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EVALUATION OF A NOVEL TOOL FOR ENHANCED DECISION-MAKING AND
PERSONAL CHANGE AMONG COLLEGE STUDENTS
Introduction

Considerable evidence shows that college students are at great risk fonienguds
unethical decision-making. College students frequently engage in binge dyidiking driving,
drug use, and cheating on exams (Arnett, 1992; Reyna & Rivers, 2008; McCabe, 1992). In
addition, college students often have great difficulty making behavioral chédgavnfield,
Fernando, & Halberstadt, 2003; Kiene, Tennen, & Armeli, 2008). Despite somaviedia
targeted at lifestyle change for college students, sustainable charagesamissue (McNally &
Palfai, 2003). Decisions leading to thoughtless behavioral responses andtyliffienaking
changes may be detrimental to the life course of these young adults.

The present paper focuses on an evaluation of a tool designed to aid college stitidents w
making decisions and personal changes. Three conceptual frameworks have beeguded t
the development of this tool: a decision-making model (Robbins & Judge 2007), a
transtheoretical theory of change (Prochaska & DiClemente, 1983) and aema#tippective
strategy (Atha-Weldon & Dansereau, 2006; Hall & Davis, 2007). These frakewma
embodied in pre-structured guide maps that have been shown to be effective inngprovi
communication and problem-solving (see Dansereau, 2005, for review). Students usod this
were compared to problem-based writing and no treatment comparison groupsidesasitd
intentions related to decision-making and future change.

Decision-Making and Personal Change in College Student Populations
Many college students decide to explore high-risk behaviors when they movéenvay

home for the first time and are free of parental restrictions. Alcoholnasbiage drinking



(Johnston, O’ Malley, Bachman, & Schulenberg, 2006; Paschall & Flewelling, 2002), sezafe
(Eaton, et al., 2006), reckless driving (National Center for Statistics angsts)@a005) and
illegal drug use (Clayton, 1992) occur with alarming frequency among cotledgnss.
Furthermore, researchers have compared the ethical perceptions of studentstgnthdag
that college students are much more accepting of questionable ethicakgrdwit adults (Cole
& Smith, 1996). There is also considerable evidence that many college studengsiengag
unethical behaviors such as cheating (Anderman, Griesinger, & Wddter88; McCabe,
1992). Haines, Diekhoff, LaBeff, and Clark (1986) found that slightly more than half of the
surveyed college students reported having cheated. It has also been repootelg tP4tof
students who observed academic infractions reported them to their professtnsk(JE992).

College students whom make impulsive decisions and engage in risky behaayors
have more difficulty making a personal lifestyle change. One explanatiorhfocaellege
students may struggle with personal change is that is requires effort armtttooaf Perceived
invulnerability among college students has been found to be associated wrthtfahdopt a
positive lifestyle change (Katz, Meyers, & Walls, 1995). Researttaaes found that college
students expressed trepidation for seeking help prematurely or withouiestiffeason due to
the fear of judgment by their fellow students (Davies et al., 2000). Otherbaeported by
college students trying to improve their exercise regimens included theppencthat they were
too busy to reflect on health issues and get to the gym or health/counselingRawies, (et al.,
2000).

Which college students are most likely to engage in poor decision-making and have mor
difficulty making personal changes? Research suggests that colldgatsthigh on extraversion

are most likely to exhibit indecisiveness in their decision-making (Kellge, 2005) and



engage in riskier decisions (Rim, 1982). Introversion-extraversion, which callypneasured
by self-report (e.g., NEO FF-I), is considered to be a personalityhiediteflects sociability.
Extraverts prefer the company of others, while introverts tend to prefer spéintengone
(John & Srivastava, 1999). In addition to sociability, extraversion typicallyacteaizes people
with traits such as liveliness, assertiveness, and need for activity, advexititement, and
stimulation (Costa & McCrae, 1992). Eysenck and Eysenck (1985) found that extraversion i
associated with more impulsivity and with lower self-control. College stadeho are high on
extraversion appear to be at an even greater risk for problematic and potangstigal
decision-making. For instance, college students high on extraversion have been linked to
excessive drinking/drunk driving (Cook, Young, Taylor, & Bedford, 1998; Kjeerheim, Mykle
& Halvorsen, 1996; Martsh & Miller, 1997), smoking (Arai, Hosokawa, Fukao, & Hisamichi,
1997; Pritchard & Kay, 1993), cheating on exams (Singh, & Akhtar, 1972) and risky sexua
practices (Cooper, Agocha, & Sheldon, 2000). On the other hand, and as expected, those high on
introversion tend to engage in a more conservative lifestyle (Helgason cksedri Dyba, &
Steineck, 1995).
Conceptual Frameworks That Provide Bases for Facilitating Decision-Making and Changes
Decision tools that promote systematic decision-making have been shown to improve
logical problem-solving (Phillips, Pazienza, & Ferrin, 1984) and increase ooahthaturity
and choice certainty (Mau & Jespen, 1992). These tools are typically based on a standar
decision-making model (Robbins & Judge 2007) that includes five broad stages. Thagest s
is to Define the Situatiomhich allows for acknowledgment and a clear understanding of the
current situation. Defining the situation encourages an analysis of the decisiomdil&he

second stage is Benerate Alternativedrainstorming possible choices or directions can



increase both the number and quality of alternatives (Hall & Davis, 2007). This can be
accomplished by taking into account others’ recommendations for the best solutien to t
dilemma. Utilizing this strategy of multiple perspective-taking mayigie options that were not
formerly given consideration. Stage thre&€w@luate Alternativedt has been shown that
examining strengths and weaknesses of generated alternativesdcmdeational choice
(Halpern, 1996).The fourth stageSslection At this stage, individuals select from among their
generated choices after careful consideration of each option and recdatioes from others.
The final stage igction After an individual has made his or her decision, he or she must act
upon it so the invested time and decision analysis is not wasted. Each of the égdrstag
decision-making has been captured in the tool employed in this study.

With regard to making sustainable personal changes, Prochaska & Di€|da#88)
have developed a comprehensive model based on an analysis of the steps reported biagpeople w
successfully change. This transtheoretical model of change beginsRvebantemplation
stage, in which individuals show no intention to change in the foreseeable future. The second
stage isContemplationn which individuals become aware of the need to make a change, are
seriously considering making a change, but have not yet embarked on makiggscfdre next
stage iPreparationin which individuals have increased their commitment to change, intend to
take action in the near future and have often begun to make small behavioral chetges
the fourth stage where the most visible changes occur; for example, problemsdoed@me
abstinent or reduce their alcohol consumption. If behavior change is maintaineidneyéné
individual can be considered to be in the final stdgantenanceThe tool assessed in this study

was designed to guide an individual through the first three of these stages.



The final framework used in the development of the tool is the use of a perspective taking
strategy that involves the adoption of other points of view. This has long been viewidals cr
for effective social interaction (Feffer & Suchotliff, 1966). It was ex@ethat the processing of
decision dilemmas would benefit from the use of personal perspectives in the fisecision
team.” The Decision Team is a direct extension of the Thought Team gtiratelgich students
mentally refer to familiar people for guidance (Atha-Weldon & Dansereau, .200&jdition, it
was expected that well-known ethical perspectives would be helpful in evalustimgtaves.
Common perspectives that have been described and taught in ethics courses inclgle: Virt
Rights, Justice/Fairness, Common Good, and Utilitarian (Velasquez et al., T888jirtue
perspective focuses on common ideals such as honesty, caring, tolerance,datiatige and
courage. The Rights perspective focuses on the protection of the basic rights aitbbed
in the dilemma. The Justice/Fairness approach suggests all human bheirigds treated
equally or, if unequally then fairly based on some standard that is defensible. rEpictiee
dictates that when developing a course of action, it should be determined whether or not
individuals are equals. If not fair choices that consider equality should bedcieatexample,
the Justice/Fairness approach advocates parents treating their own chifdrently (i.e., more
love; more financial support) than other children. The Common Good perspective focuses on
societal impacts, such as clean air, safety, and healthcare and suppads teisnay infringe
on individual rights in order to reach community goals. The Ultilitarian perspestalaates
alternatives in cost/benefit terms. Each of these five approachesgsatktd broaden an
individual’'s view in the development and analysis of alternative coursesai é¢elasquez et

al., 1988).



An Integration of Perspective-Taking and Organized Writing: ACED IT

ACED IT is an acronym for Assess, Create, Evaluate, Decide, Impteand Test,
decision-making and behavior analysis tool (Appendix A). Itis a pre-stedgctoap that guides
individuals to visually represent all of the possible choices, as well as thgteg@and
weaknesses of each choice by using a “fill-in-the-space” format to oegdueizvritten
information (Dansereau, 2005). Core elements include the use of multiple pgespant the
use of ethical filters or perspectives to generate and rate each pataoita.
Problem-Based Writing

In the current research, problem-based writing serves as a compatiiserdémision-

making and personal change intervention. It has been shown that problem-basgdcamiti
ameliorate difficulties associated with understanding a dilemma and hetmdet solutions
(Pennebaker & Francis, 1996). Problem-based writing facilitates emotitesdeaeleading to
improved coping processes (Pennebaker, Colder, & Sharp, 1990), as well as physetogica
behavioral advantages (Esterling, Antoni, Fletcher, Marguilies, & Schneaaerl994; Gross &
Levenson, 1993). Typically, problem-based writing is done free form on a blank sheg¢iof pa
with no guiding instructions other than to write freely about the issues. This centrtsthe
organized writing encouraged by the ACED IT tool.
Pilot Workshop

ACED IT was explored in a 4-hour ethical decision-making workshop developed to
provide mid-level managers with general decision-making and problem-solving Bkals
workshop challenged participants to consider how the decisions they were making woeld shap
their future and potentially affect others. The participants included 23 cplpgees from a
community with a population of approximately 63,000. Feedback from the participantseddica
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high satisfaction with ACED IT and intent to use this strategy with futwiside dilemmas.
Based on this feedback, and upon focus groups with college students, it was anticip#ted that
ACED IT could be used with the college population.
Preliminary Study
In the spring of 2008, a study was conducted with undergraduate TCU students (n=97) to

examine the effectiveness of ACED IT among college stud8etssion one included obtaining
informed consents, random group assignment (ACED IT and comparison)estity tfor
individual differences (e.g., Big Five Inventory). The comparison gengaged in problem-
based writing (Pennebaker & Francis, 1996). In session twagiparits were given specific
instructions to briefly describe three past dilemmas that gaem difficulty. They were then
asked to select the decision that provided the most difficulty aretwmrk it using the ACED
IT procedure or through problem-based writing, depending on group assignmkey were
given 20 minutes to complete the task. Next, participants compketetbcision-making
guestionnaire and an ethical perspective questionnaire, followed by a fudfoheri

Findings revealed that extraverts reported a greater tendency to chaagerndecision
and marginally greater satisfaction with ACED IT than introvertstevspecifically, regardless
of which processing method was used (ACED IT or comparison) extravertsnoszdikely
than introverts to change their prior decision. This is important, as collegatsthgh on
extraversion seem to take little time for decision-making (Eysenck &rieks 1985); therefore,
instead of the act of reflection on a prior decision may be especially reveaértraverts.
Reflection on a prior dilemma and recognizing alternative choices that could leswvsdbected
may lead to improved strategies in future problem solving. The results alsotsdgbes
extraverts were more satisfied with ACED IT compared to introvertsreais their responses
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were similar to those of introverts when using the comparison method. The al@h&GiED
IT may have provided the extraverts with guidance as to how to re-processexrdearsion.
Introverts, on the other hand, are more likely to have developed their own reflecttegiss
and therefore were less likely to see the benefits of ACED IT. Also, extsgweferred the
virtue and justice/fairness ethical perspectives more than introvertsdrts, on the other hand,
seemed to reduce their reliance on the utilitarian perspective in the AC&indition, which
might suggest a more balanced evaluation. Consequently, there may be hiddenfb@nefits
exposing introverts to ACED IT.
General Objectives

The objectives of the present study were 1) to compare the outcomes of saftdents
using ACED IT, problem-based writing, or no treatment; and 2) to further explore
relationship between introversion-extraversion and students’ reactionsappiftaches to
decision processing and behavioral change. It was hypothesized that thésatsde the
ACED IT would report facilitated decision-making and personal chaegefits than those
instructed to engage in problem-based writing, and that both would report greatiiskiban
those given no treatment (other than to briefly describe the dilemma). Weypdtbdsized that
extraverts would report having greater benefits from the ACED IT guseavhen compared to
introverts.

Method

Participants

The participants were 134 (76 females, 58 males) undergraduate psychologys sitident

Texas Christian University who participated in exchange for experih@niese credit. The



participants were randomly assigned to one of three groups: ACEDARE), a writing
comparisonif= 45), and a no treatment conditio41).
Materials

All participants received a questionnaire asking them to describe a fdetision
dilemma and answer eight questions regarding it (e.g., how long did you strudgthisvit
decision?). Participants assigned to the ACED IT group were given the ACEBp and asked
to re-work the prior decision. Participants assigned to the writing procags @ere provided a
blank sheet of paper and were told to use it, if needed, for re-working their piagirde
Participants in the no treatment group did not re-work the decision and were given a
guestionnaire unrelated to the decision task. All participants then receivediarmasst asking
them to describe a personal change they would like to make. Participamedssithe ACED
IT group were given the ACED IT map and asked to work out the personal changéesin
map. Participants assigned to the problem-based writing group were providal ahdat of
paper and were told to use it if needed for working out the personal change. Pasticiphe no
treatment group were not asked to work out the personal change and were given a questionnair
unrelated to the decision task. Based upon pilot work to determine the amount of time meeded t
complete ACED IT; all groups were given 20 minutes to complete each task.
Procedure

In session one, informed consents were obtained. Individually numbered colored folders
held experimental materials for the three groups and were randomly destrdsistudents enter
the lecture hall. Students were asked to follow the instructions in their faeldénrsere allowed

to ask the experimenter questions for clarification. At the end of session aentstwere asked



to remember the color and the number on their folders to ensure that they would beaaaiteto |
their folder when they returned.

Participants were given instructions asking them to describe one pastrnleédismma.
Participants were asked to re-work the past decision dilemma using the AC&Dwrite down
their thoughts and opinions. Participants in the no treatment condition were given alggrson
guestionnaire as a control task (based on the pilot study, all conditions weesl dlbthinutes
for the task). All participants then completed a decision process evaluatiomguiaisé (8
minutes). Next, participants were asked to select a personal changethdyike to make and
to explore it using ACED IT or by writing down their thoughts and opinions. The ipariis in
the no treatment condition were given another control questionnaire (timédorwgs was 15
minutes). After participants completed the tasks, they were given a perkangke
guestionnaire evaluating the process they completed (8 minutes).

Session two included two questionnaires: the NEO personality inventory (30 minutes)
followed by a demographics questionnaire (2 minutes), and a full debriefing.

Individual Difference Measures

NEO Five Factor Personality Inventar€osta and McCrae’s (1992) shortened version of
the NEO-FFI consists of 60 items, 12 of each of the Big Five, with which partisipapress
agreement or disagreement on a five point scale ranging from Strongly di§Bgt@ Strongly
agree (5). Half of the items in each subscale are worded in one direction and timalbihehe

opposite direction to avoid a response set bias.
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Dependent Measures
Decision Process Evaluation Questionnaiflis 19-item questionnaire (Appendix B)
measures participants’ decision-making processes and future decekarmgnThe items were
based on a 7-point Likert scale (e.g., | will confidently face decisions in the)Xutur
Personal Change Process Evaluation Questionndings 19-item questionnaire
(Appendix C) measures participants’ current and future intention and attitugéotine target
change they described earlier and to implement other changes in generenkEheere based
on a 7-point Likert scale (e.g., | intend to plan for changes in the future).
Results
A principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation was conducted on the
future decision items in the Decision Process Evaluation Questionnaire. Tdtogs t@ntaining
three or more items emerged from the analysis, accounting for 55% of idneceal-actor
scores were formed by averaging items that loaded greater than .58. fliaetnrs labeled
Intent to Include Others, included the measures of seeing the value of cogsadieers’ points
of view in making decisions (.82), desire to help others with their difficult @asgi74), ability
to teach others about how to make decisions (.65), intentions to consider others’ points (.58), and
helping others with their future decisions (.59). The second factor, labeledoDecanfidence,
included the following items: confidence about making future decisions similar tméhe
described earlier (.80), effective decision maker perception (.77), cordidendure decisions
(.73), and ability to defend decisions in the future (.69). The third factor, labeleddDecis
Thoughtfulness, included intention to be thoughtful about future decisions (.80), intention to take
more time with future decisions (.72), and likeliness to write down thoughts to help make futur
decisions (.71).

11



A median split was performed on the extraversion variable, and a 3 (ACEDUp @s.
Problem-Based Writing vs. Control Group) x 2 (Extraversion vs. Introversion) MAN®as
conducted on the decision process factors described above. The main effect foresxper
condition was significant, indicated by Wilks’ Lambd6, 252) = 5.03p < .01, as was the
main effect for the extraversion group facte, 125) = 3.82p < .05. Significant univariate
main effects for group were obtained for the Intent to Include OtR¢ts128) = 7.07p < .01,
and Decision Thoughtfulneds(2, 128) = 3.95p < .05. Based on a LSD post hoc test,
participants in the ACED IT GroupA = 5.8,SD= .86) were more likely to report that they
would include others than those in the Problem-Based Writing GMupS.3,SD = 1.06) and
Control Group i = 5.5 and 4.7SD=.76). Participants in the ACED IT Groud € 4.7,SD=
1.23) were also more likely to report that they would be more thoughtful with futussaeci
than participants in the Control Groud € 4.0,SD = 1.25) and equally likely as those in the
Problem-Based Writing GroupA(= 4.5,SD = 1.25). Also, a significant univariate main effect
for group of extraversion/introversion was obtained for the Intent to Incluter<F(2, 128) =
14.49,p <.01. Extraverts were more likely to report that an intention to include others in their
future decision-making than introverts.

A separate principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotatiocondscted
on the 4 items in the Decision-Making Process Evaluation Questionnaire tsteasthe target
decision that participants described. One factor labeled Decision Revisiogedrfrem the
analysis, accounting for 55% of the variance. This factor included the uskffefrant approach
with the decision if faced today (.84), extent to which decision would be differentrirtre i
past (.83), satisfaction with decision now vs. before (.68), and amount learned about-decision
making that will help in future (.61)A 3 (ACED IT Group vs. Problem-Based Writing vs.

12



Control Group) x 2 (Extraversion vs. Introversion) ANOVA conducted on target alecisi
revealed a significant main effect of experimental condifg, 128) = 4.55p < .05. Post hoc
analyses revealed that participants in the ACEDME(4.2,SD=1.50) and Problem-Based
Writing Groups W1 = 4.2,SD= 1.67) indicated that they would more likely revise their prior
decision than would those in the Control Grolp< 3.4,SD=1.13).

A principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotation was conducted on the
future change items in the Personal Change Process Evaluation Questidmaifsctors
emerged from the analysis, accounting for 63% of the variance. Fact® s®yeformed by
averaging items that loaded greater than .55. The first factor, whichlvedsdaConfidence
About Future Change, included the following items: intention to take more time witk futur
change (.83), ability to see value of taking time to plan future changes (18Iacsion with
future changes (.76), confidence with ability to make future changes (.63), coafiditimc
facing change in future (.62), and ability to make positive future changes (H&63econd
factor, labeled Intent to Include Others, included the ability to see theafatoasidering
others’ points of view (.86), confidence in teaching others about how to make change (.84),
belief that others will seek one’s help with change (.83), and intention to think of as many
alternatives as possible with future change (.74). A 3 (ACED IT Group vs. Prolaleed-B
Writing vs. Control Group) x 2 (Extraversion vs. Introversion) MANOVA was conducteleon t
two factors. The MANOVA was marginally significant for main effe€group, indicated by
Wilks’ Lambda,F(4, 254) = 2.15p < .10. A significant univariate main effect was revealed for
the Intent to Include Others factéi(2, 128) = 3.40p < .05. According to post hoc analyses,

ACED IT Group participantdy = 5.6,SD = 1.06) were more likely than Problem-Based
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Writing (M = 5.1,SD = 1.08), and equally likely as the Control Group participavts 6.4,SD
= .95), to report that they intended to include others in the future when facing persomgd.ch

A separate principal components factor analysis with a varimax rotatiocondscted
on the 4 items in the Personal Change Process Evaluation Questionnaire thad desésget
change that participants described. One factor, labeled, Target Changgedefram the
analysis, accounting for 58% of the variance. This factor included itesassasg motivation to
make the change (.87), likeliness that the change will be made in the near.8&ure (
confidence about the decision to make the change (.72), and the increased likelihood that the
individual would make this change now compared to before the experiment (.62). A 3 (ACED IT
Group vs. Problem-Based Writing vs. Control Group) x 2 (Extraversion vs. Introversion)
ANOVA conducted on target change revealed a significant main effectgerimental
condition,F(2, 128) = 6.50p < .01. Post hoc analyses indicated that participants in the ACED IT
Group M =5.7,SD = .88) were more likely to report they have the ability to make the target
change now versus before the experiment than participants in the Problem-Based (MW=
5.3,SD=1.10) and the Control Groupl(= 4.8,SD= 1.37).

Discussion

Based on earlier work, it was hypothesized that participants utilizing ACE®Danalyze
a prior decision would report greater decision-making benefits than those engagedemprobl
based writing and those receiving no treatment. Further, problem-based wasrexpected to
lead to more benefits than no treatment. The findings partially supported these $ggothe
Individuals that used ACED IT reported a greater likelihood to revise theirqaaision

dilemma and include others in their future decision-making than the problem-hdtsegl and
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no treatment groups. Participants in both treatment conditions reported thaathey leore

from their prior decision and would be more likely to revise it than would the control group.
The present findings support and extend the literature regarding the utiligbtdpr

based writing about a dilemma (Pennebaker, 1993; Pennebaker & Francis, 1996), and provide

replication of earlier work with ACED IT. The findings are also consistatfit past research

that has documented that problem-solving tools that promote systematic de@gkiog-prove

beneficial in several capacities (e.g., Phillips et al., 1984; Mau & Jespen, B§eheral,

students that re-worked a prior decision dilemma using either ACED ITitorgnabout it

reported that they would treat future decisions differently than students tiedy ohescribed a

prior decision dilemma. Students using ACED IT also reported a greadentsy to include

others and provide support for others in their future decision-making than students in both

comparison groups. Given the importance of multiple perspectives (Feffer & $fich®@6;

Atha-Weldon & Dansereau, 2006; Hall & Davis, 2007), these results support the idag Eiat

IT may be a valuable enhancement to problem-based writing. The elements oflRCED

provided students with guidance as to how to incorporate opinions from respected others into

their thinking and apparently enhanced their opinion of this approach to decision-making.
The present study extended previous work on ACED IT to the arena of personal change.

Similar to the decision-making findings, the results revealed that studemysAGED IT to

work out a desired personal lifestyle change reported a greater likelthourude others in the

future more than students that wrote about the desired change. In addition, studermk#that w

out a desired change using ACED IT, as opposed to writing about or merely dgdtrin

personal change, reported they were more motivated, and closer to making the phesu=l

than they were prior to the experiment. These results suggest that collgas may benefit
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from using ACED IT to contemplate a desired change in their lifestyle ahththdenefit may
be greater than that achieved with problem-based writing.

Despite our original hypothesis, the lack of interaction effects between ACEDI
extraversion suggested that extraverts gained no appreciably larger stemefNCED IT than
their introverted peers. The lack of interaction effects in this study anesistent with a prior
study (Kreitler et al., in press) indicating that extraverts reportatey satisfaction with ACED
IT and higher intent to use its methods for decision-making in the future than rtgrdot/es
unclear what may have contributed to the discrepancies between these studieerHbee
present study found that extraverts were more likely to report the intentiociude others in
their future decision-making and in their attempts to make personal chartgedinding is
consistent with published differences between extraverts and introverts (Jatva&tava,
1999; Costa & McCrae, 1992), and provides evidence that at least some of the meaxgures w
sensitive to this personality difference and, therefore, a lack of seystwvinot account for the
lack of interaction effects. Further research is needed to resolve theaistes between the
ACED IT studies.

Overall, the current findings contribute to the literature regarding caodlegients’
decision-making. College students that utilized ACED IT to re-work a gilemma reported
greater benefits than those that engaged in problem-based writing and thasegecei
treatment. For example, they reported a greater likelihood to approacloclenasiing
differently, such that they plan to be more thoughtful, and include others in theirdetiiseon-
making. This is important, as college students often take little time for @ecrgaking (e.g.,
Anderman et al., 1998; McCabe, 1992; Haines et al., 1986). The act of reflection on a prior
dilemma using ACED IT, a problem-solving tool designed to promote systemeisoode

16



making, may be especially enlightening for college students. Perhaps,lgvenltege students
are more likely to make riskier decisions, the decision-making methodolaggdetiom ACED
IT may provide insight and help students avoid the potential pitfalls of impulsive decision
making. Moreover, college students using ACED IT to work through a desired alegogeed
greater benefits than did the other groups. For example, college students in the TAGBIp
reported a greater likelihood to include others and be more motivated to efféieepdsanges
in life. As college students have difficulty maintaining a desired personagjel{a.g., Katz et
al., 1995; Davies et al., 2000), this is of obvious importance. Therefore, in addition to aiding
future decision-making, the ACED IT problem-solving method may prove bemhétitree
implementation of positive lifestyle change for college students. In swntharutilization of
the core elements within ACED IT may lead to improved strategies in pradkmng. ACED

IT can be easily learned, and is a technique that could be incorporated in aotleigjes and
orientation to assist college students in their problem-solving methods, asldteya decisions

and personal change.
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Appendix A

ACED IT

Assess ¢ Create ¢ Evaluate ¢ Decide ¢ Implement ¢ Test

An Ethical Decision-Making Strategy

Assess Situation

Create Choices

Evaluate Choices Using Filters

Decide

Problem or dilemma:

l

Practical Issues: Your "Decision Team™: People who will be affected

(deadlines, etc.) {real and imaginary people
who can advise you)

L I

by this decision:

Brainstorm

Take a break

with your
“Decision Team”

to let the rest of your
brain chime in.

CHOICES

(Briefly describe
each cholce)—

It reflects your values.
{Use scale below to
rate each statement)—

It protects the rights
of those involved.

It is fair to those
involved.

It meets relevant
ethical and legal
standards.

It sets a good
precedent for the
future.

Short-term positives
outwelgh negatives,

(See workshsat befara rating)

Long-term positives
outwelgh negatives.
(See worksheet before rating)

It is practical. I can
pull this off.

Totals:
Any unacceptable?

NOT AT ALL (0) SOMEWHAT (1) PRETTY MUCH SO (2} VERY MUCH SO (3)

Check totals, consult your “Decision Team”, and DECIDE.

See if any of your ratings would cause you to eliminate choices.

(Over)
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Test

(come back to this |ater)

Implement Decisi

(Side 2)

Your Decision:

(Briefly describe and modify if necessary.)

Steps I need to take:

Possible Problems:

Solutions:

Looks OK?

dYes ONo

i

Implement Decision.

*
*

L

How did it werk out?

Center for Applied Psychology
Texas Christian University

&) Copyright 2008

25



Appendix B
Decision Process Evaluation

Please circle your answer for each question below
1. If you were nowto face the past dilemma you described earlier in this study, to what extent
would your decision be differeftom than it was in the past?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

2. Do you think you would be more satisfietth your decision now then before?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

3. How different would you approach your decision if you were to face it now?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

4. How much have you learned about decision making that will help you in the future?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Nothing A Large Amount

5. In general, how confident in the future will you be about making decisions like tlyewne
described earlier?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Likely Very Likely

6. How likely is it that you will write down your thoughts to help you make decisiotiei
future?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not Confident Very Confident

7. l intend to be more thoughtful about my decisions in the future.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So
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8. | feel like | will be able to defend the decisions | make in the future.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

9. I will confidently face decisions in the future.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

10. I intend to consider others’ points of view when making decisions in the future.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

11. I plan to take more time making decisions in the future.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

12.1 see myself as being an effective decision maker in the future.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

13. | feel | will be more satisfied with my decisions in the future.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

14. | see others turning to me for help with their decisions in the future.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

15. lintend to improve my skill as a decision maker in the future

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

16. If given the opportunity | will help others with their difficult decisions.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So
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17. | feel | will be able to teach others about how to make decisions.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

18. | see the value of considering others’ points of view in making my decisions.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

19. | intend to think of as many different alternatives as possible in making imipdetasions
in the future.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So
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Appendix C
Change Evaluation

Briefly write down the “change” that you described earlier:

1. How likely is it that you will make this “change” in the near future?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

2. Are you closer to making this “change” than you were at the beginning of this
experiment?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

3. How motivated are you to make this “change?”

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

4. How confident are you that you will be able to make this “change” if you dézide it

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

5. How confident are you that you will be able to make other changes like thisfutuhes?

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

6. | see the value of taking time to planning changes in the future.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

7. lintend to plan for changes in the future.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So
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8. | see myself as a person who can make positive changes in my life.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

9. lintend to be more thoughtful about my changes in the future.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

10.1 plan to take more time making important changes in the future.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

11.1 feel I will be more satisfied with changes in the future.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

12.1 see others turning to me for help with their changes.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

13.1 see the value of considering others’ points of view in making changes.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

14.1 intend to think of as many different alternatives as possible in making important

changes in the future.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

15.1 feel I will be able to teach others about how to make changes.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So

16.1 will confidently face changes in the future.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Not at all Very Much So
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Previous studies have demonstrated that many college students, specificallyighasn
extraversion, are prone to impulsive, and sometimes unethical, decision-nidiengresent
study further examined the impact of a decision-making “tool” that incarpdithe use of
standard ethical perspectives on students’ attitudes and intentions. This “fillnodée
spatial display guides college students through a systematic probMinggmiocess. Results
revealed that college students reported greater positive expectatidumsife decision-making
after utilizing the problem-solving tool than did those in a problem-based writhog @r in a
no treatment group. The results also suggest that college students rematedigrentions
for implementing positive lifestyle change after using the tool than did thalse ather

comparison groups.



