.28), the crime statistics for 2006 indicate there were a total of 36 burglaries (20 on campus, 16
in residence halls), 13 vehicle thefts (on campus), 10 cases of forcible sex offenses (5 on campus,
5 in residence halls) and 4 aggravated assaults (2 on campus, 2 in residence halls). Moreover, for
that same year (2006), there were 669 liquor law violations (342 on campus, 327 in residence

halls) with 26 resulting in actual arrests. Additionally in 2006, 26 drug law violations occurred
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(13 on campus, 13 in residence halls) and 3 weapon law violations (2 on campus and 1 in
residence halls). These statistics suggest that TCU students, as well as college students in
general, could benefit from better decision-making.

Procedures

Prior to session one, approval for the experiment and all materials were obtained from the
TCU student human subjects Institutional Review Board (IRB). In session one, informed
consents (Appendix A) were signed and privacy strictly maintained. No names were requested
on any of the materials other than the informed consent. The first session included
administration of the Index of Learning Styles Questionnaire (Appendix B) and implementation
of the decision-making strategies. Individually numbered colored folders filled with
experimental materials for the seven groups were randomly distributed as students entered the
lecture hall. Students were asked to follow the instructions in their folders and allowed to ask
questions for clarification. All seven groups followed the same procedures for their second
decision as they did for their first. The timing for all groups in session one was one hour and 45
minutes. Groups with less decision-making strategies had tasks such as unrelated stories and/or
logic puzzles to maintain equal timed sessions across groups.

At the end of session one, students were asked to remember the color and the number on
their folders to ensure that they would have their folder when they returned. Additionally, they
were reminded to bring their homework to session two. Homework corresponded with each
groups’ strategy. Additionally, at the end of session one the SEQ (Appendix C), the Feedback
Form (Appendix C), and the Delta Reading Vocabulary Test (Appendix B) were administered.
In session two, homework was turned in and discussed, and the Thinking Through Decisions

Survey (Appendix D), the Decision Advice Measure (Appendix E), and the Feedback Form (for
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second time) were administered. Debriefing and a question and answer time followed, closing
out the experiment. The decision-making research design is exhibited in Figure 3. A total of
three rounds (Round 1, n = 112; Round 2, n = 106; Round 3, n = 65) of data collection were
provided to increase the sample size. The complete version of all the strategies (Decision Map

and Thought Team — DMTT) is exhibited in Appendix F.

Decision-Making Research Design

’ Session One ‘

’ Randomization, Briefing, & Informed Consents ‘

’Index of Learning Styles Questionnaire‘

’ Implementation of 7 Group Interventions ‘

’ Session Evaluation Questionnaire & Feedback Form ‘

’ Delta Reading Vocabulary Test ‘

Homework Assignment Based on Group

’ Session Two ‘

’ Review Homework ‘

’ Thinking Through Decision Survey ‘

’ Decision Advice Measure ‘

’ Feedback Form, Debriefing, Q&A ‘

Figure 3: Decision-Making Research Design
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Individual Difference Measures

Index of Learning Styles Questionnaire. The Index of Learning Styles (ILS) consists of
44 items (11 for each of the four scales) whereby participants were asked to select either “a” or
“b” to indicate their answer. Only one answer is to be chosen, the one that applies most
frequently. The four learning style dimensions (scales) of the instrument were adapted from a
model developed in 1987 by Dr. Richard F. Felder and Linda K. Silverman. The four scales are
1) Active and Reflective Learners, 2) Sensing and Intuitive Learners, 3) Visual and Verbal
Learners, and 4) Sequential and Global Learners. ILS was developed for use by college students
and has only been validated for people of college age and older. Three studies have examined
the independence, reliability, and construct validity of the four instrument scales (Felder &
Spurlin, 2005; Zywno, 2003; Litzinger, Lee, Wise, & Felder, 2005). The authors conclude that
the ILS meets standard acceptability criteria for instruments of its type. The ILS served as an
individual difference measure to identity learning style differences.

Delta Reading Vocabulary Test. The Delta is a 45-item multiple-choice test of general
verbal ability that is a 10-minute timed test. Students choose one of five options that are most
synonymous with each target word. The Delta has been shown to have a moderate correlation (r
=.60) to more extensive verbal tests such as the verbal section of the scholastic aptitude test
(SAT — Dansereau, 1978). This instrument served to determine if individual reading differences
existed among the students.

Session and Strategy Satisfaction Measures

Session Evaluation Questionnaire (SEQ). The SEQ (form 4 version) includes 24 items in

a 7-point bipolar adjective format. The items are divided into two sections, session evaluation

(12 items) and post-session mood (12 items — Stiles, 1980). In the first section, the stem “This
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session was:” is designed for rating the session as bad-good, safe-dangerous, difficult-easy,
valuable-worthless, shallow-deep, relaxed-tense, unpleasant-pleasant, full-empty, weak-
powerful, special-ordinary, rough-smooth, and comfortable-uncomfortable. In the second
section, the stem begins with “Right now I feel:” and ratings ranged from happy-sad, angry-
pleased, moving-still, uncertain-definite, calm-excited, confident-afraid, wakeful-sleepy,
friendly-unfriendly, slow-fast, energetic-peaceful, involved-detached, and quiet-aroused. The
SEQ was administered to all groups at the end of the first session and served as a dependent
measure to test session satisfaction.

Feedback Form. The eight-item Feedback Form is an elaborated version of the six-item
version used in the pilot study. It was administered to all the groups at the end of session one
and at the end of session two. It provided input regarding how much students learned, how
useful the strategies were, and how hard/easy it was to understand the strategies. Specifically,
the first five items, based on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from Strongly Disagree to Strongly
Agree: 1) “You learned a lot from the Strategic Decision-Making module,” 2) “You are likely to
use these techniques in the future,” 3) “You chose important decisions in this module,” 4) “You
chose easy decisions in this module,” and 5) “It was hard to complete the strategies in this
module.” Items six and seven asked what was liked least and most about the module. Finally,
item eight asked participants to describe the amount of effort put forth. Three items were
utilized as dependent variables for two times of administration. Learnedl indicated students
having learned decision-making strategies in session one. Learned? represented students having
learned decision-making strategies in session two. The Usefull variable reported the usefulness

of the decision-making strategies in session one, and Useful2 was for useful strategies in session
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two. Easyl indicated how hard/easy it was to complete the strategies in session one and Easy2
for the second administration of the instrument.
Attitudes/Intentions Measure

Thinking Through Decisions Survey. The Thinking Through Decisions Survey is an
assessment of participants’ general decision-making measured through the use of a 5-point Likert
scale ranging from Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. This measure is the same assessment
used in the pilot study. It is a 5-page, 58-item survey comprised of three factors: Confidence,
Effort, and Influenced. It measured students’ attitudes and intentions regarding decision-making.
This dependent measure was administered to both the experimental and comparison groups at the
beginning of the second session.
Behavioral Skills Measure

Decision Advice Measure. The Decision Advice Measure is a behavioral measure
designed to capture the participants’ ability to utilize the decision-making strategies provided in
the intervention. It is based on the five stages of decision-making referenced in the Introduction
(Stages in Decision Making, 2007; Levin, Huneke, & Jasper, 2000; Slovic, Fischoff, &
Lichtenstein, 1977) and was designed so that students who received no decision-making
strategies in their intervention could potentially score as well as students in other groups. It
served as a dependent measure and was administered in session two. Students wrote out advice
to three given decision-making scenarios. Each scenario provided the potential of 15 points to be
earned (up to 3 points for each of the five components of effective decision-making): 1) decision
description, 2) developing options, 3) evaluating options, 4) developing plan, and 5) coherence,
for an overall total of 45 points for all three scenarios. The scoring sheet is exhibited in

Appendix E, along with the measure.
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The instrument was developed by thinking through realistic decision-making situations
where college students might be asked to provide decision-making advice. Originally, four
scenarios were written and piloted. Decision one was about a younger teenage sister who
discovered she was pregnant and the father of the child could not be identified. She was
confused, scared and wanted to act quickly. With tears she came to the participant, her older
sibling, for decision-making advice. Decision two described a fun friend who spends money
foolishly. He confided he was two months behind in his car payments and if within the week he
does not pay the $950, his car will be repossessed. He doesn’t have the money and turns to the
participant for decision-making advice. In Decision three, a childhood friend has been tested and
found to be HIV positive. He is afraid to tell anybody, especially his new girlfriend with whom
he had unprotected sex one time. He needs decision-making advice. The scenario for Decision
four was about a thin, cute, stylish girl, who is the envy of other girls. The participant accidently
walks into the bathroom and finds the girl forcing herself to throw-up. In embarrassment and
shame, the girl admits to bulimia and asks the participant for decision-making advice to break the
cycle. These four scenarios were timed and ranked in order of preference when piloted with a
small (n = 6) convenience sample of women. The ranking provided the means by which to
eliminate one scenario (bulimia), thereby creating the Decision Advice Measure consisting of
three scenarios. Participants were given 25 minutes to complete the three scenarios.

The five components represent five dependent variables in scoring. The first is Decision
Description in which students identify the seriousness of the decision, identify a deadline for the
decision, and identify potential obstacles. The second variable is Developing Options through
generating alternatives, organizing thoughts/options, and considering consequences. Evaluating

Options by seeking other’s recommendations, selecting from options, and testing thinking
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against an outer circle is the third variable. The fourth variable found in the Decision Advice
Measure is Developing a Plan through suggesting a time of reflection, identifying a starting
point, and creating a systematic plan. Lastly, the fifth variable is Coherence where students use
a logical sequence in their advice-giving, provides practical advice, and summarizes their
thoughts at the end of the advice. To insure unbiased scoring, the primary rater used a scoring
sheet outlining criteria to calculate scores. Furthermore, the primary rater had no knowledge of
the decision-making strategies utilized in the intervention and the data was scored without
knowledge of group assignment (blind). Lastly, to insure inter-rater reliability, at least 25% (71)
of the ratings were randomly selected from among the seven groups and scored by a second
rater.
Results

Preliminary Analyses

Scoring. The Thinking Through Decisions Survey contained some items that had been
constructed in a negative form on the 5-item Likert scale. These items were reversed scored so
that a higher score on any question reflected a positive improvement. For example, if the
participant answered “strongly agrees” to the statement “I have a history of making bad
decisions”, it would be reverse scored as “strongly disagree.” Whereas a participant answering
“strongly agree” to the statement “I’m usually happy with the decision I have made” which is not
reversed scoring would be left as “strongly agree.” Thus, all higher item scores indicate better
decision-making while lower scores indicate difficulty in decision-making. Negative items on
the SEQ were also reversed scored, as was one item on the Feedback Form.

Inter-rater Reliability. The Decision Advice Measure contained 3 scenarios which were

each scored by a primary rater. A second rater scored 25% (71) randomly selected measures to
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insure inter-rater reliability. Prior to scoring, the raters met for approximately one hour to
discuss scoring criteria. When scoring was complete, data were entered into a dataset and intra
class correlations were conducted as a check of agreement. Coefficients at .70 or higher were
considered an acceptable level of agreement. For each of the five components, the coefficients
were as follows: Decision Description (.82), Developing Options (.78), Evaluating Options (.71),
Developing a Plan (.86), and Coherence (.82).

Factor Analyses. In order to consolidate the data into a more manageable form for
further analyses, principal components factor analysis (with varimax rotation) was conducted on
the Thinking Through Decisions Survey. Although analysis was performed on the instrument
during the preliminary study in the fall of 2006, the sample size was considerably smaller (n =
35), thus the reason for conducting factor analysis again. The preliminary study had two-factors:
Confidence (11 items) and Choice (5 items). For the current study, a three-factor solution
yielded the Confidence factor (17 items), the Effort factor (8 items), and the Influenced factor (5
items). The original Choice factor was renamed Effort because it was a better fit after the
additional items were added. Factor loadings for the Thinking Through Decisions Survey are
exhibited in Table 1. A quota of at least three items per factor was set for the formation of the
composites. In forming factor scores, criteria for item inclusion on a factor was that the item’s
highest loading occurred on the factor and that the loading was .50 or greater (loadings ranged
from .50 to .73). For the SEQ, a two-factor solution yielded the Depth factor (5 items) and the
Smoothness factor (5 items) with loadings ranging from .52 to .77. Factor Loadings for the SEQ

are exhibited in Table 2.
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Table 1

Factor Loadings of Items from the Thinking Through Decisions Survey.

Factor Alpha Item Loading
Confidence .80 Not difficult 52
Same thoughts .54
Not depressed .50
Not confused .58
Decisions history .54
Happy .50
Change .58
Someone else .55
Not paralyzed .56
Thinking .56
Good decisions .64
Follow through Sl
No trouble 73
Like decisions .55
Improve .70
Not helpless .65
Not put off .55
Effort .89 Think hard .67
Figure choices 57
Organize .54
Time 52
Think over .60
Advance plan 52
Quick decisions .56
Examine choices 57
Influenced .90 Others want .59
Change mind .58
Others influence .66
Don’t go along .60

Others decide .58




Table 2

Factor Loadings of Items from the Session Evaluation Questionnaire.

Factor Alpha [tem Loading

Depth 73 Good 52
Valuable 71
Deep 58
Powerful 74
Special .64

Smoothness .69 Easy .58
Relaxed 72
Pleasant .54
Smooth 7
Comfortable .76

Primary Analyses

As described in the Introduction, the current study attempted to fill an important gap in
the literature, namely, to examine the effectiveness of potential components of a strategic brief
decision-making intervention with college students. To answer research questions 1-3, a series
of 2 (Thought Team vs. No Thought Team) X 2 (Mapping vs. No Mapping) multivariate
analyses of variance (MANOV As) were conducted on the dependent variables with Team, Map,
and the interaction of Team and Map as the independent variables. For research questions 4-6, a
second set of partially overlapping 2 (Decision Description vs. No Decision Description) X 2
(Incubation vs. No Incubation) MANOV As were conducted on the dependent variables with
Analyze and Incub, and the interaction of Analyze and Incub as the independent variables.
Multivariate Analysis of Covariance (MANCOVA) was not warranted given that students in the

groups did not differ by gender, by learning style, or by reading ability.
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Research questions 1-3. Given decision description and incubation, does Mapping, Thought
Team, and the combination of Mapping and Thought Team affect college students’ attitudes,
intentions, and behaviors concerning decision-making? In MANOVA One — Smoothness,
Depth, Learned1, Usefull, and Easyl were the five dependent variables, with Team, Map, and
the interaction of Team and Map as the independent variables. The overall MANOVA was
significant for Map, F (5, 154) = 2.39, p =.0406. For Learnedl, Map was significant F (1, 161)
= 8.89, p =.0033, and likewise for Usefull, Map F (1, 161) =9.15, p =.0029, was also
significant. An examination of the least squares means indicated that for Learnedl, the Map
students had higher mean scores (M = 3.94) than No Map students (M = 3.55) and for Usefull,
Map students were also higher (M = 3.79 versus M = 3.40). For the Map students, there were no
main effects or significant interactions for Easyl, Smoothness or Depth. There was no
significance found for Team or for the interaction of Team and Map in MANOVA One. Means
and standard deviations are exhibited in Tables 3 and 4.

Table 3

Raw Means and Standard Deviations for Session Evaluation Questionnaire (Map and Team).

Factor Condition Group N M SD
Smoothness Map Team 40 4.59 1.02
No Team 39 4.69 1.20

No Map Team 42 4.52 1.18

No Team 41 441 .99

Depth Map Team 40 5.23 .87
No Team 39 5.33 97

No Map Team 42 5.01 93

No Team 41 5.09 75
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Table 4

Raw Means and Standard Deviations for Feedback Form (Time 1 — Map and Team).

Factor Condition Group N M SD
Learnedl Map Team 40 3.93 .76
No Team 39 3.95 72

No Map Team 42 3.50 .94

No Team 41 3.61 .80

Usefull Map Team 40 3.68 .80
No Team 39 3.90 75

No Map Team 42 3.26 .83

No Team 41 3.54 .87

Easyl Map Team 40 2.58 1.03
No Team 39 2.67 1.06

No Map Team 42 2.52 .99

No Team 41 2.70 1.05

In MANOVA Two, there were five dependent variables, Decision Description,
Developing Options, Evaluating Options, Developing a Plan, and Coherence, along with the
same independent variables (Team, Map, and the interaction of Team and Map) found in
MANOVA One. The overall MANOVA for Thought Team was significant F (5, 153) =3.00, p
=.0130 and for the interaction of Team and Map F (5, 153) =3.10, p=.0108. Team main
effects were found for Developing Options F (1, 160) = 10.53, p =.0014; Evaluating Options F
(1, 160) =7.43, p =.0072; Developing a Plan F (1, 160) = 5.18, p =.0243; and Coherence F (1,
160) =4.69, p=.0319. For Decision Description, no significant main effects or interactions
were revealed for Team or Map. Examination of the least squares means for Developing Options
indicated Team participants (M = 5.26) were higher than No Team (M = 4.29). For Evaluating

Options, Team (M = 3.31 versus M = 2.68) was higher; for Developing a Plan, Team (M =3.11
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versus M = 2.47) was again higher, and for Coherence, Team also showed greater levels than No

Team (M =4.72 versus M = 4.14). No significant main effects were found for Map in

MANOVA Two. Means and standard deviations are exhibited in Table 5.

Table 5

Raw Means and Standard Deviations for Decision Advice Measure (Map and Team).

Factor Condition Group N M SD
Decision Description Map Team 39 4.67 1.42
No Team 39 4.74 1.68
No Map Team 42 5.17 1.75
No Team 41 4.44 1.03
Developing Options Map Team 39 4.90 1.91
No Team 39 4.79 1.81
No Map Team 42 5.62 2.01
No Team 41 3.78 1.84
Evaluating Options Map Team 39 2.97 1.29
No Team 39 3.05 1.49
No Map Team 42 3.64 1.74
No Team 41 2.32 1.23
Developing Plan Map Team 39 2.51 1.73
No Team 39 2.69 1.56
No Map Team 42 3.71 2.29
No Team 41 2.24 1.47
Coherence Map Team 39 4.43 1.54
No Team 39 4.44 1.35
No Map Team 42 5.00 2.19
No Team 41 3.85 1.48
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The interaction Team and Map was significant for Developing Options F (1, 160) = 8.42,
p =.0042 and for Evaluating Options F (1, 160) =9.37, p =.0026. Additionally, the interaction
for Team and Map revealed significant effects for Developing a Plan P F (1, 160) = 8.45, p =
.0042 and for Coherence F (1, 160) =4.69, p =.0319. The overall pattern on all the post hoc
analyses for the interaction revealed Team and No Map were the highest performers for the four
dependent variables; whereas No Map and No Team were the lowest. Patterns of significance
fluctuated with the other combinations of groups.

MANOVA Three had three dependent variables — Learned2, Useful2, and Easy2, with
Team, Map, and the interaction of Team and Map as independent variables. No significant main
effects or interactions were found. Means and standard deviations are exhibited in Table 6.
MANOVA Four also had three dependent variables — Confidence, Effort, and Influenced with
Team, Map, and the interaction of Team and Map as independent variables. No significance was
found. Means and standard deviations are exhibited in Table 7.

In summary, participants in the Mapping groups reported that in session 1 they learned
more and found mapping to be useful more than No Map. However, participants in the No Map
group did not have the opportunity to learn mapping. In the Team groups, students utilized the
strategies of developing options, evaluating options, developing plans, and they had coherence in
their decision-making advice more than the No Team students. Additionally, for the interaction
of Team and Map, the Team and No Map combination had the highest means while the No Map

and No Team had the lowest.
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Table 6

Raw Means and Standard Deviations for Feedback Form (Time 2 — Map and Team).

Factor Condition Group N M SD
Learned2 Map Team 40 3.73 .68
No Team 39 3.62 78

No Map Team 43 3.63 72

No Team 41 3.51 95

Useful2 Map Team 40 3.63 7
No Team 39 3.74 75

No Map Team 43 3.40 .85

No Team 41 3.49 .87

Easy2 Map Team 40 2.38 1.03
No Team 39 2.23 .68

No Map Team 43 2.26 .88

No Team 41 2.39 .86

Research questions 4-6. Does decision description, incubation, and the combination of decision

description and incubation affect college students’ attitudes, intentions and behaviors

concerning decision-making? Five dependent variables (Smoothness, Depth, Learned1, Usefull,

and Easyl) were included in MANOVA Five. The independent variables were Analyze, Incub,

and the interaction of Analyze and Incub. The overall MANOVA was not significant for

Analyze or Incub or for the interaction of Analyze and Incub. Means and standard deviations are

exhibited in Tables 8 and 9.
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Table 7

Raw Means and Standard Deviations for Thinking Through Decisions Survey

(Map and Team).
Factor Condition Group N M SD
Confidence Map Team 39 3.53 49
No Team 39 3.36 .69
No Map Team 43 3.50 58
No Team 41 3.54 .61
Effort Map Team 39 4.08 47
No Team 39 3.96 A48
No Map Team 43 3.96 S1
No Team 41 4.00 52
Influenced Map Team 39 3.75 .70
No Team 39 3.49 .70
No Map Team 43 3.63 T2
No Team 41 3.66 73
Table 8
Raw Means and Standard Deviations for Session Evaluation Questionnaire
(Analyze and Incub).
Factor Condition Group N M SD
Smoothness Analyze Incub 41 4.41 .99
No Incub 41 4.52 1.22
No Analyze Incub 38 491 1.04
No Incub 39 4.56 1.25
Depth Analyze Incub 41 5.09 75
No Incub 41 4.96 1.03
No Analyze Incub 38 4.88 .86
No Incub 39 4.60 .96
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Table 9

Raw Means and Standard Deviations for Feedback Form (Time 1 — Analyze and Incub).

Factor Condition Group N M SD
Learnedl Analyze Incub 41 3.61 .80
No Incub 41 3.29 1.08

No Analyze Incub 38 3.37 94

No Incub 39 2.77 1.11

Usefull Analyze Incub 41 3.54 .87
No Incub 41 3.17 1.05

No Analyze Incub 38 3.24 1.00

No Incub 39 2.87 .92

Easyl Analyze Incub 41 2.71 1.05
No Incub 41 2.56 1.07

No Analyze Incub 38 2.47 .86

No Incub 39 2.31 95

In MANOVA Six, the dependent variables were Decision Description, Developing
Options, Evaluating Options, Developing a Plan, and Coherence, and the independent variables
were Analyze, Incub, and the interaction of Analyze and Incub. The overall MANOVA for
Analyze was significant F (5, 153) =2.33, p = .0447, but not for Incub or for the interaction of
Analyze and Incub. Significant effects were found for Developing Options with the Analyze
group F (1, 160) = 5.06, p =.0259. Additionally, for Developing a Plan, Analyze was significant
F (1, 160)=5.71, p=.0181 and for Coherence, Analyze once again was significant F (1, 160) =
3.82, p=.0525. Interestingly however, an examination of the least squares means indicated for
Developing Options, the No Analyze students had higher means (M = 4.64) than did the Analyze
group (M = 3.98). Likewise for Developing a Plan, No Analyze showed higher means (M =

2.54) than Analyze (M = 1.97). For Coherence, the means continued in the same direction with
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No Analyze students having higher means (M = 4.18) and Analyze having lower (M = 3.71).

Means and standard deviations are exhibited in Table 10.

Table 10

Raw Means and Standard Deviations for Decision Advice Measure (Analyze and Incub).

Factor Condition Group N M SD
Decision Description Analyze Incub 41 4.44 1.03
No Incub 40 4.60 1.10
No Analyze Incub 40 4.50 1.45
No Incub 40 4.55 1.36
Developing Options Analyze Incub 41 3.78 1.84
No Incub 40 4.18 1.72
No Analyze Incub 40 4.90 1.85
No Incub 40 4.38 2.02
Evaluating Options Analyze Incub 41 2.32 1.23
No Incub 40 2.30 1.02
No Analyze Incub 40 2.80 1.24
No Incub 40 2.53 1.30
Developing Plan Analyze Incub 41 2.24 1.47
No Incub 40 1.70 1.40
No Analyze Incub 40 2.75 1.80
No Incub 40 2.33 1.31
Coherence Analyze Incub 41 3.85 1.48
No Incub 40 3.58 1.30
No Analyze Incub 40 4.38 1.55
No Incub 40 3.98 1.64
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In MANOVA Seven, there were three dependent variables, Learned2, Useful2, and

Easy2, with Analyze, Incub, and the interaction of Analyze and Incub as independent variables.

The overall MANOVA for Analyze was not significant, neither for the Incub students nor for the

interaction of Analyze and Incub. Means and standard deviations are exhibited in Table 11.

MANOVA Eight included three dependent variables, Confidence, Effort, and Influenced along

with Analyze, Incub, and the interaction of Analyze and Incub as independent variables. No

significant differences were found for Analyze or for Incub or for the interaction of Analyze and

Incub. Means and standard deviations are exhibited in Table 12.

Table 11

Raw Means and Standard Deviations for Feedback Form (Time 2 — Analyze and Incub).

Factor Condition Group N M SD
Learned2 Analzye Incub 41 3.51 .95
No Incub 40 3.30 1.20

No Analyze Incub 40 3.20 1.04

No Incub 40 2.75 1.03

Useful2 Analyze Incub 41 3.49 .87
No Incub 40 3.43 1.11

No Analyze Incub 40 3.25 95

No Incub 40 3.00 1.11

Easy2 Analyze Incub 41 2.39 .86
No Incub 40 2.40 .84

No Analyze Incub 40 2.53 91

No Incub 40 2.18 .87
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Table 12

Raw Means and Standard Deviations for Thinking Through Decisions Survey
(Analyze and Incub).

Factor Condition Group N M SD
Confidence Analyze Incub 41 3.54 .61
No Incub 41 3.31 .69

No Analyze Incub 40 3.45 .62

No Incub 40 3.38 57

Effort Analyze Incub 41 4.00 .52
No Incub 41 4.09 38

No Analyze Incub 40 4.04 Sl

No Incub 40 4.02 .57

Influenced Analyze Incub 41 3.66 73
No Incub 41 3.42 75

No Analyze Incub 40 3.40 .85

No Incub 40 3.57 .76

In summary, the students in the Analyze groups did not perform as well as the No
Analyze students in developing options, developing plans, or providing coherence in their
decision-making advice.

Discussion

As stated in the Introduction, the focus of this research was to explore college students’
attitudes, intentions, and behaviors concerning decision-making. The literature on college
students’ decision-making suggests they sometimes make impulsive, emotionally influenced,
risk-taking, and sensation-seeking decisions without fully understanding the nuances of their
decisions or sensitivity to the consequences (Reyna & Farley, 2006). Overall, the findings of the

present study further understanding and contribute to the literature regarding college students’
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decision-making. There appears to be three key trends to have emerged from the results of
Mapping, Thought Team, and the combination of Decision Description and Incubation.
Mapping

Mapping students did not significantly differ from non-mapping students in advising
others in the five components of effective decision-making. This was a surprising finding,
especially in light of the fact that Map students reported having learned more and found the
intervention to be useful. Simply said, the initial impact of the training provided new learning
and was found useful, but the learning did not translate into being able to utilize it to assist in
giving decision-making advice. Additionally, mapping training did not appear to contribute to
the students’ confidence levels, or affect the amount of effort exerted in decision-making, or
impact the level of influence others may have had over them when making decisions.

There are several potential reasons for these results. First, although mapping was not
significant, higher means in the Decision Advice Measure as seen in Table 5, could indicate that
mapping requires more intensive training than what was provided in the brief intervention and if
greater training was given it could lead to better performance. Second, perhaps the Decision
Advice Measure did not provide a reasonable way for the students to demonstrate mapping,
therefore, it was not recommended. Third, it is possible that mapping students would not think
to advise others with a strategy they themselves had just learned, and the receiver of the advice
might likely not know. Lastly, given the impulsive nature and immaturity of college students,
perhaps map students did not feel it necessary to suggest that the decision-makers take the time
to organize their thoughts. Previous research with college students has found they sometimes

have the tendency to simplify the decision-making process (Onken, Hastie, & Revelle, 1985).
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Team

The findings in the current study revealed that Team students, particularly in the Team-
No Team condition, scored high on developing and evaluating options, developing plans, and
providing coherence in their decision-making advice, and yet were the only ones among the
other student groups (Map, Analyze, and Incub) who did not initially report having learned from
the intervention or having found it useful. A study from Gehlbach (2000) found that individuals
who use social perspective taking are more likely to include the recommendations of family and
friends, and others in whom they have regular contact, because of their familiarity. It is
reasonable to imagine that this familiarity may provide an explanation for why Team students
were able to utilize the training, but didn’t report learning anything new. In other words, perhaps
Team students may not have seen the Thought Team strategy as providing learning or being
useful because it was not novel; students were familiar with the notion of thinking “What would
Mom or Dad advise me to do in this situation?” If this were the case, theoretically speaking,
Thought Team training could be viewed as a priming device bringing out what was already
known, rather than providing a new learning experience. In contrast to the Map students who
reported learning from the intervention, Team students may have found the Thought Team
training information more like a refresher course. This priming effect could then be translated
into advice giving, and later perhaps it might affect the individuals themselves in their own
personal decision-making confidence.

The Judge Advisor System Model stems from the notion that a decision-maker (judge)
seeks recommendations from others who act as advisors (Sniezek, 1999). Given the immense
number of decision-making situations that arise daily, giving decision-making advice is not a

trivial matter, but rather plays an important role in many social relationships. From the results
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examined in this study, it appears as though Team students were able to serve as advisors by
providing coherent advice in developing and evaluating options and developing a plan, thereby
playing a potentially key role in the lives of judges/decision-makers.

Decision Description and Incubation

Another surprising result was found when comparing the Analyze group with the non-
analyzing group. Significantly higher scores for developing options, developing a plan, and for
coherence was found for the non-analyzing group in the advice giving task. Said another way,
the comparison students were better able to utilize three of the five components of effective
decision-making than the Analyze students who received the training. Why did performance
decrease for Analyze students? The answer is unclear. Also unclear are the non-significant
results for the incubation students.

In an attempt to speculate about probable causes for these results, it seems as though both
decision description and incubation are each only one piece of a large decision-making strategy.
Decision description was designed to be conducted at the beginning of decision-making to
identify the seriousness of the decision, decision deadlines, and potential obstacles. Incubation,
on the other hand, was to be used after examination of the options and consequences, and after
gaining recommendations. It was to be conducted at the end of decision-making, as the last step
before a final decision was made. Therefore, it is likely that decision description and incubation
were “disconnected” when used without Mapping or the Thought Team.

Furthermore, for the incubation results, it is also possible that there was not enough time
given for incubation to occur. In the groups receiving incubation training, the students were
asked to read an interesting story and write their thoughts on the story prior to making a final

decision. Perhaps this was not enough incubation time and rather than incubation occurring
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during the opportunity given, there was only a time of delay or latency in training. If the
experimental treatment had been planned for an implementation of several sessions and more
time for incubation was built into the design, then it is conceivable that the results with this
independent variable may have been different. Although incubation was not significant when
compared with non-incubation, the cognitive maxims of “look before you leap”, “think before
you act”, and “sleep on it” are typically still good practices to follow.
Limitations

Caution must be exercised in interpreting these results. First, the decision-making
strategy was indeed brief — consisting of only one implementation session. Many brief
interventions are a minimum of four sessions implemented over a two-week period or sometimes
longer. Second, the results of the Thinking Through Decisions Survey may have been influenced
by time of administration. In the pilot study, where group and gender differences were observed,
the survey was administrated two days after the intervention, whereas in the current study it was
administered one week later. Therefore, the accuracy of the results can only be assumed. Third,
piloting of the scenarios would have been more appropriate if conducted with college students, a
larger sample, both genders rather than the small convenience sample used, and scenarios that
were not gender specific. Fourth, the gender composition of the sample was unbalanced with
27% males and 73% females participating creating a question about generalizability. Lastly,
Decision Description was the only component of the five advice measures that was not
significant for any of the groups. Perhaps this is because the component was not as well
developed as the other components. Another likely reason may be that more intensive training in

decision description was needed but not provided in this group study. It is interesting to note,
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however, that for the other four components of effective decision-making, significance was
found with the Team students thereby contributing to the validity of the measure.
Summary

This research explored college students’ attitudes, intentions, and behaviors following
exposure to brief decision-making techniques utilizing decision description, decision mapping,
multiple social perspective-taking, and incubation. Despite the limitations, the current study
appears to make several notable contributions to the literature. First, it replicates the literature in
demonstrating that the Thought Team is a portable and powerful method for making effective
decisions (Atha-Weldon & Dansereau, 2006). This is important as college students daily face
decisions that can have life-long repercussions (Herrnstein & Prelec, 1992; Slovic, 2000).
Furthermore, given that students do not always take the time to organize their thoughts but rather
uncomplicate the decision-making process (Onken, Hastie, & Revelle, 1985), the simplicity of
the Thought Team may be especially appealing to college students. Second, although prior
research has shown mapping to aid in understanding decision-making (Dansereau, 2005), the
current research did not reveal significant results to support it although higher means were
identified in Table 5. This is important because this knowledge may assist in future decision-
making research designs to include more intensive mapping training and/or better mapping
measures. Third, the evaluation of four components may have diluted the effect of any one
component. This is important because future research might consider testing only one or two
components at one time. Finally, a review of the college student decision-making literature
didn’t uncover any other evaluations of the components of decision-making strategies. This first
attempt at bridging this literature gap, explored college students’ attitudes, intentions, and

behaviors following brief exposure to decision-making strategies. This is important because the
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current study provides some preliminary evidence to suggest that the effectiveness of college
students’ decision-making ability, in particular advice giving, will likely increase when provided
with simple, yet powerful strategies.
Future Directions

In addition to the components included in the current study that examined four decision-
making strategies, future research should examine these strategies for more than just decision-
making. For example, the Thought Team has been used during therapeutic writing (Czuchry &
Sia, 1998), to enhance the writing process, improve problem solving (Galinsky & Moskowitz,
2000), increase creativity, promote insight, assist in recall, contribute to one’s self-efficacy and
self-confidence, and stimulate enjoyment (Atha-Weldon & Dansereau, 2006). Creating and
designing an intervention that would include some or all of these cognitive domains in training,
could provide opportunities for reinforcement, rehearsal, retrieval, and review thereby
underscoring the practical benefits of the strategy and increasing retention and its long-term
usefulness. Ideally, future research should include larger sample sizes, multiple measures of

general and strategy-specific domains and longitudinal data collection methods.

53



References

Abbate, C. S., Isgro, A., Wicklund, R. A., & Boca, S. (2006). A field experiment on perspective
taking, helping, and self awareness. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 28(3), 283-
287.

Atha-Weldon, C., & Dansereau, D. F. (2006). Thought Team: Two or three additional
perspectives enhance benefits of problem-based writing. Unpublished manuscript.

Ballesteros, J., Gonzalez-Pinto, A., Querejeta, 1., & Arifio, J. (2004). Brief interventions for

hazardous drinkers delivered in primary care are equally effective in men and women.
Addiction, 99, 103-108.

Bechara, A., Damasio, H., Tranel, D., & Anderson, S. W. (1998). Dissociation of working
memory from decision making within the human prefrontal cortex. The Journal of
Neuroscience, 18(1), 428-437.

Bernstein, W. M., & Davis, M. H. (1982). Perspective-taking, self-consciousness, and accuracy
in person perception. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 3(1), 1-19.

Brownlee, S., Hotinski, R., Pailthorp, B., Ragan, E., & Wong, K. (1999). Inside the teen brain.
U.S. News and World Report. Retrieved: July 30, 2007 from
http://scholar.google.com/scholar.

Burack, J. A., Flanagan, T., Peled, T., Sutton, H. M., Zygmuntowicz, C., & Manly, J. T. (2006).
Social perspective-taking skills in maltreated children and adolescents. Developmental
Psychology, 42(2), 207-217.

Chandler, M. J. (1973). Egocentrism and antisocial behavior: The assessment and training of
social perspective-taking skills. Developmental Psychology, 9(3), 326-332.

Clayton, R. (1992). Transitions in drug use: Risk and protective factors. In M. Glantz & R.
Pickens (Eds.), Vulnerability to drug abuse (pp. 15-52). Washington D.C.: American
Psychological Association.

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the behavioral sciences (Second ed.). Hillsdale,
New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc

Czuchry, M., & Sia, T. L. (1998). Mentally invoking the perspectives of others to facilitate
problem solving. In D. F. Dansereau & S. M. Dees (Eds.), TCU cognitive skills series.
Fort Worth: Institute of Behavioral Research, Texas Christian University.

Dansereau, D. F. (1978). The development of a learning strategy curriculum. In H. F. O’Neil, Jr.
(Ed.), Learning Strategies, (pp. 1-29). New York: Academic Press.

54



Dansereau, D. F. (2005). Mapping the journey: A treatment guide book. In D. F. Dansereau & D.
D. Simpson (Eds.), Brief interventions from the TCU Treatment Systems. Fort Worth:
TCU Institute of Behavioral Research.

Dansereau, D. F., & Dees, S. M. (2002). Mapping training: The transfer of a cognitive
technology for improving counseling. Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment, 22, 219-
230.

Decety, J., & Jackson, P. L. (2006). A social-neuroscience perspective on empathy. Current
Directions in Psychological Science, 15(2), 54-58.

Dees, S. M., & Dansereau, D. F. (1993). Using schematic organizers to help college students
organize personal concepts and behavior related to alcohol and cocaine use. Addictive
Behaviors, 18, 645-657.

Deutsch, M. (1993). Educating for a peaceful world. American Psychologist, 48(5), 510-517.

Dijksterhuis, A., & Nordgren, L. F. (2006). A theory of unconscious thought. Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 1(2), 95-109.

Duke University Medical Center. (2006, March). Researchers see individual differences in brain
activation depending on person's preferences or aversions to risk. Retrieved July 26,
2007, from http://www.news-medical.net.

Eaton, D., Kann, L., Kinchen, S., Ross, J., Hawkins, J., Harris, W. A, et al., (2006). Youth Risk
Behavior Surveillance — United States, 2005. MMWR Surveillance Summaries, 55(SS-5),
1-33.

Ernst, M., & Paulus, M. P. (2005). Neurobiology of decision making: A selective review from a
neurocognitive and clinical perspective. Biological Psychiatry, 58(8), 597-604.

Felder, R. M., & Spurlin, J. E. (2005). Applications, reliability, and validity of the Index of
Learning Styles. International Journal of Continuing Engineering Education and Life-
Long Learning, 21(1), 103-112.

Fellows, L. K. (2006). Deciding how to decide: Ventromedial frontal lobe damage affects
information acquisition in multi-attribute decision making. Brain, 129, 944-952.

Fellows, L. K., & Farah, M. J. (2005). Different underlying impairments in decision-making
following ventromedial and dorsolateral frontal lobe damage in humans. Cerebral
Cortex, 15, 58-63.

Foster, S. J. (2001). Historical empathy in theory and practice: Some final thoughts. In O. L.

Davis & E. A. Yeager & S. J. Foster (Eds.), Historical empathy and perspective taking in
the social studies (pp. 167-181). Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield.

55



Galinsky, A. D., Ku, G., & Wang, C. S. (2005). Perspective-taking and self-other overlap:
Fostering social bonds and facilitating social coordination. Group Processes &
Intergroup Relations, 8(2), 109-124.

Galinsky, A. D., & Moskowitz, G. B. (2000). Perspective-taking: Decreasing stereotype
expression, stereotype accessibility, and in-group favoritism. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 78(4), 708-724.

Gardner, M., & Steinberg, L. (2005). Peer influence on risk taking, risk preference, and risky
decision making in adolescence and adulthood: An experimental study. Developmental
Psychology, 41(4), 625-635.

Gehlbach, H. (2004). A new perspective on perspective taking: A multidimensional approach to
conceptualizing an aptitude. Educational Psychology Review, 16(3), 207-234.

Graham, A. W., & Fleming, M. S. (1998). Brief interventions: Practical problems in clinical
practice intervening in the continuum of use integrating brief interventions into primary
care. In A. W. Graham & T. K. Schultz (Eds.), Principles of addiction medicine (2nd ed.,
pp. 615-630). Chevy Chase, MD: American Society of Addiction Medicine, Inc.

Grunbaum, J. A., Kann, L., Kinchen, S., Ross, J., Hawkins, J., Lowry, R., et al., (2004). Youth
risk behavior surveillance — United States, 2003. MMWR Surveillance Summaries,
53(SS-2), 1-96.

Halpern, D. F. (1996). Thought & Knowledge: An introduction to critical thinking (third ed.).
Mahwah, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Halpern-Felsher, B. L., Biehl, M., Kropp, R. Y., & Rubinstein, M. L. (2004). Perceived risks and
benefits of smoking: Differences among adolescents with different smoking experiences
and intentions. Preventive Medicine, 39(3), 559-567.

Harvey, N., & Fisher, 1. (1997). Taking advice: Accepting, help, improving judgment and
sharing responsibility. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 70, 117-
133.

Herrnstein, R. J., & Prelec, D. (1992). A theory of addiction. In G. F. Loewenstein & J. Elster
(Eds.), Choice over time (pp. 331-361). New York: Russell Sage Press.

Hilton, T. L. (1962). Career decision-making. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 9(4), 291-298.

Hoffman, M. L. (2000). Empathy and moral development: Implication for caring and justice.
New York: Cambridge University Press.

Joe, G. W., Knezek, L., Watson, D., & Simpson, D. D. (1991). Depression and decision-making
among intravenous drug users. Psychological Reports, 68, 339-347.

56



Joe, G. W., & Simpson, D. D. (1995). HIV risks, gender, and cocaine use among opioid users.
Drug and Alcohol Dependence, 37(1), 23-28.

Johnston, L. D., O'Malley, P. M., Bachman, J. G., & Schulenberg, J. E. (2006). Monitoring the
future national survey results on drug use, 1975-2005. Volume II: College students and
adults ages 19-45 (NIH Publication No. 06-5884). Bethesda, MD: National Institute on
Drug Abuse.

Jonas, E., Schulz-Hardt, S., & Frey, D. (2005). Giving advice or making decisions in someone
else's place: The influence of impression, defense, and accuracy motivation on the search
for new information. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31(7), 977-990.

Knight, D. K., Dansereau, D. F., Joe, G. W., & Simpson, D. D. (1994). The role of node-link
mapping in individual and group counseling. American Journal of Drug Alcohol Abuse,
20(4), 517-5217.

Leppel, K. (2006). College binge drinking: Deviant versus mainstream behavior. The American
Journal of Drug and Alcohol Abuse, 32, 519-525.

Levin, I. P., Huneke, M. E., & Jasper, J. D. (2000). Information processing at successive stages
of decision making: Need for cognition and inclusion-exclusion effects. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 82(2), 171-193.

Litzinger, T. A., Lee, S. H., Wise, J. C., & Felder, R. M. (2005). A study of the reliability and
validity of the Felder-Soloman Index of Learning Styles. Paper presented at the 2005
American Society for Engineering Education (ASEE) Annual Conference, Portland, OR.

Mau, W. C., & Jepsen, D. A. (1992). Effects of computer-assisted instruction in using formal
decision-making strategies to choose a college major. Journal of Counseling Psychology,
39(2), 185-192.

Miller, S., Exner, T. M., Williams, S. P., & Ehrhardt, A. A. (2000). A gender-specific
intervention for at-risk women in the USA. AIDS Care, 12(5), 603-612.

Moreland, J. R., Harren, V. A., Krimsky-Montague, E., & Tinsley, H. E. A. (1979). Sex role self
concept and career decision making. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 26(4), 329-336.

Moyer, A., Finney, J. W., Swearingen, C. E., & Vergun, P. (2002). Brief interventions for
alcohol problems: A meta-analytic review of controlled investigations in treatment-
seeking and non-treatment-seeking populations. Addiction, 97, 279-292.

National Center for Statistics and Analysis. (2005). Traffic safety facts — 2005 data. Washington

DC: National Highway Transportation and Safety Administration: U.S. Department of
Transportation.

57



Nagqgvi, N., Shiv, B., & Bechara, A. (2006). The role of emotion in decision making. Current
Directions in Psychological Science, 15(5), 260-264.

O’Hare, M. M., & Tamburri, E. (1986). Coping as a moderator of the relation between anxiety
and career decision making. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 33(3), 255-264.

Onken, J., Hastie, R., & Revelle, W. (1985). Individual differences in the use of simplification
strategies in a complex decision-making task. Journal of Experimental Psychology,
11(1), 14-27.

O'Neil, J. M., Ohlde, C., Tollefson, N., Barke, C., Piggott, T., & Watts, D. (1980). Factors,
correlates, and problem areas affecting career decision making of a cross-sectional
sample of students. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 27(6), 571-580.

Parker, A. M., & Fischhoff, B. (2005). Decision-making competence: External validation
through an individual-differences approach. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 18,
1-27.

Phillips, S. D., Pazienza, N. J., & Ferrin, H. H. (1984). Decision-making styles and problem-
solving appraisal. Journal of Counseling Psychology, 31(4), 497-502.

Queen's University. (2002). Researchers identify decision-making area of the brain; results will
aid treatment for brain disorders: ADHD. Retrieved January 3, 2007 from http://
www.sciencedaily.com.

Ravlin, E. C., Meglino, B. M., & Adkins, C. L. (1988 August). Stability of work values:
Individual differences and relationship with decision making. Paper presented at the 96th
Annual Meeting of the American Psychological Association, Atlanta, GA.

Reyna, V. F., & Farley, F. (2006). Risk and rationality in adolescent decision making:
Implication for theory, practice, and public policy. Psychological Science in the Public
Interest (A supplement to Psychological Science), 7(1), 1-44.

Rokeach, M. (1960). The open and closed mind: Investigations into the nature or belief systems
and personality systems. New York: Basic Books.

Rubinton, N. (1980). Instruction in career decision making and decision-making styles. Journal
of Counseling Psychology, 27(6), 581-588.

Schermer, C. R., Moyers, T. B., Miller, W. R., & Bloomfield, L. A. (2006). Trauma center brief
interventions for alcohol disorders decrease subsequent driving under the influence
arrests. The Journal of Trauma Injury, Infection, and Critical Care, 60(1), 29-34.

Slovic, P. (2000). What does it mean to know a cumulative risk? Adolescents' perceptions of

short-term and long-term consequences of smoking. Journal of Behavioral Decision
Making, 13, 259-266.

58



Slovic, P., Fischoff, B., & Lichtenstein, S. (1977). Behavioral decision theory. Annual Review of
Psychology, 28, 1-39.

Sniezek, J. A. (1999). Judge advisor systems theory and research and applications to
collaborative systems and technology. Paper presented at the Proceedings of the 32nd
Hawaii International Conference on System Sciences, Hawaii.

Sniezek, J. A., & Buckley, T. (1995). Choice accuracy and confidence in Judge Advisor
Decision Making Systems. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes,
62(2), 159-174.

Stages in decision making. Retrieved July 26, 2007, from http://
www.decision-making-confidence.com/stages.

Stevenson, M. K. (1993). Decision making with long-term consequences: Temporal discounting
for single and multiple outcomes in the future. Journal of Experimental Psychology:
General, 122(1), 3-22.

Stiles, W. B. (1980). Measurement of the impact of psychotherapy sessions. Journal of
Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 48, 176-185.

TCU Official Student Handbook. (2007-2008). Crime Statistics. Fort Worth: Texas Christian
University.

Underwood, B., & Moore, B. (1982). Perspective-taking and altruism. Psychological Bulletin,
91(1), 143-173.

University of Florida Health Science Center. (2006). Drug exposure before birth could affect
kids' decision-making skills. Retrieved January 3, 2007, from http://
www.medicalnewstoday.com.

University of Missouri-Columbia. (2007). Decision-making ability impaired among binge
drinking college students. Retrieved August 2, 2007, from http://
www.medicalnewstoday.com/articles.

Useem, M. (2006). The GO Point. New York: Crown Publishing Group, a division of Random
House, Inc.

Wechsler, H., Davenport, A., Dowdall, G., Moeykens, B., & Castillo, S. (1994). Health and
behavioral consequences of binge drinking in college: A national survey of students at
140 campuses. Journal of the American Medical Association, 272, 1672-1677.

Wilkins, D. C., Mengshoel, O. J., Chernyshenko, O., Jones, P. M., Hayes, C. C., & Bargar, R.
(1999). Collaborative decision making and intelligent reasoning in judge advisor
systems. Paper presented at the Proceedings of the 32nd Hawaii International Conference
on System Sciences, Hawaii.

59



Zywno, M. (2003). A contribution to validation of score meaning for Felder-Soloman's Index of
Learning Styles. Paper presented at the 2003 American Society for Engineering
Education (ASEE) Annual Conference, Nashville, TN.

60



Appendix A

Student Informed Consent
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STATEMENT OF CONSENT - Fall 2007

I, the undersigned, do hereby give my informed consent to my participation in the GO Point.
I have been informed about each of the following:

The purpose of the study is to test a decision-making intervention.

The procedures of the study include filling out a packet and questionnaires, and completing and
returning decision-making homework. Homework will correspond to my group’s decision-
making strategies thereby reinforcing them. I agree to complete it outside of the lab. It should
take about 10-15 minutes.

The benefits of the study include the opportunity to be involved in psychological experiments like
the ones I’ve learned about in class.

The risks of the study are negligible. After the completion of the study, the experimenter will
answer any questions that [ may have about the procedures.

I understand that [ will receive credit for this experiment at its completion and I cannot receive
credit for participation in the current experiment more than once. Full credit will be issued for
participation in two sessions and returning completed homework.

I understand that [ may withdraw at any time before or during the experiment at my option.

Recognizing the importance of avoiding bias in the results of this experiment, I agree not to

discuss any of the details of the procedure with other participants. I understand that all of the research and
evaluation materials will be confidentially maintained. The means used to maintain confidentiality are:

L.

My data will be given a code number for research identification, and my name will be kept
anonymous.

2. Data, along with consent forms, will be kept in a locked file cabinet.
3. Only the investigators will have access to my identification data.
I understand that if I have questions concerning the research, I can call the following persons:
Janis T. Morey, Principal Investigator Dr. Donald F. Dansereau
Institute of Behavioral Research Department of Psychology
257-5926 Faculty Advisor
257-7410
Dr Christie Scollon Dr Timothy Hubbard
Chair, Dept of Psychology TCU Committee on Safeguards
Human Subjects Committee of Human Subjects—Psychology
257-7410 257-7410
Participant's Name (PLEASE PRINT) Date
Participant's Signature Phone Number
Participant's TCU Student ID# Professor
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Appendix B

Individual Differences Measures

1. Index of Learning Styles Questionnaire

2. Delta Reading Vocabulary Test
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Index of Learning Styles Questionnaire

TodaysDate: || | | | | | Gender: [_]

1. 1 understand something better afier | . Once 1 understand
O by it oud. O a. all the pares, I understand the whole thing.
O B think it throwgh. O b, the whole thing, | see how the parts fir,
2. 1 would rather be considered 9. In a study group working on difficult materials,
O . realistic. I am more likely to
O b. Innovative. O a. jump in and contribuse ideas,
Ob 1
3. When I think sbout what 1 did yesterday, b sie back and listen
I am maost likely to get 101 find it casier to
O a. a picture. O @ to learn facts,
Ob. wonds. O b. to learn concepts.
4, [ tend 1o

O a. undersiand details of o subject but may be fizzy about its overall structure.
O b, understand the overall structure but may be fuzzy about details,

5. When | am learning something new, it helps me to

O a. talk abour it
O b, think abour i,

. If 1 were o teacher, | would rather teach a course

O a, that deals with faces and real life situations.
O b, that deals with ideas and theories.

7. 1 prefer to get new information in

O a. pictures, diagrams, graphs, or maps.
O b, written directions or verbal information.

l_ 1of4 013B632340 _l
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11. In a book with lots of pictures and charts,
I am more likely 1o

O a. look over the pictures and charts carefully.
O b, focus on the writien text.

12. When [ solve math problems

O . usually work my way fo the solutions one step af a fime.
O b, [ often just see the solutions but then have fo struggle to figure ou the steps to get o them,

13. In classes | have taken

O a. | have wsually gotten to know many of the stidents,
O b. [ have rarely gotien to know many of the studenis,

14, In reading nonfiction, 1 prefier
O a. something that teaches me new facts ar tells me how to do something,
O b something that give me new ideas o think abou,

15. 1 like teachers

O a. who put a lot of diagrams on the board,
O b, [ have rarely gotien fo know many of the shidents,

16, When I'm analyzing a story or novel
O . [ think of the incidents and try fo put them together fo figure out the themes,
O b, 1 ko what the themes are when | finish reading then [ go back to incidents that demansirate them,

17. When | start a homework problem, | am more likely to
O @ start working on the solution immediarely.
O b, try to fully understand the problem flrst,
18. | prefier the idea of
O a. certainty.
O b, theory.

19, | remember hest

O a, what [ see.
O b, what [ hear.

20. It is more important to me thal an instructor

© a. lay out the material in clear sequential steps,
O b, pive me an overall piciure and relate the material to other subjects.

L 2of4 1864632347 _I




T 1
..ﬁ

21. | prefer to study
Qo in a study group.
O b. alone.
22, | am more likely 1o be considered
O a. cargful abowt the details of my work.
O b ereative about how to do my work.
23. When | get directions to a new place, | prefer

Qa. a map.
O b. written instructions.

24.1 leam

O a. at a fairly regular pace. [f I study hard, I'll “ger ",

O b. in fits and starts. 'l be totally confused and then suddenly it all “clicks.
25. 1| would rather first

O try things oul.

& b, think about how Pm going to do it
26. When | am reading for enjoyment, | like writer 1o

O a. clearly say what they mean,

© b, say thimgs in creative, interesting ways.,

27. When | see a diagram or sketch in class, | am most likely io remember
O a. the picture.
O b, what the instructor sald abour it

28. When considering a body of information, | am more likely to

© a. focus on the details and miss the big picture,

O b, try to understand the big picture before getting indo the details.
24, | more easily remember

Ova, gomething § have done.
O b, something I have thought a lof about,

30. When [ have to perform a task, I prefer 1o

O, master ope way of dodng it
O b, come up with new ways of doing i,

31, When someone is showing me data, 1 prefer

O a, charts or graphs,
O b, text summarizing the results,

32. When writing a paper, [ am more likely to

O a. work on the beginning of the paper and progress forward,
O b, work on different parts of the paper and then arder them.

3ol d BEASEI2ZAAS _l
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33. When | have to work on a group project, | first want to
O a have “group brainstorming” where everyone contribuses ideas.
O b. brainstrrom individually and then come together as a group fo compare ideas.
3. | consider it higher praise to call someone
O a. sensible.
O b. imaginative.
35. When I meet people at a party, | am more likely to remember
O a. what they looked like.
O b. what they said abowt themselves.
36. When 1 am leaming a new subject, | prefer to

O a. stay focused on that subject, learning as much about it as [ can,
O b, ery to make connections between that subfect and related sulyects,

37. I am more likely io be considered

O a, outgoing.
O b, reserved.

3E. | prefer courses that emphasize

O a. concrete material (facts, data).

O b, gbstret material fconcepts, theories).
39. For entertainment, | would rather

O a. waich television.
O b, read a book

40, Some teachers start their lectures with an outline of what they will cover, Such outlines are
C a, somewhat helpfil to me,
O by very felpful to e
41. The idea of doing homework in groups, with one grade for the entire group,
O a. appeals to me.
O b, does not appeal to me.

42, When [ am doing long caleulations,

O a. I tend to repeat all my steps and check my work carefily,

O b [ find checking my work liresome and have to foree myself o do it
43, [ tend to picture place | have been

O a. easily and fairly accurately.
O b, with difficulty and without much detail
44, When solving problems in a group, | would be more likely o

O a. think of the sieps in the solution process.
O b. think of possible consequences ar applications of the soluilon in a wide range of areas.

4ofd 20BE6I2I44 I
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FOR ADMINISTRATIVE PURFOSES

| [ ]

EREEEREEE

Delta Reading Vocabulary

Today's Ihtc:[ | || | " | |

MO DAY

SAMPLE: Large means

O 1, litle
02 big

O 3. anger
O 4. dot

O 5 red

I. Consecutive
O 1. derived

0 2. prior

O 3, successive

O 4 conclusion

0 5, immediate

1, Predict

O 1, cerfain
0 2, forecast
3. stale

O 4. before

Gender: 5:'

YR MorF

Instructions: Fill in the circle of the word that means the same as the word underlined.

You will have ten (10} minutes to complete the 45 items, MARK ONLY ONE CHOICE for each word.
5. Alternative 10. Retentinn 15. Mantissa
O, light O 1. camp O I manile
02, start O I imprison O 2 lady's scarl
03 align O 3. remember O 3 fish
O 4, change O 4. stop O 4. decimal log
035, choice 0 5 return O 5. fracrion
6. Interchangeable 11. Consolidate 16. Fulerum
0 ], substiture O 1. unite QI piver
02, mix O 2 box 02 bhow
0 3. aocesy O 3. genarate 0 3. axis
0 4, berween O 4 mix O o, angle
Q5 par O 5. dual 5. weight
7. Subset 12. Remote 17. Inductive
O I after O L dig O 1L chanrel
Q2 aid O 2. wirgless O 2, infer
O 3. destroy O 3. pay O 3. conductor
O 4 imtradivision O d, distant O d, demate
O 5. independent O 5 control O 5. impiicis

O 5. decide

3. Reguisition
& 1. enablexs

O 2 gives

O 3, demand
O 4L pay

O3, qudt

4. Frequeney
O 1. subsequent
2 2 seldom

O 3. repetition
Q4. silent

0 5, foud

8. Addendum
O . supplement
& 2 stupid

O 3. conlenis

2 4. preceds

O 5, quantity

0. Expend
O I, recover
2 2, consurme
03 warste

O d, fose

O 5. hasten

1of2

13. _Annotation
0 I, bother
0 2 explanation
O 3, anoint
O 4, against

0 5, polarize

14, Quadrant

O 1. consiant
O 2. fourth
O 3. radar

O 4L fangent
O 5. target

18. Invalidate
Q1. approve
O 2 correct
O3, anmul

O 4, evigent

O 5, ancillary

19, Syllogism
O i alone

0 2 same

0 3. deductive
Q4 wordy

0 5. comparison

2102265357 _I
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20. Gradient 26. Loam
Ol fulorum O 1 soil
O 2 laritude O 2 dune
O 3, guadran O 3 rock
O 4, ascending O o, warer
O 5, score O 5. geography
21. Augment 17, Succinec
O 1L prevent O 1. subsrituse
O 2, et O 2. lasty
O 3. figure O 3. brigf
O d, increase O 4. false
O 5 hole O 5 wordy
12. Latent 18, Inanimate
O . hidden O 1, cartoon
O 2. afier O 2, darmant
O 3. language O 3. lifeless
O 4. religion O 4, caricature
2 5. hanging O 5 weak
13, Ambiguous 19. Berate
O I unclear O I scold
O 2 mrassive O 2, madifv
O 3. seorvounding 2 3 evarlare
4 sreal O 4. careful
O 5, intelligibie O 5. measure

24, Futile

O 1 unfriendly
O 2 deadly

O 3, uselexs

O 4, sad

O 5, dangerous

25, Redundant
2 1. precise

O 2 guick

O 3, ecess

O 4. inconzistent
O 3, reliable

30. Plausible
O 1. befievable
O 2, permissible
O 3. countable
O 4, seatistical

0 5. mathematical

3. Technology

O I, difficult

0 2. applied science
0 3, aerospace

O 4. compulerization
O 5, aufomalion

31, Hypothesize
O AL water

O 2. angle

O 3, fake

O 4. ingincere

O 5, assume

2of2

33. Viscous
O 8, tall

& 2 proaf”
O 3 thick

& 4 hold

O 5, strong

34. Abate
2 i, incite

O 2 agree

O 3. slacken
O 4. crinminal

O35 fiy

35. Connote
O 4. explicir
0 2. dedice
0 3, imply

O, msical
0 5 short

36. Variahle
i guick

O 2 consistens
O 3. fTuctuate
O 4. reliable
O 3. guantity

37. Affluent
Q1. adlacent
O 2, opulent
0 3. greedy
O d, sufficient
05, siek

38. Criterion
O I, saendard
O 2, definition
O 3. visible

4 oritic

O A, explanation

39, Rescind
O I, arder

0 2. burn

0 3, revoke

O 4. pevforate
O 5, shorten

40. Infinity

O L conmipuite

& 2 wnlinited
O3 end

O 4. astronomical
O 5, conclusion

41. Remuneration
O 1. penaliy

O 2. accouniing

O 3, revenge

O 4, poavirent

O 5, worry

42. Impetuous
O I ream

O 2 rash

O 3. umexpected
O 4. dislike

O 5 imconsistent

43, Delete

O 1. ageression
O 2, forbidden
O 3, cancel

O 4, provoke

0 5. include

44, Quadratic
QI erratic

Q 2 cosine

O 3, sguared
O, fouar times

O 5. minus

45. Invincible
O 1. energetic

O 2, undefeated
0 3. conguered
O 4. concurred

O 5, elaseic

H930365357 |

69



Appendix C

Session and Strategy Satisfaction Measure

1. Session Evaluation Questionnaire (SEQ)

2. Feedback Form
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TCU Session Evaluation

Directions: Please place an “x” on each line to show how you feel about this session.

This session was:

—

Bad

Safe
Difficult
Valuable
Shallow
Relaxed
Unpleasant
Full

Weak

A A AR L A

10. Special
11. Rough
12. Comfortable

Right now | feel:

13. Happy
14. Angry
15. Moving
16. Uncertain
17. Calm

18. Confident
19. Wakeful
20. Friendly
21. Slow

22. Energetic
23. Involved
24. Quiet

Good
Dangerous
Easy
Worthless
Deep
Tense
Pleasant
Empty
Powerful
Ordinary
Smooth
Uncomfortable

Sad
Pleased
Still
Definite
Excited
Afraid
Sleepy
Unfriendly
Fast
Peaceful
Detached

Aroused
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Strategic Decision-Making
Feedback Form

(This module is still undar development; therefore your feadback is valuable.
Your honest responsés aré appreciated. )

How strongly do you agree or disagree with the following statements?

Disagree
[T} [7] (E]] (4}

1. You leamed a kot from the

Strategic Decision-Making module, ....... o o (n] [s]
2. You are likely to uge these

techniques in tha Fulure, ..., (8] (o] (2] (8]
3. You chose important decisions in

this modula. ... O [} [} O
4. You chose mx ;bsgm in

this modula. [RURRT & o O O
5. It was hard hmﬂws&m“

this moduba. - O [ O 0O

6. What did you like |gast about the modula?

7. What did you like most about the module?

8. Describe the amount of effort you put into session one/assigned homewaork,

Strategic Decision-Making Feedhack Form 907

Agree
(3}

o
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Appendix D

Attitudes/Intentions Measure

Thinking Through Decisions Survey
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- e - VTS
SR BN EEEREEES

Thinking Through Decisions Survey

Instruction Page

This survey asks questions about how you make decisions.

To complete the form, please mark your answers by completely filling in the appropriate circles.
PLEASE DO NOT FOLD FORMS. The examples below show how to mark the circles.

For Example — #

Persom 1. | like chocolate ice cream. ...........0 [ ] n] [s]
This person disagrees a little so she probably doesn 't fike chocolate ice cream.
Persom 2. | like chocolate ice cream. ............ e} O o o

This person likes chocolate ice cream a lod.

(%06) lof§

I_rru

B220164033 I
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Thinking Through Decisions Survey

PLEASE FILL IN THE CIRCLE THAT SHOWS YOUR ANSWER TO EACH ITEM.

»ih!

If T have an important decision to make 1 usually -
1. weait until the last minute. ...

2. go with my "gut™ feeling, ..o
3. think about how other people would handle it. .......

4. think hard about the choices | have. ........ccocinnnns
3. make a choice just to get it over with. ...
fi. hawe a difficult time thinking it through. ...

I:u:pgmngm the same thnughta without

8. lryluxvudllmhng-bouiuumuhu

o o 0 0 O O
o O 0 0 O 0
o Qo 0 0 O 0
o 9o 0 Qe 0 0
o o O O O O

O
o
O
&

11. write down my ideas to help me decide. ..................

13. try o figure what choices 1 have before

14, feel like I don't have any good choices. ...
15. feel it docsn't really matter what | decide. .o

o GG'D'E]
o o o0 O O
o o o0 0o o
o o o o o
o o o O 0O

o O

16. do what others want me 80 do. e

18, organize my thoughts to help me decide. oo,
19, get confused about Bow 10 40 1L .

0 00

o 00 0 O 0
oo 00 0 o O
9o 00 © 0 O
o o0 © 0 O

L ITW DECISION-MAKING (8106) 2afs 0977164037 _I




r

| ronovmomernenssosss [ [ [ ] ][ | INEREEE] ]
Disagree Agiee
Strongly  Disagree  Uncertain . Agree  Strongly
(L] {2 3 4} i3
How strongly do you agree or disagree
with each of the following statements?

20. | have a history of making bad decisions. ... O [a} O O
21. I'm usually happy with the decisions | have made, .. © &) 8] '®)
22, I can usually see how my decision 15 going o play

oul befiore Tmake 1l e ) 0 0 0 0
23, 1think it is a waste of time thinking about a

decision you need 0 make. ..o, o] o] o o
24, My friends are not very good decision makers. ....... O o o o o
25, T often chanpge my declsions, ..o, @] 8] 8] o
26. [ like to think things over before Lact . o O o o] o}
27, If I know [ might need to make a decision in the

future, | pla‘n in advance what I'm going

to i, R o e o o o]
28, | often wish someone ¢lse would make my

deCiSIONS FOr ME. oo emeeanes £ O o 0 s}
29, [ don't believe it matters much what | decide,

things just happen 10 Mg, oo of o) @] 9] e
300 [think "Mipping a coin® 15 as pood 4 way as any

10 make most decisions, ... G a a o
31, 1intend to make better decisions in the future, ........ o a] o]
32. In the future, | plan to take the time to think

through my important decisions. ... 0 o O o o
33, [ often chanpe my mind if other people don't

agree with me. SEUUTROORURIURO & | o O o] o
34, 1 become paralyzed when I have to make

BAECISION. (i O o] (a] o
35. Thinking about a decision too much just

COMTUSES TTIE. 1o iereseeties e e bsce et s bsamssaas fe) 0 0 ls! o

I_ FTR IECISION-MAKTNG (9906 Jofs T565164037 _I
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-

Agree

%ﬁv Uncertain__ Agree
) (&1 il
36. Dintend o make use of the npin[nns of others in
my future decisions. ... SORURUURTUR o | [ [s) 0 o
37. Dreally don't know how ]:lmp]c make
imporiant decisions. . o
3B, Tam a good decision Maker. ... £ o] O [ O
39, When [ make a decision, [ usually am able
to follow through with it e O o o] le] o]
40, Oher people have a strong infleence on what
Idecide o do. oo, O o o e} o
41. My emotions get in the way when 1 try Lo
itk 8 deCISION. oee e e la] O
42, I make decisions quickly. ... £ e}
43 | often have trouble making decisions, ... O ] O
44, | have decided to make future decisions by asking
m:.-s.dfh.nw others | respect would handle the
situation, . [ SR & | o [} [
45 1 don't like to make decisions, oo o] [u] o]
46. 1 think 1 need to improve my way of makmg
decisions. . S & O o o 0
47, ook at my past decisions to see where | went
AEhL OF WIBHE, . o} o} o e
48, 1 know how to make good decizions, ... e O o la] o o
449, 1 usua]]}' B0 a]ang with the decisions of
others. SO o (o] (o] ] o]
50, 1 have regrets over decisions [ have made
in the past. . ST URRURROO & o 4 8] o
31. I ofien feel helpless when it comes to making
BECITIONG, cvovirriiee s issrs s e e s enssnsss o o ] (o]
I_ FTR DECISION-MAKING (9/06) 4of5 EEB1E4094 _J
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52

33

34,

35,

56,

.

38,

e

T

g : L e 7 F
o srmomepreennigd | | | | N [ 1 ][]
i - y - ¥

%ﬁ DBH? £]] A?:fe 3'”}?;*

gree

I will continue making decisions the same way

I have in the past. ...

1 intend to make it a habit to examine possible

choices before deciding, ...

I ITM DECISION-MAKIMNG (9706)

I put off making decisions for as long a T can. ..
[ help other people with thetr decisions. ...

I often let others make my decisions for me. ...

I wish | could make good decisions. ...ovvervsereses

wanne )

s 2

weree

| learn from the bad decisions other people make. ©

5of5

oD 0

o

o}

o0 0

o
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Appendix E

Behavioral Skills Measure and Scoring Sheet

Decision Advice Measure
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Decision Advice Measure
Instructions

These scenarios measure the decision-making advice you would give to another person. Please
read each scenario thoughtfully and answer, with as much detail as possible, how you would
realistically help in the decision-making process in each of these given situations. The back of
the paper may be used if more space is needed. It should take about 15 minutes to complete.

Decision One —

Your teen-age sister, Kim, has just found out that she is pregnant. Since she is not sure who the
father is, she doesn’t want your parents to know. Her thinking is confused, she is scared, and
wants to act quickly. With tears she comes to you for advice. How would you help Kim make a
good decision?

80



Decision Two —

Jeff is a fun guy to hang out with but you have noticed that he spends money foolishly. Because
he really likes you and trusts you, he confided that he is two months behind in his car payments.
Yesterday, he received a letter that his car will be repossessed if he does not pay, within the
week, the $950 for the two payments. Jeff doesn’t have the money and called to ask you what he
should do. How would you help Jeff make a good decision?
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Decision Three —

Dave, who has been your friend since kindergarten, has just been tested and found to be HIV
positive. He is afraid to tell anybody, especially his new girlfriend, Emily, because he doesn’t
want to lose her. Dave and Emily had sex only once (before he knew he was a health risk) and
did not use protection. Over a couple of beers, he loosens up enough to tell you. How would
you help Dave make a good decision?
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SCALES
Decision Description
Identifies the seriousness
of the decision
Identifies deadlines
Identifies potential obstacles

Developing Options
Generates alternatives
Organizes thoughts/options
Considers consequences

Evaluating Options
Seeks other’s recommendations
Selects from options

Tests thinking against outer circle

Developing Plan
Suggests time of reflection
Identifies starting point
Creates systematic plan

Coherence
Logical sequence
Practical advice
Summarizes

*Scoring —
0=no mention
1=one out of three scale items
2=two out of three scale items
3=three out of three scale items

Decision Description Scenario 1
SCORE

Developing Options Scenario 1
SCORE

Evaluating Options Scenario 1
SCORE

Developing Plan Scenario 1
SCORE

Coherence Scenario 1
SCORE

Decision Description Scenario 2
SCORE

Developing Options Scenario 2
SCORE

Evaluating Options Scenario 2
SCORE

Developing Plan Scenario 2
SCORE

Coherence Scenario 2
SCORE

Decision Description Scenario 3
SCORE

Developing Options Scenario 3
SCORE

Evaluating Options Scenario 3
SCORE

Developing Plan Scenario 3
SCORE

Coherence Scenario 3
SCORE

**Total Scoring — (by summing each scale f

scenario 1 + scenario 2 + scenario 3)
Decision Description
SCORE

Developing Options
SCORE

Evaluating Options
SCORE

Developing Plan
SCORE

Coherence
SCORE
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Appendix F

Decision Map and Thought Team Intervention
and Homework

84



AYSIBAIUN UBRSUYD) SEXa ]
pJieasay |eJolARYag JO aINIISU]
neasasueq "4 pleuog
pue Aauoly *L stuer

LN

IONDPIVIN-NOISIDAd
DDA LVULS

85



n (L0200 T e =U0TST2a(] NTAENS

“snoddun [jism Bupjel-usisidap Nod JUSpUUcS 3¢ ued nod ‘sd=s S5y mo)|oy nod

31 (986 1) Sjuawa|diq pue eyseyd0ld Se yans siayaleasal Aq pauoidweys saypeoidde J jauaq 5o Jayjo se
[[2 s saibajel)s asayl JO 35N BY) Sa55aUPPE uonuaadaiul 3yl (9007 MeaJasueq 5 Uop@M-BUly) sUoIsiasp
aanpae Busew 404 poyiaw nuemod pue sjgepod ‘Siduns B 20 ) UMOUS USSQ SBY UCISID3D JBJILLIS B LM
paoe) I op pnom s|enpiapul pajsadsad aayio Jeym Buiuibew Ag sanpadsiad sidinw Japisuod o Buiuies)
‘auowaypng Bupuig peiEge Auo Asnoiaad sem JBYM 31210U00 3MELW UED 3010UD 2D JO SU0D puE

soud jeueioed no Buddel yBnoay) suoisIzBp 2n138|jBd 3yew o) Bunies) Jenaiped up Buiyew -uoISID3p Uo
saibajens abpa Buipno s3z1)1IN pue Yueasad JO Siead §T U0 paseq | |enuel siyl 's52004d [euoneanps nod

u) Fjod Jolew e shejd pue |ys 21gen|ea e ALIE30 51 suosioap a3eudodde ‘jeuonel syew oy BuuiesT

sjuapn}s 0} adejald

86



.« ojul Ind o3 buijjim ale noA jeym
‘Y JO 1IN0 196 AJUO ||IM NOA,,

"Apnas SIY] Ul NOA JO pySe SI 1ey1 ||B 1B |[2M MIOM pue 3]edile

AjlsSnouas o1 bum aae noA eyl uenodwi st ‘alogeday ] bBupew-uoispap
21NN} 10J UOIBPUNOJ B SB 3AI3S ||IM Jey] 2ouauadxa buisel e apiaoid

03 SI UOIJUaAISIUI SIYY JO JUIOd aU3 “JoASMOH “UoiUaAIRIUI SIYY Ul papiaoad

u99q Sey jeyy sisAjeue Bupew-uoISIaP SAISUSIKD

oyl ybnoiyy ob jou Ay |IIM NoOA ‘sased Bupjew MOU

-UOISIJ9p INOA JO 3SOW Ul Jey) puelsiapun ap\
F_h;
-9]0U 95e9|d

%é_-_m
s]

87



(407 20) Turyeja]-uotsaag MFaeng

Yans IS0 Adsaa 3l §00| ABD Yoes SR ued 3w Jo sbessed sy Ag uo Bnag ssousdapp Buisiou
noyum Aep ayy Jo aunnod augy yonoayy Buibbols Ajpapunu-juasqe pue “‘Ayasindu _f :
'SSIUSSIIS!| WopsIog “S|EIEAR S| UOIBLIIOJUI LDNS USUM LUSAS TUOIELLIOHI R

[EJIA OF S0UBJ2J21 INOLJIM SPELL USYO 2. SUOISIDEP SSIIPUIlL 353l suoisinap Bupjew 5

UBYM SSBURIBME [EMDa]|23ul YE| 124 pue acuabyjaiul ybly ssassod ued sBulaq uewny ,._.._n._._a‘ o[l 1500

Sl SEs) page{Rjeyodly

3poLU JNEjop JNEII0INE — Bupjew-uolsDap SAISNAW] # &
r“ L ol

‘peEayE siesh 3U) Ul SW00aq
03 BuIoh a1,nNoA Woym Se [|2m Se ABpo) 223 nod moy adeys [iim mou JyBu Buijell a1e NoA suoisap auyl

"LOISIDBP B UM suibaqg
— Af pabua||eys aue NoA JeUM pUE JNOAE PajDxXE ade NoA Jeym Ljoq — 2y nod ul suaddey jely Buipiiasg

éadmny nad sdeys ||1m 1.y Aepol S4E) NOA |IM SUOHIE JeYM

SUOISDag 'sunisida( 'suoispag

suoispag 216a1e11s bunjep

88



Wy

sanladsiad a|diynu jo ssausleme Bupueyus ¢
pue uondaouad Bupnionis Joy saobziEo mau Jo Juswdoeasp sy Bunenuins ¢
UONBLWIoHLN Mau 0) ssauuado 210w Bumo)y 7
JuSWUanAUS s 2u0 03 Ajanisues Jajeaub Bunea “ 1
AQ Bupew
-LIDISIZ2D PIe J3Lny ued Jewy BuuiLy aaoa)iad Jo 1padse Jajoue S SUoiounsp [2a0U 10 mal uo Buimelg

*BUR{BLL-UDISIDED 2AIDBUS 10y papaau suoiido 3|qE|IBAR PUE S3010UD 18 JUSLIoW Jussald auy ul Alysady Buiyoo)
pue "uopuene buded Apmioe psuue)d SnoRsuod UBNoY IR0 [BUORE] S1EIS)S3P
e AQ pezuapelelD 21e)s aanuboD aajoe ue s Buew-umsiDap anpa)a 1o Jabaens

SUOIIDUNSIP BUu{Ew A[9AIIDE — bunew-uoiSDap J16ajeqls

‘Buiyew-uisiDap JBaeNs - paED S Y CARM JB71)
B 5| aky ‘ suosnpuoo o) Buidwnl, Apasindw) ploae o) puey 2 Aew y yBnoyyy -ssouanbasuod snodjsesip

AjEiuziod Ul 3Nss) UBD oIy, JOUS UBLUNLY, P2)IED USYO S| S53Uss3jpuiLl Jo ,no Gurpayo, jesibojoypisd

89



"UMO INOA JO U0 300U J0 sjdwexa

I oy eade Bupew-uoisiaep suo asooyn) "uan b sa|dwexs pue saiobaies Buivmo)oy 243 ybBnouyy pesy

‘abueyo avyisod B 235 03 @] PINoM NoA suaUM SESIE INoQe JUIYy auning Jnod Buideys uo pedu
SJRIP3WILW Aj2AERI B 3ABL PINOM JEL] UOISIDSD B 3yELW 0] pEaU NoA auaym 3| nod Jo spoadse ispisuos)

“AbBajel)s BupeLl-uoisep npamod B s) uosiesp

e uo Buidaa|s, Jo uonou 3y 1Byl aA3|20 SWO0S PB) U] C|BIDISUS] &0 0] pUno) Usa
SeU dojaARpR 03 UDISIDEP 3U3 MO|[B 0} W B J0J UDISIDER aU) Wl ABME SAOLW A)lBjUS1L
UED 3UO 24aUM Liorjegnaw o sw e Bumole ‘sliowsying "Mmo)o) o) saooeld

poob aue Joe nod a00jad yuiyl, pue | des| noA a10)ad yoo|, JO SWXeWw anjubo

B} SRIOM JBUI0 UT suoize pajediaue snollea Jo saouanbasuod AlEl| sy Japisuco

03 sy Hupyey 51 Jusuodwod A3y auo ‘sus| aads|ial B UBnay) yoo| s|Enplapul sy

dea[ noA a10jaq yo0]

90



‘uonen)s BupELW-UOISIZSD UIES Ul 0P PINOM NoA JBUM
INoqe yuiyy pue sajdwexs Buwo)|o) au) yBnaily Ajjases pesd
‘uay ‘dew yueq syl Apnis ‘puill Ul pasu uoisisap nod yum

yonw oo Buldned ‘Buiddoys aassaoxa ‘suonippe
Bndwod yum |esp ‘saweb/p ) ssesnsp — ToNEaDay '+

|ana| Jadaap e o) diysuoiiej e Bupe)

‘uosiad Juedyubls e yum dn Burealq ‘sdiyspuaty pjo Sulpunjas — SOIJSUOHESYH/TEDOS "¢

24NNy a3 40y papaau suoneledaid
‘uoneuselsold yum Bunesp ‘jooyss alenpell pusne Jouaolew Jo anoyD — [Dops JeelE ) (7

Ep pied ypaun/Bupuads BulonuoD 'das alow Buieb ‘asiuexe
denbau Buiaey “@Ip Buiaoudun ‘domeyaq |enxas Aysi ‘sBrup ‘Bupup ‘Buruup abuig - =E3 JEs 1

Salriobaje) uolsidag

91



B ETRTRE i R R
.ﬁ_,_.d.p..__x.._.p.._.__m.w

;;:,_.J.,

RIREATRN |

| BT} SHES] S |

| D]

(EL0 __._,_..u.__:t..-w *,:_,_._ SO ]

L

ELUC A T._._,_.__..J_

e
=),

LICH E106 ] ..x_._ o .._..:_,_._._.:x.__:_

_.____.r._..:u......._” .u.___ Ay _.......L—fm

92



H ._u._."__
u..”..__._._ __.__._b ._._I.___ .r_ ..._..”..___ ___.._._r.
=N ___”x.:__._. UL T .__.__._“ _”“_._ .L_
|u
LIE] =13

Al ]

1 A aoddns |

1n ._.___..._

1213] 1830 ARy

squsuoddy ‘s1sqaoddng

m .A\__._.._.....__..F._..r.._.__._“..J.. E1 _.._.._..__._.r—

“ABAIET M 10 SUA] )

JaA0 Jag _",:._..r_ __L__._ LA
d0 _ ____.._._.. dn ”.._

__.___u.._. I .__”. . _”“ Lk _”

“Anaes A .1_.._..:._
0] W00E IPIIP 0 Paa |

(SN PRE] ) EANEE] S |

M=11]

_..:._.___v. L._____..._
dn yeanq o) e | JE mryg
1178 ] Op Mo puy 323m Jau
Aaed qood 2p o1 |
] _.,:._..n._. ..__”,__..r.__”,_ ] _”.v._..__._

]
TET[) S Ve dn qeaid |

G TR

oy

‘disuonea

.:..”r._“ L___ Joy _L_:._.____“

A0 Paap)

(A[njaaesy peay] 2583 ])
I ATdNVXA

93



01

UL 3 ussop s
SO PUEIRIS U [l

._.:_..,:._.,w .L.:t.,nt”__._., nnhb | 1 gy

[ _._.___ ”..__.___._u_ ___..n._. m._..__._.v_...h
SUNCHG [ JIEL] U sy AjjEsa ] uop

AU PUE) LIN0L OO0 JULLp |
Humya Ay 2o ymb | p
anaoddns ] |1 =W 121 ed AW

il _._.v_.__.x.n__u_D BEERNTEN ] rﬁ
IO B0 | B0,

_“”_._.—_.._..__._.L_._. H_r_ |4 ”.._n_.._..._._ 1 ”_I_.__. _.u___.__.x.._u.n
[ a0 aspasog)e Burjunp imb
—4._.__.__._._ _.r,. _”.._._ ....._4._._”.._.......—4.__._..._ _4.,...........__ _”

AAEHI T .___.._......____..»...
_.___u (A _u........z.“_ _” 4] ..._..__._3_.—..__ ._.__...._..._

UL A=A 388 PNod | a0me)ag As
LLAACY ALIE J a3y __.?z (] .u...P._.,_._ ._F__._.ﬁz

1

_u _” .....uq_._._...”.._....?_ f____._g_a._.___._.. _” (R _._...__
.__"L_._._...lr..._ ”__L._....._L_._._.m__.: El p._,._.:__L_n_.

[ En PR ) S9N ] S |

q___f:_,__is
[24E] s42po 1A, jE=0 aed
PE LT 3ARL] O O S [ us

_ ___.5 .H_L_”..__LE—.U_ ”___._m._. _ __

N ! __._.._.r..._”.._....:“_” =1 _.._ .....r_._h.._..-q...AH

_“u.._.“_ CHLIE i —\.Iv _u_.“_ L e .._._u._ n _.“_._mv
ELCHELX JL —.u.. il _ v;ﬁ_

.ﬁ_.“_.__._____ 8] _u..._..__.__.___“__...__ T _” _.__._“__
p.ﬂ_.___._.g SULIOD T | _..._._._., Ay _._.u..”.._._E
SAEL _ ] |Annaas H__._...___._._._“H BACAALE ......_._._
A Jix .__.: LI ..._._p.___“_ _” ..._..J._._ ._..._.L.._ ___.__..——__ _”

I USSR R
oy rel g pes) pnos sy
LA 21 AR | JETjA ﬂ_.___.__.._
JENED 128 A= [ |
P UL A o 3 puey e el
| ES=Un JET] A=) |

€

_L_._._u.n_n_..x.._ .:.._”_ __.v.vl_._L._.....:_.:.m_E_

l UCHSII3] A1 0] Pasp]

(AQngoae)) peay 2se] )

THTIWVXAH

94



OOTRE IN0E | Mo
amniE a poddne Aen 24213 ng
T T Kred 07 2y LT

€131

._._.__.."_”." | .__ JH n.___.:-__”." .__.__.I___L u.._”.:.
..b._....._. Ul _":__.E___ u._L_._.._.__,.___.__.___ Al

=N aanaoddne [ T

12

SIS v A

squauoddy ‘sleuoddng
../.\__..L....L_x.._ ..r.._.__._u...... ._r _u_.._.._..__._..—

juny aser pue Ared o3 s
o

SEUN [ TE) NG k] SENE 030 T M

TR v TV LI )
LICH LY w _”._._.. SLFLICY __.__.rr_..

FULH EL, ..|_. _”“._

__..._ a0 .._:L___h._ E a..._L___..._L.____

L O A[NPRATYE AL JE H00|
MOUaE T3 ”.._.._._._ _”._ __.__..:._u.. In N
ezpd | ador) pue Aq meys o) Ao

SHTLI LY

| [Pudr Ao
128 m uelE | pdn spels
ALl ._.__.z._ (5 SFUETD E
LT 1= | A o ¥dnoo
P SIVELE ARy

.V (== *,.ﬁ.x.._." EANEE] oI

1]

IE 3 2uop 13 1, usaop
11 ._,_.;_._ .:x_:_ 08 e senoad |

2L ..a_.__.uw_.. ..__.__.__"“ 1 i __.r._

il 10 JpEsim pu |

PRI A 1 dn daay 01 3q0e
3 O] RS ] U |l Apae]

dmAed U] AET] |

[ At
A1 Asucnn

suljf

UL MO ST 33 e A ]2
A aesas S el
Axgue o a0 1w saned Ay

1 _1_:_

m” U1 2 0

(Alngame)y pery asea|])
¢ T1dNVXH

95



-

g

é...v...il;ﬁ... SlEoddng

*EICTRI O B 07 |EIU10 g

14 (ssuypea) senss| Bupu |

N _._..,.._h_.fv.“”_ u._._._ Ua._._L.th.“”_

B

_“.m_._,.z__._._?..__.__..z.).. _z_._._w FIUI L._w___.___.ﬂ._.

FU S]] PeIe2y

m UHEIDH] Yl Jo .v..”._.__.v”__.._w_____

_. WO 123 (] JU 10) pa3p]

"Jj@sanoA 1o0) dew ayj 239|dwod 03 uoisiap JnoA asn moN

96



wea] WEnoy L usmo Inod ajeaad s nod ey Buryew
-UOISIDBP BAI0842 Ul NOA 3SIADE pinom A3y3 moy a1ediopue

0] "wayy noge 3bpapouy AQ Jo sousisdxe AQ syl ‘ybnous
(2% MO NoA WoUM sienpivpul papadsad pue paisnay Anuapl
031 Juenodw s 3 ‘iasamoy Ts[edsed panesy poob usas

10 'sauay "Apwiey ‘spuziy 2y 234 nod uy 3jdoad Aepliaas

20 UeD A3 Cpesy Jnod Ul punole ALeED nod wes) e les |

WOnoy | umo nod sjeaid 0} SIsU10 Inoqe sopamouy Jnod 850 "S48U30 W) PaUIes| 3ABY NOA JBUAM A NJIED

HUIL3 ©) 3wy 33 Bupjel AQ SpeW 20 UED SUDISIISP POOT) JUOIIENJIS SWES SU) U Op PINoMm S30ua1 JNoA

O BU0 JBUM INOCE JUILYY 10, UCIIENIS SIY) J|PUBY PER 10 WOW PINom moH, J25n0d passe Jaaa nod aneH

e o AT

=

wea] Jybnoyl

SIINUILL M3y B Ul ABSIEIIS SIYT 350 (|1 3\ SIS0 13 pInad AsL
MO pUe NoA J0ae PN SU00 pue soud S Jo U2ea MOy INOGE HUILL CSUMsiDep
[eluaiod ayy Jo yoea Jo suoo pue sauud auyy Jepisuon ssa00dd Bupew-ucisinep

B3 U 3By NoA JBY) ssoyD (enuaiad e AJnusp ‘ucisiep e Burjew usym

buiddepy uoispag

97



|

‘slaquiaw wea ] WBnoy ] JNoA yum Heyd Buimopoy 343 ino 4 </

"MalA Jo Juiod sy 126 o) wisqaid 10 UOHENYS SU Ul PSAJOAUI BE JE] (S)|ENPIAIPUI 31} WES) 3U3 0} PPY "9
= B NOA U BARY O) 23| pInom nad 1ey) sas55a550d

Jaquisw wea | ybnoy | yoea sanijenb sapeieys auyy Anuept g

wes| WbBnoy | nod loy a|doad g-g asooy)) F

‘NoA 03 |nyasn 150w aq pinom sybuans asoyl Jo LaIym apRag g

‘Fepipues |enuajod yoea jo SHBUSIS au) 12 400 7

uiodmain Bl Wwod) uonens 243 835 o) nod dizy yBiw Az sous wisigousd sy jo ped
B 10/pUE PaA0AUl 1B OUM S|ENPIAIPUL USA2 10 "SIoUlEM ‘S1SHU2IDS ‘Siapes| snolbijad “saanby eoudisiy
‘uostad |eaipaw Jayio 1o 10300p asim
LEquusLy Lpunya o Joised |euonendsun uy
JogquBisu pepesy-pun snosusb v
B Anod uodn oedu U SpeL OUM UDB0D/ISDES) S|QIpalou Uy
LBguIBw AJILe) 13410 10 3|2UN 10 JUNE S0SSME Uy
5B UDNS (LIE) INoA 10} saepIpUeD
3] 3B Jey) sjeased papesy-peeb o/pue saaisy 'spualy ‘Alnwuey (egusod (B Jo 3s)) e wagsuelg T

wea] Jybnoy]l J1nojA bunear)

98



1SOIN 243 241wpy [ salpjend

1aquwap yoeg jo awen

99



i b rope|oap TV 1004 2B W 03 LTV M 309

BRI RN D12 Y 10 WEES | U STOn 01 Daly

[ [

SUOIEII ] [emuae] anoge saorado

ATy L | 1 D e T 3 i L gy Lo |

m _ W& 133 ] el anayo] N. _ W E)xa ] [eiuans] L _ WONEI3a (] | eEuass]

I -

_ S ONEI3a (] A]g o] _

sdew ajdwexa a3 (e yBnouyy

Affryaies pesd pue ) Aprs ases|d "suo ojun wes ] jybnoyy nod pue Buddew uoisizep ssuquiocd dew sy

wea] Jybnoy] pue burddep] uoispag

100



(LSRN AR LY u...,,.".,“.._.._.ﬂ RO D UL

A ey

nod noddne | sauadda] aaeaieg

SANG 22

”L_L I8 ] |

=1y o] *

.._.u._.. .j__....?“—— ) LS La..._."n_u i | ”_”..._a._n.._....n..._P __.__._

st

4api0 t

PuaLL] 1ag
UNHA

ARSI |

u...,..___._.._.....__.f. .._...m....._n_l n _m_.z..: L

.:t,."“_“ e
._.f._.h _.__n._..,z._ _..5... I .._n.m,._.._ .._.“.._._
#1151 [ L4 [ ]

JELA TaOAd Ly

128 [ s3ump

= .".._ uh__.u_._

I __._u._u .-..._”.._."_.._u __.___.: .r....x_

Dapad

11 S1APOCON]

1=111] ]

UTJ AR

W
_.._u.._.n._. ..,4:.“......._
1]

T .
20 L]

UK S123(] [EIIR00,

I

(A yaae))

IAAGEL M 30 LY S Il 1ok [HITE

W ALl _.__..._..._ dn .u.._.".hn_._ _...__._nz._..n —”. L__...

LI Sl sy

L__..

| _..L.M” —

AE12a0T a1 aqDEa]

peay 2seaL])
I TIINVXA

101



_.,__..w_.._...w__ ___._.w e .v_.__..w...rvr._ ey H_..__u__..__hﬂn.-
A puey
WY M) SR 1) #) .._.d._.._::.:_u

g i 32nl fdn noaas 1 uog)

N INOE PAAI0M 0F 31T 340,

L _u_.._._.....,..u... R

WS Ty I ANOA 3T 01 TTVAY 109
U elo a3 Acy W | IYEncy | nsucy

pusiigisag  f

ipoag aapyy T

SURIL] o

.z__.“_n...._v.._.._r._._.-“— ._.__._.__.u_u.-..__“..._..— ._-u__“..._.._.__ v._.“__“....__.“_._ﬁ_.m_. .z..._u....._ _..._u._.”—..__“ _..._._T._.I._l ._.._,...&-__“i._l._l

fudam S E

#1 mouy | [
s Fuop shepung pue
”__._p....._._..n.w 134 _.r,.a._...._:.._”_._...n..._.
[ prnos | _z.ﬁd_u_ﬁ

anaed ua) wm am

S3T0M O = 11
AP

|._.._H-_._.._._.“_._ 1o ._u__.“_.__
=il ._._...p_l._._..

1BE0[B W | Uiy

mu spuany Ay nnkyues |

AR O] S

preny e | uangm
SOp SaE | s
A JO FWos

o _u.u._-_._....._.-.,.._.... e —

._.&___ ._,..L,.._E "

ranye dn uasoo|
pue Aaed o a0 |
P pooi = 3]

T

BOL]

B Ty 0L

B Ty

R |

..q_ LIIE S u__.“ru. LN | ._ _.v..ﬁ.__.—_ L1

I REN

.u.”_._...._ W] ..q_”__ .u..__.._.__.u._.,._ = _.ru..J g _u___.....,... _.._...uu_.

jifaed 5 33] = 12002 21 311

¢ _ U S133 ] [EIURI0]

Z _ UONEII3 ] [EOUaI0 ]

| _ UOISID3C] (BRG]

[
23(] Aqissog

_.,.,__E,,_,EU peay] ased )

T HTdWVXH

A M 30 1 e e no genl poogs |
I0 PR ENE Anuap unb prnogs | 1 apRep o] PR [0aues o 1ng 1 dunspuap Ay

S FurEN]

102



1o MO

) qurspochun oo @ BRI K

AP 135 e h.u.._u.u_.rp.m_ 1 ol ”_.H..u.n

Aed oa nok a0 SunAed o0 30 31

+ sy g
IO PRl 2 — it e ag

3w e g g0 i) 3y e noyg ¢ patig ey

B A0 T

UCHELED T [ T wh SO G T WA Y
oy :nz_”_ A T ”_._p...-.-..:_l_u ”__.._.r,._..__...”lw

u....__.u_u._..._.___.._ 1

AU _.r._..__._,..ﬁ..;_ u_.__..._._.T .m_.__.,__.__nr,.,”__

,.z._q...._:k.,E e | ”_.._H...__.:_._

3k T puy Ao R TRE aam Ay sm
0 21 AT W IR R sl L SR SR dapan 1 U | [ e SnC SR
A e Jcr auEA ma awg paauop | S0 7 UKL | T | 0= ‘apud A p F._.v.#__ 150
M R 4] ey A 1158 ;
frunan ool [ = E o =10 A ) L .ﬁ_ _M ' J[ER] Mred sy ENCI [
A= SHE T p,] N S AR "
u | Mnpaps A a | Pl UITCORE RO Prfacem s 1]
Ee) w01 et 0ag Ee) g

A3 U SO Ty

fanonad v s 3ey

._F._ SEE 0 ATy

£ _ UCHIED] [EOUeIn

A _ UCHELDA] e

L _ UCHEDS] [EOua]

= _.._&_.nr._n“_ ..._."._.._&.P _._..._

_“m__._.._.._“,u._”.h.g.,.u .m._.h;.u_u_._ .u.._..h..u—n.___

£ HTAWVXH

‘T 30 Anxnad e xposemoy
SR O PSS Ao SR 30 ssed | o) pue A S 00 SN0 PGS | 1 Sposp
0] paau | oo A dindeay 00 2 uaed 00 aae) | Rugenasooad o 2]

UCHEDR ] 3 g Los]

103



L N UoIERIp TYM] ] 1 i1 {EW 01 TV AN N
Sl _.___ 121 10] Wes ] 1Ydnot ] jjnsusy
£ €
L i
1 1
SN % ..."_.”____._."_.....” ___...__ .,.._.._.__._”.... .,.h.".____.".q;n ____."_ ___.l.__..___
L_.” 1 L_. 1 L_..
m“ _ UNMERS] [ ENU0 ] N _ UG EIR ] (B0 _. UG IR ] [ENUS10]
- _ -

*Alsnoiaaad pasn noA uoisap awes ayj ypum dew ayy a33|dwod mopn

104



AAGLIE AL SE IS

1 uodn umop dooss pjnos A1 “1QQEI B 10 1330 B 835 0] paoueyn Aap I 4ead 101 punome yoo] pue e sl o dn oy
AL PInovwe A3 SIELSE LIS ] WOL] PIOMA B 1Y UL O PRUED 203% SR SAED 35001 UL 10T “YMEL S1I0AE] S11 1ES 1511

s 0un] ag uy Wods s ABp B AR 01 SPO0A S OWTL N0 SPGT S SIRM SU) IO S1U0L S S Tal)sa FULIou aug)
1] TUIy OU USI) PEY SIS0 TESI0) S JSPUENS] Y SMN0S TEY] PIES ASU) puE Sspeep TULIED S10 INOqe prol usi SAnuned s

U] CspuR| AR paraniiood a pur TRISIag pUE RO O AULE S10 PA] 2] CI0LLIEs POE Ty Eaaf e ses ey siginan

IDYORD] 2| QRIOW W NG PIRY © 30 W)
12TUE PACIIUCINMY CS3AT]ING J0F PO 24 JBL] PIEPUEES 10 31 juepodun ue paiejes sey FUnjiamoes 10 U030 35nea
S1 AR 185 2 uoseal Y] pafiius uass 10 snoung npuesa  OFu Fuiag o) peien A p e Suesd woag o e

SAPNIW PR OO 0 81 IaE0y Jpajadiag A ni no A TUn)aios pip 1o pies pue ATR0E AIA Uanod 1A nos AR

Jaguy § Sury ay )

) nege syybnowy

INOA 2)Um puUE A10JS SILY PESL 0] S2INUIL M) B 23e) asea|d 'uoisinap nod Je Buniie 210420 ‘a0l |
‘|lepyauaq Bq o) punoj uaaq sey dojaAsp o} UoISID3P 3UJ MO||E O} SLUL B 10) UOISIDaP U Woly ABME A0
AjBUSW UED SUO U3 LioEgrow 1o sw B Buimo)|e JBU) UMOoLS SBL UaJessad Dauaiusi Asnoinadd sy

uoneqnoug

105



peaput AiFue Oan smou ses Fuepay ], Fusuup wolg wy
13 Janm 21U AU P 243 10§ puk “umFe pau o Afue a0l o) urFaq Fu AUl mou puy SPURL I WO L) 11 PaNI0Ly
pue ‘wedse umop padooms ymey 3u1 sdi] 1y paypno pey o a0iaq Ing  YInow S| s 1 pan] 2 ng jey ses dna

M) UAy, CFUO] 08 s 10U pip 2y o sy sdoap Tuipysn a1 gae o) 1 plad) uede pae ‘dno o) dn paspoad Sy ey

funds ayg £ sypos 21 Tuoum pagFije uay) pue “sauw)

AA] B U0 PUE Y280 ma|] Yaey ay ] ey jad sigsesi] Swu sig) suop pey ogm 23s o]
dn payoo) Sury sy ], puUncUS SU1 aaa0 | pa)ls e S, SPURL S O INo pasaouy sem
dna ay pue e 21 W puNes FULLNYY B SEA 20200 20 I8 [y CYULP o] Inoqe sem pue ‘sdi)
suj oy md sy nd 3y (NI Almau sEa 11 158] 1Y 1 AJPUELY pIned 39 18y ASN) 08 S
s oy pue Sdna s g o1 s Fuo) g ooy )] sdoap Suijep Apao)s a1 e o) 58 05 )1

Pley @y Teq Sunung sn) weag dna ssaps apug e yom 3 esioy sy weodp padea) Sury ay

e g dorp auo Ajuo aumd

10 NG SaRy usop painod 5 e JamEm J0 LWESNS s B IU0sess e ag) u dnoasyue) Suuds e ses a0ay) iy ey
aH oo E 1o afps ) Jaa0 umop TR 1atem awos smes ay ‘Aol s1y o) 5] 1y gmou p puig pines ay Ajue § fesyed
S deau s e o Fuods @ usas aouo pey 2y dog Suop (aao)s apol Fuey oy ] awoy Aew S0 pUL o) 2ans 3 pnos

1 ARMAR UAD[J PUR1SLIA SIY 138] pEy yaaey jad S ARSI Adaa seea SO0 34 PUR LIIEM U200 PEY ABD 34 ] SUIBUNo

oM U331 A3[Es B uSnong pa) gy syied s e sy 3 Spoos ) yInoap) apos Sury 21 Tuaas preso ],

106



"y
L]

LcaEm w Sunidue op Jaasu S1 By puE fABPO1 UOSSI] PUS B DOUIED] 3ABY | J1SS W 01 PIES S S0y AJgIims apog pus
ASI0N] SIY pagunow ay uay [, Heq Funang sup o pre pue “Apuad dn pog ag paspid S ueq 91 umoep pazaquIe|d ap
Luny pa ey asey | pue pua g gsag S ses ap oy Aedaa | pip saoy pue, paus 2y @] A paaes ey

L, wny smojaqdnod sy uo fund] prg peap zood sy 10 Auo wEnog) ey sup sy jofior ey paddois Sury ey puny
snouosiod 150w ) jo aeus peRp tafng e sea o] S0 Sonppg sowne pae jood sg) Sude) ey ses ey ing e Jo jood

E A pRapul asal ] ace(d 2 pagpeal 31 1S8] 1Y C2UEIaG 3 IS AU PAaquind sy IaT] U pUE “q1oMm PIEY SEM
PR aEEa 201 gy wea g aced syl o queq des sy quin o1 meFag Sy my qua
JASULY 0 PIes 3y Tucds eyl wop UuLp e A [ ] ADR 1, 1 I8 100 pnog

S M SIS O USINMIA UR|[EF PEY N JEY punog Sy “dna sy 103 paqoo] S uaym ing

ueyy siyfuan pes | Csumed mod o a8

NoA YW SR, 1) S RisEu s S dp pue Suipa)q e ey aood 3y ueimom e

EIHEHOSCULEL LSS LSS0 SO

2yl passed 1 SE pIiq 24 NS 21 ploms aip Jo daams gamb ey syl aep Smyoo] sem

Fury 2yl ing Cpuey sy woag dna ) payaouy pul waop padooms yaey syl aaoad uwyods

Al prey pey ap] A 1Se] 2SS, CPIES Y MBS MO, PIOMS ST AP U SULIP O) paL) s 210jaq ing wiebe

dna 2 ppr sy uay L e anod Sunm pinom | SPueL AW ul nod pey [ I, CPeR 2 (05 198 0] UEp Nos op Mol

il

107



‘A103s 2443 Inoge syybnoyl 1noA apapn

108



-

_._.. _.. O] durof nod a1e __”__ ..._p.._.

WOTEI33 (] 311 3 Q11383 (]

‘dew anoA je yoeq yoo|

Aew noj 'op 0] Buiob a1e noA Jeym 1no jum pue uiebe uoisDap InoA aqLIdsap MmoN

109



9

Lpnw ooy Buldped
‘Buiddoys aaissa0Xa 'sUOIIppE Jandwod UM (eap ‘saweb/p | aseanap — TONEaDSY '§

|22 Jadaap e o} diysuoiiepd e Burye) ‘uosiad
juenpubis e yum dn Buresg 'sdiyspusuy
Plo Buyjpupja. — SOIUSUOHB[Y /R0 “£

=Urny
21} Jo) papaau suoljeledaud ‘voneunsenod
Lum Burjeap ‘|ooups sjenpeib puaje

“aoup faolew Jo 30102 = 00T

1gap pued ypen/Bulpuads Bulyoiuoo ‘desls alow Bupab
‘asioiExa Jenbau JB1p Ayjesy Lomeyaq |enxas Aysi ‘sBnip ‘Bupulip ‘Bumuup sbuig - 380 JIes T

salioba3le) uoisidag
UMD INOA JO 2O =50

10 UDISIZEP PUCOas Unok 1oy esde Jsyjoue 2500y uiebe ssuobaied uoisinap a3 18 ¥00| 03 ApeEad 2ue NoA MO

110



B

,..“__._.v_._.._..._x_ﬁ,., Eizponddng

o Ll g W LR T |

(s P ) snss ] Bupg |

N _._..z_m_../v.“.n._ U_._._ hf._._L.sz..“.n._

B

(FUoTEImoT) pUER 200 1R

FU01E1030] paeey

UOIEx3] 311 )0 .”.,.,_.__.J_:x_____

_. U0 £1230] 31 10 pa3p]

‘J|9s4noA 10} dew a3y 939|dwod 03 uoISIIap JNoA asn MON

111



1 .._"._...,._.. VarIREL Wi FHEWM &1 IV AN __._._
guciuide e 10y wes [ 1gino] | neuoy

n

...._.._..._..."_. __ __._."_.....”

...h.".____." .q_,_n L E _ ___H__.. __ _

€ |

SRR eI g

¢

“_.._._."_..” ____“_"_...“ _... “_.._._."_..” __ __“_"_...“

——

I il

ST VR | ..,_.__".". .._,.”

UOISIIR(] P AU

‘uoIsap awes ay) ypm dew siyy a33jdwod mopn

112



USRS LT OS] 23] - 350 noi 1o .uud_a 1501
s TS Nog 1531 B S1anT A 1oy 1o .#F.___.._.._rh SN sEs S 150, BSEAN]

o1 s5agar uage 2y dwma ] peuec] s smataagn up camsea)d wied o) ansap s

..._.__...__ (1

| ....._...__ LOAE T WEHS |1

LRy 5 _..._ LA

SO IANIE 0 BAUP 152JEAIT S11] J0E] U] 2In|ief yum 1 sajenba ay - JAuE

4] 15 pe =T o 3 WEILRL 1| SA ALY
1 15 11 |

e 15200 20 Tuenunaoe 110

— S[E3p ISApMaIys

bow

ARl N sow 3y § yoed aasuadxs

S0 pue ysafiae] ) Suaey Aq amsea)d asaigoe o) pawea| sey dwng [ ppeaeg]

EAAL)

nay o padeys sacaeg oy 2say ] 2mseapd pue wied Ag uaanp i gog el

P A P O5 523A0

O _r_..:_ (TR AT no L

YL

EEAIA ] IO SACIp 05 duini ] pEUe] S2ALP 1] 3210] SUWES [3EX 31 ]

AINMERA|] A0

B 00 53240 |

A3 M 2

Blagy

uoneqnour

113



=
"y

ALY S IR PR LIS O PO SR 2SS s oy g o By paysiu g0 ) T uomipuos § UM S J0 SSIISN0 LIS
oy Bnzjeay dpay Jop ne SULAD uBliom B pIEIL S 1005 ) umop Tur{jea se ays 58 Enau) paciom

BUS P W1 POOLIo Y Siau op-0)-] |3 3] pApUNGLInS Byl swnjs paysueaodun s pajooaan ays Aep Asag eipul
TEHND[ED) WU IP[ID IS E DU TN DS SIEDA AUDK IDAD 10] TI08E U] LS00 ) W00 00 SEA BS0D ] 110J]

PRIOES S0 a1 palons § eyl see 2 Jog doydmeu § v oy Fusw ang

PEY 211] 134 JEy} 25uas B 121 aAeT ) fpood sayfng 241 $1 s12j0 101 aun) 2 ue Ijasmo & fuignd eyl paums] ays amsea)d
I AR PR wey) FUIaIT asneaa Aew e e u gy paauauadia ags e go e oaanag e aoua uadys way pad|ay
s sy wied wsmo 1 aeas e padjpy Aesiu nEyy o ne siae Sudpy e uonesuas 243 AQ uaalap Al npaaod sews

4

g AuRsAp pue BR)ou2 A pafuarl s21pog AU Sl T uapa
P STUBRIAT SA) O IS 1T PUE AL 3312015 B Y231 01 P10 Wl iy pue
afemas yonw deep-sawy ySnoap Supes jueaw aaey S amsea)d “ay
10,] =aiingl paseasip pur Swarms Jo suotji g pnod Sugsng ag
1sed ua||oms s1UaIym CAop fo A0 a1 BIN2ED 10 sucies paysuasedun
IS O3 O U0 U1 PUNGg 30 pIned 3] jo TuiLmaw iewnn 241 wsaa ],
BIop e s1ay pip os pue ‘pareaddesip wed nagy fagdoad asap djay

O] UONdE JOO] S s By pRAdSIp S e papunos W A5 asen

aup jo aansnlun sy Fumaag pasagns ospe ays “urd w ajdoad 1o mes

ays uatm L Ajdeep 08 pamEd oy UBWIOM B S1ESIA ] RION ISENU02 Ag

114



(2]

AUOL0S FUNIAU0S U330 SARY JYEI | paunsso Suusnipuos pus Fuitreifond o) A)asoad

SO 100 AR 10 AR NOK U0 S0 151] U] PUE “S30I31 UDISIAD|3] PUE 21ACW SIUMOD SIa0u]

Juled
10

‘SpeEp puB S0 W sRad pooypiiga sannes Auew os wog amseajd pue wied Aq paBiu uaag

FABY SNORSUGIUN PUE SNEIISU0D 100 SINABYR] ngy  Tunsni so fuiad jo sidaouod s uasa

ainses|d

) ABLL 10 .-"L_.?__.__.,:_Eu._ |oyoaE 10 53 _u._mm._u ) HRDOSTE O PRI JA NOA SUDOLD EHIER
05 ‘suDIsIoep nod paoapie sey Ajurepae ‘adurexa 107 ‘sTnup o] sTuipag om) asarl pasui] as nod

Ay () anod padeys aaey g aonses)d pue ured jo seausuades 21 Jo 21008 208 YA

JuBsiund 10 presmar o] paun] A3 UM IN0OE S3A IS J0] SUMISIINp STOSU0D
AP K201 A2WLLYN NG S0 1141 U1 301 B pade|d SIUaimonAus pue spuno Syaeg 1ay) Auieaa) o) amseajd
pue wizd payu A ey vodn paseq saomng e padeys sEnprapo osg 359 B aSquEwes o) [pens s 0 Cdun g,

PIEUCET IO WS RS 1) 0] BS203 ] 110y 10 A1 I0ng SUjgns 241 uasi] o) sn 1o |50 10] 22015 8 g A8 1121

AP s 08 op pinos Syl Cpaip a0 paan

AaU] Blaym L] PUE 131 PUNGIE Palalins oym asoy) jo uied ay) Swnsea o) ap] 18y 210430 PNaM 3US PapIdep ays ‘uo

U LACHAL TE D L] S W TUIADY] S BS22 |, JSLI0 A 1O DOFLUOD 341 W PRlp UBLI0A 31 TYTI0IeYg) 308 2000 UEme s 31
qO0) BSAa ] Ao vone@dsap wtAeun] paiean TUmg S0 A4 UBY) ueRodEn S5 19y 2pRI 21580 [BID0S § UELLOM

AU SWEM O] PlO1SEM 2US WIETY (Endsoy 2yious 0] 2y 0o 3U§ 05 UKUINE RPN MOy 2P PINes UEWIGm 30

115



~l
]

(5. BS303 | IO 1) pauous a0 sdumi] preuog
1] 1591 18 aq A ok [[1gg 0F o) 1 R nod Wonaanp ag) ul amng nod snaop o) toydeatn s1ap) g a5 e

aqrw ppnog o stapey, camsesd o wed ssype o soydeaw s ey cen) ol e aoygdesw e Sundope sapsun)

amsea)d wed o) (pa ey e wied proae o] aow op ([ ajdoad 1sow puy s101AEYE
Ince aFURYT WD e 00 W) ) e ey Fdueyd Ag as0u0 am o aadeym o) SEUEa) om) 253 Turui) A suonous pue

“S2Ip0q “SPUILL NG USTIPI0D 0 WES] UED 3 “atofasay ] anng nod adeys e oy amnsea)d pue wed o nod raaamya

"ARpo) 218 NOL DA O PAING LI 2531 JO || SaprId Sy aqie

10— paed podas nof uo sy Eens uswon SussTUuue ue uead spods Swunmepoeae e ooyas 118 uamam ulcpes

116



]
(2]

*A103s ay3 noqe sjybnoyy anok ajrup

117




jOPp 03 duroed nod 31w TEN A

21 _._ .____ .__.__..uu.r..__._

"joeq joo| Aew noy

'op 0] Buiob a1e noA jJeym Ino 3jMm pue uiebe uoisDap puodas INoA 3qLIDSIP MON

118



NP3 [Ny SIS0

0} 2)2|dII0d aq 35Nl J233ed JI0OMILUol 2] pUue SUoIS5as [30g "MpaJd Jo sinoy g [|nj.nod aaladal
Aew nod os jay2ed Jiomawoy JNoA YJam HEamM IX3U LINJaU 3Se3|d "UoISIaap Inod Ino Sjam ‘A eul
SIYBNOL) JnoA ajam pue uaab A10ls aU) pead Jxay  dew ay) 232dwod usyl Cumo JNod Jo UDISIDap B 3s00UD

Aelt noA 10 uaaB Alsnoissud sauoBaied syl Wod) uoIsIDap Iyl B as00UD O) NoA SYSE 19Y2ed 3oMBILIOLY INoi

}I0M@ WOoH

MOU AJe[nqedoy buipeay ejjaqg oy) ajo|dwod aseag

119



9f

"SR JIMEUE INOA ZJUM PUE N0 HIOM

UEY 1,USeMm 1] ‘SAB] LUSEM I ‘SIHEUD LUSem 1] pIES sippadd
BIDO=UL JUSEM JT "SMBQ JUSEM JT BUEYD JUSEM I] (DIES 2IpP3
SAMEYD JUSEM 1T PRI LUSEM I 'UB[Y JUSEM 1T JPIES 2ABQ
2P0 LUSEM 1] SIDPESUS JUSEM ]] 'UELEG LUSEM 1] {DIES BILEYD
BAPPT JuSeM I BILELD Jusem 3] Uepy Jusem i1 (pies ueug
21003 L USEM 1T AR JUSEM T ‘UBG JLUSEM 1T PIES uey

iz 11[Vs]

B0} PSIULILLCD OUM |21 NOA UED UOHBULLIOM SILY WOLY "SNJ) 2UE SWUSLWSETS B0 243 JO |8 PUB YOS 31| 3U0 PO WaLY) JO INg)
Appexa 18y} mouy 20110d "SIUSLSIENS JY) JO ABWILNS B S| MOfRg ‘pamaiaiul Buisq aem spadsns s ‘yaug Le 220 e =y

T# A1ZZINd 21901

1@voed UoMBLIOY JNoA Jo pua aU} 18 aJB SIaMsSUR 3l ] "pajjed si awn [1Ijun sazznd asay) uo yiom
25e3|d [DUME-uDIsoap pue Bupjuiyy (23160 pue 1es)2 sanjoaul siy | pauaddey Ajjenoe jeym Jayisboy soad
0} aney nod ‘paplacad sanpo ay3 Buisn "8 ‘sejuoa/Buusyied jusas ue Jo uondudsap e 51 S[Zznd J1B0] i

120



‘BB JIMSUE INCA SLIM DUE 100 RO,

'SUler] St peieds pue avpel

abueso ue Buueam sem ‘saued g7 peqjods oum LoSIEd ) 0] 1EU J0U NG DO JESA TE BU3 0] 1xaU sem oym uosiad sy 0T
Teyoe(

an|q e Guuesm uosiad U] 0] PEU 10U SEM DUE Yy UBy) J2D0 S1eah | sem Jopel pou e Buuesm sem oym uosiad auy)
‘sauRd uBL 2uoWw suien 7/ peneds pue ‘saued 97 penods YR JB) S UD SEM G M URY

‘SUlEl] 7 paqods pue 1pel 200 e GuuessM SEM D0 SIESA T SEM 20U20 20 Ul uossad 3y ¢

‘seled Q57 pUe SUIen 0T penods uanaes

Uy sy 0f uossad aug vey) Bounod siesd g1 sem Jeyoel usoub e Guuesm sem oym uosiad a1 ¢

UGS UBL JaMa) sulen /£ penods pue teyoel s6i2q e Buleam sem sser

saued 4T pEods pue ‘uowns vew JaBunod sied g sem bl Je) sy uo uossad 3y ¢

‘DI SIESA OF SEM LLIEY

sSuRd UBY] SUIEN 552 t PEReds uows -

— Y T U D e D g

spenods ssugd pue suien Jo Jsquunu

2 pue (0F "9 'TE ‘7 'TE) =08 1= ‘vonisod 12y) ‘Bunesm SEM UDES 1326l 10100 1BYM SUILLISIED NoA UED 'MOR S20D )
woud (50T '86 'Sk ok 'S) suiel) jo ssqunu e pue (057 kAT 'EET 98 'ot) seued o Jsquinu e pagods yoes pey Ayl Ainge
Bunjods Jisy) uo pEss) =q o) Apesd dn peul 2RM sURsSTUCD BB B seuoo Bumods uien pue sued usssd e Guung

o#F I1 d 1

121



"BUB J2MSUR INGA S| PUB N0 Yo

SWUSLY pey Lsqpy UDIYM Ul JSpud 3 pue sweu sEop sl 40 | 2es |31 noA ued) ‘sue]

18215 B 10U SBM ALULUIC PUB 2|P004 2] 2U0J20 PREN0Y SEM ASUIUA "PRR0| Uy BOp puooss 21 sem UBnesly 201 Alwes
"aue Je=un) 2] 24042 12d pRUOPE UB SEM UBLEWIE] U] IS0 SWUET pey L] 20 18U Ul AUBSsa0au 10U Ing ‘Jueq jealn e
DUE P00 B UBNEWET B ‘UBES]Y UE PEL SBY 3H 'SE0D JO J2qWnu B DEY SBY SIESA 31 Jawo pUe Jaawpe Bop ussy e s u=ary

& F1LINd 21201

122



it

JUS S2MSUE NOA JLM PUE IND HIOM,

sabe Jo Jspuo U usupiyD syl s0ed pue ausym

PRYSIUL OUM SUILLEIR P NoA LD 208|d PULR Ul PRUSIUY OUM PIYD 243 uey 120unok s1 4G (35 PRYSIUL OUM P2 S Uy}
Japio s 2oed payl U pSUSILY UM DY 23U puosss peysiulg sstunod s o 36 u) peu sem oM TDIIYD S pUooss 10U SEM
OUM UBDUNG UBYY JSD0 51 NG “1530(0 247 10U 51 UBLDY "U1N0) SBM UIRY ‘UDUIRLY SISUSEg LR 21 JO punod 15208 241 Buung

& 31 d 1

123



ot

‘RS JSMSUR NOA UM DUB 1IN0 HI0M
LIBSPUIB) U] JO JBRI0 3 N0 Rom sanE = disy nod ued

IBUSeq pue Jsoueld Ydiopny puyEq usKiy exueg pue ydiopny

10 U0y Ul pidn pidng pue JBWoT DUIS] JS0USO CUSEE PUE BOUBT TUSKIA, JO JU0L) U| DU JSOUBI4 DUILE JSYSE] CUSZlK pue
J2puog TP D Jo U0y il JSoUBld "USEN pue ydiopny Spucg pUyEg JS0UB] TRWOD PUB JSDURD JO U0 W UK, CIRySe] pue

JB0UEQ "B PUDE JO JUDIJ Uj U BIUBY PUIYEG Ydiopny iSouild pUe JSUSE USMA DUILEE JSPUa] US, PUE LUSZH 1ol
JOuouy w pidng “ISoUBg PUB u=p, ISpuog Jo Juoly u pue pidnd puigsqg g pdng pue soueld 'ydiopny puiysg s

LRSDUR U JO 2u A0S e Wiy |Im eyl 2npeyss Guimo o 243 o Bupaom 2ue s sy Aewanol sy o 62 ueadoung
U 4o Eed sy L yBiss sty nd (s JSSpUR) ST YIIUM UL ISDI0 SU) SUILSIRD 07 SRS SIy J0) suBjd sSARS| SABM|E BIUES

# 1 d 1

124



‘BB JSMSUR NOA F)LM DUR NG 0N

200
puiyaq sem Ajws fAedog o wouy ul sem Adwms Adssis pue 200 ‘Azseus puigeq sem Asdog njyses pue Adwnicy jo oy

un sem Adsgys -Adooud Jo uoly wsesm Azdog Azssus pue Adwings CAdwnan jo quod ulsem Alpws cAsdog Jo Juouy u sem Azssus
‘Adsaig pue Adooug ‘ABWS pUYS] SEM NJUSEd NJYSEd DU Apws ‘Adesis Jo ou) u sem Addey Addey pue Asws ‘Adwnis
PumE] seMm Adsgis -Addey pue ADoog JO U0l Ul SEM 200 200 PUR AZSSUS pulEq sem Adwnis fedog Jo Juod) ul sem Adunie

F2U1 I 2] W poods A2 ydiys Ul ISPI0 24 U210 NoA UED ‘MoRq
NP 3] WO qWE] 356 0] SJ1E3Y] 31 0] WS DUB SpUSL) IS JO SSUU1 WM N J3W SUBMD URas S,3ILA MOUS 'Ausosy

EL d L

125



‘BUBL JIMSUE NOA SUM DUE IN0 HIOM

JRIEM SHULD oUM JoQUEIBU B SEY PUSIE SSHOLWS oYM UBW 241

‘BENOY 3N[0 L) 0 Wau san| ueibamuop) sy

"SI SEYOIUS UBLLEC) 20

JBE0 SHULD JSISER] SNE SSHOLWS OUM JSUMD S

"YU SSHOLWS OUM UBLW 34 07 JOOD 152U S| 535101 Sdaa oyM UBW 3L
‘5180 Sc2ay OyUM U0 2] O] J00D 10 SDA)| DU SSHOLUS OUM UBL 21|
"BENOA 1501) S Ul 534 URIBSMUIORN SUL

“Jil SYULD S|DoIL S W 6L FENoy S w Bui) uew su)

MU SSHOWS SSNOL MOjR4 3L JO JSUMO 3L

"SI SIER ||l || SEHOWS Oym uosiad 2y

'S2J0D SHULD JSUMD S5noy uasub 3L

BENOL SPYM 31 JO US| B0 3L U0 S S6n0y ussub syl

"EE] SHULD SUEC BUL

sl se shop sdasy spems 2L

‘BSNOY P3U B Ul S3) g SIL

Y =
SUMD OUM SUILLLIZIED NoA UeD mojRq s2n2 23 Buisn jed uiepso e dsay pue “1ebio 0 puelq uieuso e ejows 2ie s o 2diy
UIBLED B qULD SRUMD § S| "AJEUCEU JLRIa D B J0 udsiad B 52| 25N04 LDES UL "SI0M00 JUSUSID 5 Ul S35N0Y § 208 2us]

L# 1 d 1

126



‘ST JSMSUE NOA UM DUE IN0 HIOM

‘spunod

ST subies pue ‘g 2dA) poo|q 51 )| =4I 59 S1 oy uosiad Su 0 U J0U 100 PO JEst 6 31 0] e Sl oym uosisd 3yl
‘O 204) 51 oym uosIad 34 0] X3 10U 51 pUe usey vey] JeBunod siead 95 5 "y 2dA) pooiq S oym ‘uosiad syl
‘PIo S1824 09 51 LAy

WL Jo 3= 30 0] uosdad 3 uey) Jepo sJeed 57 51D 2dA) pooig 5 oym ‘uosiad 3L

ubEy sy ueyl auow spunad 00T SyBEM pue '€ UL S9 S 15 24 51 oym Wepy

'spuncd gg sybiem pue Oy 2dA) poog 31 'plo sieed § 51 ausD sy ul uosied sy

‘uoser uey ss2) spunod o sybasm pue gy 204 S uyor

I1€3 53Ul 4 S pue spunod 5 sybiem uey

‘WERY Sy uey) 2uow spunod g5 sybiem uoser

1181 SBUDUN (9 5] DUB ‘UCSEr UBL JBD|0 siesd JE 5 Bu Je) sy uo uossad s

'S9T PUB STT ‘96 'SL OF 2B SiySEm IR kS PUR 55 °09 'BF OF 2ue sy By asy) 0 pue
9 ‘0f s ‘s sue ssbe Jsy) subiem pue by ‘sbe ‘dnoab pooig sl s Bugie Jusied yoes o uased S0 SuSISo nod
uedy W Bu o Y2 wod) youeg ) uo Gunps sue pue Asbuns 5100000 S Ul Buniesm 2ue 'siouop pooiq [enusiod (1B susned g

# 31 d 1

127



AYSIaAILN UBISUYT) SEXa |
pieasay |eJolARYag JO SINIISU]
neasasueq "4 pjeuog
pue A210y " sluef

LLEWCA HOd AHOMNAWOH

IONDIVIN-NOISIOAd
IODALVHLS

128



(']

LN
00) BulAped ‘Buiddoys anssa0xa ‘suonoippe RIndwod LM [eap ‘saweb/p) 2seanap - TONeanay b

|2n3| Jadasp e o3 diysuone.
e Bupe) ‘uosed Juediyubis e yum dn Bupeug ‘sdiyspusily pro Bulpupzd -

auning ay3 1oy papasu suonesedaud ‘uoneunsenad ypm Bulesp ‘jooyos sjenpeib
puspe ‘ouiw folew jo oD — [CoO0E5A91e) 7

1qep pues ypaun/Buipuads

Bunjjosyuoo ‘das|s suow Buni=b ‘ssiusxs

JgnBal Buisney “j2ip Buinaidun JoiAByaq |BNxas
Aofsta “sBrup ‘Bupjuiip ‘Bunjuup sbuig - IEDJES (T

Sallobaje) uoisoag

‘UMD INOA JO BU0 350002 10 sa|diuexs

23 wayy eade BupEw-uosDap au0 3s00y) uaa b sajdwexs pue ssu0ba1ed Buimo)oy syl ybnaiyy peay

129



L]

o]

S odd b eraodd ng

YRl ..._._”..__.f._.._”._.__...u ._._”_.__.._u..__....:— .H‘ _“.v.u._..__._._..._”u._ﬂ_.._. v.u.._-_v.v.— h.r.n_..___.._.__n._.

N. U2 u._r“_. 31 _”_ u/._._ _.,/.».,.u._y“_.

<]

L= _.u._..__._._........u. pu E =00 .__.v___._.__.w.”.

SUGISIR] PRIERY g | uoERag 1 jo soueuodu)

F _._....f_.r.._....fv_.,“_. u.__”_ 1] _v vu.z

*J|19sinoA 1oj dew ayj a39|dwod 03 uoisap JNoA asn moN

130



SU0TFIR(] [ERUAI0] Inoqe suciuid

".L....____..._...._ UTE= | ____|_._ :_._

UOE ] [EIE0 ] N

._.._.,._..."_. __ __._."_.....”

.._.,._..."_. __ 1 _._."_.....”

IS AT1EE0 T
A bl by F|qes
Ll il

‘dews siy3 2321dwod 03 uoIsSPAp Awes ayl asn

131



aajos pue “Loww ss00u fyaaads jonuos o) Qe s el 2y Seepm Ajasisape s usngnsu] ARAnsags uooaung
0 daa|s uo Sa1jal UmIG ALY, Uk 1101 A[a]0s pauTiIsap 51 das)s aad1jaq o) UosEal pood 51 a5y *daa)s Jo uolpung ai
laameyyy ssaudaa)s sawoeociano daags Byl 1o 2ans ae am Fun)l oo 2yl Byl

s aqol sy yaaeasan jo e d dumw apdsagg |

L

anaas 11 saop asodand ey p
jdaags am op Aymong suoipung ipoq Ao jsow pue ‘s Sungjeaq ‘aunssard

P g 2 piadia) ..q_.,na_ Ul 5821090 _:,_m.:.._um, 1 ..E PRI S ___u..ﬁ_...n [

‘ST STURYMISAL 11 A] [ENIU2AS NG

Ay v oy daa)s suodisod ued s TUCINIZAP A AT |0 PN AUC aaRy
am puy jSudaags wads s1ap) 2w mo Jo pH-eug) SISURS N Wor peyao|q
AU NLINS [BUI]XD 15000 a8 PLIom L) wolp wawgaeap rnsed 8 Souassa

Ul S0 J[ CIRQUM|S 10 pue] 24 o) 30 gup pue Aejd mno pue Spos no ‘ssuciuedwos

N0 UOPUEGE 3 1T oy st snoussau pue inpasod B 51 dasyg

AIERPY SOOLEA Y W npaanog vy odaagg

gl
e syybnoly nod Sam pue A0S SIU) pesd O SSINUILL M) B Sxe) ases)d ‘uoisiasp nod e Bumlie suojeq

uoneqnoug

132



FURIED UBAS 10U STIp ou pasn Apuy CssRyaEasal das)s pAIewmasE] [BIAA3S JO uONETISIAU ) Bpun s Aup
< 158 My} BULIng pue s pusLy oml Jo ANISS SNONUIIGD A} DPUN S APUEy “SAEp | [ 95011 107 9B I A, { Saamm
w2 pue eydje qiog w Ananse ngg afe o mo] 1SE] A PRTUSINERLD) SS2UNRNEM STONUINO0D J0] U033 § pliom

U uEy oG ey 2y e (SInoy 07 SARp || peysag sy usy s wiFag o) )y o e ayome 2y g7 equaeseg] uny e load

nE ] 202125 ofal] UES B 10] AP SNOINGUIE UE [lM JUapnis [oops yiig plo mad-g | B sem 1aupmeny Apuey ‘coq] U

‘Tuyeaaq pue Tues se uepedun S8 150WE -saa1] Ino o} [Enuassa 51 daag

EI[ ASTED USAS AEW ) (SUELUNLG W 10U TNyl § [EWme awos m pus A uemodws
153 e “Buiuonaung adord o) Sueseaap 51 uoiesadap daa)s paluojol ynagip
dasse Suiper aoEw OsE UBD SUALED PUE SIANIPPE POO4 SUCTENPaW pug
SUCIIPUCD [BPALT LI0S URD S8 suwia)jed Suidaa)s g aiagian wes Juata) 1
10 §530)% [EUSTIOWT POCLL [EUGIOWE PUE SM[1GE [EJUSW ‘S [@aad] ATaus

Shrowu e aaapan ued swodwds uonendod jnpe s o b e sowe)

S}NPE WEILISWNY US|/ f SI920 JEL) WOTpucs uoumes B s1 uoieandap daa)g

AR PO L) AR 1S N0 1B A 100 Algqrgoad pnos

nod ing v [exsdyd wor sawooe o) Apod anod so (e yEn dasgs moyns pag o smoy g npsaa Yy swagoad

133



aEe] sma s Auew dn smoys Aqissod pnes s1eage

“IAADMO L] ST AU TR S92 [8 N Tunse] 100 e 218 1)

51 [Eapae §, APy Inoge sTou) funsaasin sow 2y Jo ug) CAenuou
Auineyag pue Fuidaa)s s 24 “Heam w g pue “paassddesip

[

Apsow pey swojduwds sng

“Wfiens smoy ¢ Isowe 10§ wdajs ay 30 pappou Ay Ay uay A

BIAIUCD 55 [BUGIIEL B 18 J[ISWI] JO JUNO30E JU3IH| 03 B 48T
N Ul ST (RIS PEIE UE 1B SI3AISS00 PRS2I-12130 1 0 3uo
TEq Ay W EIU 2 aR 1SE] S1Y U0 TAIRIUOD AU} U0 suadxa, | awos
1o suonapard sy andsap “onoya dsd swooaq 1ou pip ay “ARIEUNL0 g
swAyd vydje pasmoys BEU0) o Dy S puE Paun|s sem gaaads
S “SIoUan pey 21 AEp puasads at Aq puE ‘anfie] funupymaeac
PuE SUDIST|ap Pl PRy S SEp YUnog ) A UDISIAS R Y2IEM UDAD

10U PINGD PUBE “TULSQUE LR 2]0N01) PEY PAIEIsnE ‘3| Qe 2ueaag

Apuey ‘deaps moynm siep 7 ey uesezpd 100 sea sousuadia ay

daays is1y ayp tayy smoy ¢'g| oyoue §
Jog la)s pu YRR TN Jog i 01 SINOLY £T S pades uan

134



ST SNOINS A pue
[npiasand B paapm s dags “ApeaD Suag-[ae [BUONOUE pUE [ESAYd o o) [RUasss
S1JEL] USTaUN] EMTO[0N] [ENA PUE AESS309U S141 30 sa1pad nayl Swqqor pasudap daags

an gz uey 2 doad aaow * G208 Y202 a-punoae “of au uo fTuseaoun s Jepol g

uonsoyca 2nys saFus| ey VSV M Y pue

mds (1o zapE A uoxxg aul ae ueneatadap daags arasas Jo sapdwexa ouogsiy om] sexa]
FUIpnawm S:EIS 1S0W Ul quip A)[ESe] pRRPISUOS 2 PINam g2 ] 10 [243] [OUDI[E PO B YIM JU0SW0S SE AIne
[BILI SRS 1) SARSIP SN0y 7 107 3RaE Uaag S8 opa wosiad v jaer up ssamdaa)s jo onuapida [puonRU B AQ

“ped w Cpasnes 2 AEw aTE peEo B psEREng sy uoiepune g deags puones] 2y eduwexa sog SFuauap qus saaapeim
W1 SNOISTUED 80 UEd 11 T ACUIE WE) 100 30 WD SSUIdass aum e p qanu o) 1 8B 39 a8 paau no i dao)s
2N Ao Jjasined 101 3apaap jsn ned ‘sjEnprapil SUoE SusneLEA 3Pl 31 10 3SNEIaf SSIUUIE JO |3Ad] 3|QEU0SEA]
B UL O] 35 JO UnouE WIELED B Pl noj et aunano g o Apjenb syl s dae)s |ngssaoons jo aunseau

Eaq ay ] jnodaop awn daa)s o piua) sadead 2y st EYAy TOOT WNITILE SIMOY § 01 G]a] WOYENE SIN0Y § Wl

sanoy 7 Ag peanpal uaag sey awn Sudae)s ApySiu aSuiaae ) COmuad 158 24 340 SINOY £'g pUR £'9 UBaaIag $1 Sy npe
Func A Jo ogeq IN0QE 10 0onemp das|s Ay pae sinoy ¢ inoge s1piua) afenae s wHiu pd smoy g o) ¢ noqe

ey synpe Suowne fap Aea siuewaanbad puoou ey $1sa58ns yaueasay deegs s S pood e saamnsued eym fog

135



‘A101s a1 1noqe syjybnoyl Jnok ajuapn

136



;Op Ol durod NoA 218 _m_._ A

WolElxe (] 21 2qQuiasa ]

‘dew anoA je yoeq yoo| Aew noj

‘op 03 bulob aie noA jeym Jno ajiam pue uiebe uoisap InoA aquUIsap moN

137



3 ojul 3nd 03 buljjim aie noA jeym
‘31 J0 30 336 Ajuo |IIM NOA

1o UUDUIDY

Jipaid [N} aAIada] 03 aja]dilod aq 1sniu JayJed }I0Malloy ay] pue suoissas iog

NPaJ2 Jo sinoy g [y nok aaladas Aew nod 0s 3ayed pomatoy Inok yjm

SlUI) PUE 2JEP s« HOOM XU WINJad 35E3|d

YHOMawoH buiuinjay

138



shop sy SpuK SaSK0l  SIED 1ad
s

angl 2oULd BEW NBd PUSE EUURG  isaNOWS
Bl 3P0 Pw eI} BEM 0eweg
HU, LI PIY 3G MOE, LT
PaMs UelUsss) 1A SUey) Gomaol | Ageuoliey

LIBMELIE Ny U] S E1ED
0§20 3R] A PUE USY 2L SLUAD LIELLESD 3 |

139

L# J1ZZnd ISPPIC  WATRHA F
JSOPTO O3 IXOU URTIPY £
Eebumnaed o3 JXeU ATTTY 2
e jepbunat uwowmg |
Adoozq L SEEH
Ladog
AdunTo e ATLZNd
Adaats
Adanag wpony g Awwp ‘Ageuy pue
Azaaug BUEQ JEND M AU UENESK W) Aunes
.:wwwm USL) IS UEEWIE] W e[ pEY Mg
Addeg
ol EXIATEEN
T& FiZZnd 5 ORI £z abemg swer g
S R 9t abues Ry ¢
ir 98 TE @M Lowes |
Jaoueq ST OSE 17 U UBAS 7
J=2pUog #6 47 (113 el BN T
1] W 3y ugor 5 S0y
52T BF 1.} g w\mAT ¢ L=kiA,
96 i [ O Wse[ § ua231d T#FIZINd
of [ 113 0 uen 7 B Eeg
49T o 9 v WepyT ydjapry ‘iU Sl pEqIUWD B
WOEM WheH o0y  edn] ewey prdng
1BIURL TFIId
B ATLELNd

S& NZEN SINZENG DTD0OT 0] SIamsuy




Vita For
JANIS T. MOREY

OFFICE ADDRESS: HOME ADDRESS:
Institute of Behavioral Research 6766 Wilton Drive
Texas Christian University Fort Worth, TX 76133
TCU Box 298740

Fort Worth, TX 76129

(817) 257-5926

l.morey@tcu.edu

EDUCATION:

1977-1979:

1997-1998:

2006:

Southwest Texas State University, San Marcos: B.S.
(Elementary Education, Guidance Studies)

University of Georgia, Athens, GA: M.Ed.
(Educational Psychology)

Texas Christian University, Fort Worth
(General Experimental Psychology Ph.D. Program)

Texas Christian University, Fort Worth: M.S.
(General Experimental Psychology)

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE:

2001----:

Research Associate and CJ-DATS Project Coordinator
Institute of Behavioral Research, Texas Christian University, Fort Worth

Duties: Handles multi-projects conducted at multi-sites for CJ-DATS through
coordinating and reporting; provides CJ-DATS research trainings and follow-
up with field data collection personnel and research assistants; conducts
statistical analysis and data collection, and oversees form distribution;
prepares institutional and federal documents, reports for study progress,
technical information, and feedback; co-authors journal manuscripts;
organizes advance planning with target dates and timing for all aspects of
project deadlines.



ABSTRACT

COMPONENTS OF DECISION-MAKING
STRATEGIES FOR COLLEGE STUDENTS

Janis Teresa Morey, M.Ed., M.S.
Department of Psychology
Texas Christian University

Dissertation Advisor: Donald F. Dansereau, Professor of Psychology
and Associate Director, Institute of Behavioral Research

Committee Members:
Tim Barth, Professor of Psychology
Kirk Broome, Research Scientist, Institute of Behavioral Research
David Cross, Professor of Psychology

Patrick Flynn, Deputy Director, Institute of Behavioral Research
and Professor of Psychology

Timothy Hubbard, Professor of Psychology

George Joe, Associate Director, Institute of Behavioral Research

Previous research on college students’ decision-making has shown they sometimes make
impulsive, emotionally influenced, risk-taking and sensation-seeking decisions without fully
understanding their decisions or the consequences. Utilizing decision-making components, this
study addresses questions of group differences in response to training for decision description,
decision mapping, multiple social perspective-taking (SPT), and incubation. The study was
conducted in the fall of 2007 with a sample of Texas Christian University undergraduates (n =
283; males = 77, females = 206) enrolled in Psychology coursework. Findings for participants

whose intervention included SPT were significantly better able to develop and evaluate decision



options, and develop coherent plans for effective decision-making advice than students who did
not receive SPT training. Theoretically, it seems likely that SPT participants viewed the strategy
as a priming device, bringing out what was already known, rather than providing a new learning
experience. Participants receiving decision mapping reported they learned from the intervention
and found it useful, but that learning did not translate into being able to enhance their ability to
give decision-making advice. Additionally, neither SPT nor mapping contributed to the
students’ decision-making confidence levels. The study addresses a major gap in the college
student decision-making literature and provides some preliminary evidence to suggest that the
effectiveness of college students’ decision-making ability will likely increase when provided

with simple, yet powerful strategies. Implications and future research needs are also discussed.



