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ABSTRACT

The goal of this study was to add to our scientific knowledge about best practices for
environmental risk communication, while producing applied materials for managers and
stakeholders. I used a quasi-experimental pre-/post-test design to examine how two
differently framed messages about wildfire projections for the northern Rocky Mountains
influence attitudes about management actions. Current research has identified gain and loss
frames as a needed area of study in climate change communication, as both frames have led
to increases in perception of environmental problem severity, but it remains unclear how
frames will influence attitudes, intentions and behavior (Spence & Pidgeon, 2010).
Participants were randomly assigned to a treatment group and asked to review an on-line
flyer presenting information about increasing wildland fire risk in the northern Rocky
Mountains and risk reduction actions. One treatment flyer presented positive outcomes of
taking action (gain frame), while the other presented negative outcomes of not taking action
(loss frame). Participants completed on-line questionnaires assessing their attitudes and the
thoughts they had when viewing the flyers. I hypothesized that loss framed messages would

lead to deeper cognitive processing and therefore more positive attitudes.

This study contributes to our theoretical understanding of framing effects on attitudes
by showing a significant effect of frame type on cognitive processing. Participants in this
study engaged in deeper cognitive processing after reading the loss framed treatment flyer.
However, my results did not indicate that either frame was effective at influencing attitudes
about wildland fire management. Despite the impact of the loss frame on cognitive
processing, other studies indicate that using a gain frame is more likely to influence

attitudes. My results call into question whether effects of framing are likely to be substantial



v
in the context of wildland fire. Nevertheless, this study can contribute to our understanding

of existing attitudes by providing data on current levels of support for a variety of

management actions, which range from fuel reduction to community policies.

The summary report of this study (Appendix A) provides a description of
participants’ attitudes about management, a short description of the communication
techniques used in the flyer, and recommendations gathered from the literature advocating
the use of gain framed information. This summary and the gain flyer will be made available

to managers and stakeholders.
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Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION

PROBLEM STATEMENT

The climate change communication field has grown substantially in recent years and
now journal articles, research centers and books are devoted to the topic. However, articles
recommending climate change communication best practices are more available than
research testing the effectiveness of these practices. The lack of empirical evidence for these
recommendations shows a general assumption that communication techniques have the
same effect across various fields and topics (Spence & Pidgeon, 2010). This assumption
could result in messages being ignored, or worse, rejected since the actual effect of a
technique can vary given the topic and audience. With a topic as politicized as climate
change, inappropriate messages could further the confusion and division surrounding the
issue (Nisbet, 2009), and exposing the public to ineffective messages could be

counterproductive.

Climate change is a challenging topic to communicate because of the global scale of
the problem, its abstract or remote impacts, the politicized attributions of its cause, and the
complexity and uncertainty of predictions (Moser, 2010; Nisbet, 2009). For example,
readers of a message may argue that their personal actions could not affect a global problem,
that climate change will have no direct personal impact, or that the issue of climate change is
too complex and not well enough understood for them to take meaningful action. In addition
to focusing on local and personal impacts of climate change, one way to address these
communication challenges is to include information about the positive social consequences
of collective actions, which could help prevent the reader from dismissing the effect he or

she might have (Dunwoody, 2007). Furthermore, communication materials should be



appealing to the reader and easy to understand, which is often achieved by including

narratives and supplementing scientific facts with examples and photos (Moser, 2010).

Some communication campaigns focus on the worst possible outcomes in the hopes
that this will trigger a response from the reader to take action. However, Moser (2007)
cautioned that fear appeals may change levels of concern, but if not designed carefully will
not translate this concern into behavior change. For instance, people may not act if they
believe that they cannot successfully take action, regardless of their level of concern about
the problem. To address this problem, Markowitz and Shariff (2012) suggest focusing on
costs imposed on future generations, highlighting positive social norms, and using positive
emotional appeals to hope, pride, and gratitude. Moser (2007, p. 70) provides specific
recommendations to help increase the persuasiveness of the message in generating persistent

attitude change, arguing that readers should

e feel personally vulnerable to the risk;

e have useful and very specific information about possible
precautionary actions;

e positively appraise their own ability (self-efficacy) to carry out
the actions;

o feel the suggested actions will effectively solve the problem
(response efficacy);

e believe the cost associated with taking precautionary action is
low or acceptable;

e view the reward for not taking action as unappealing; and

e consciously and carefully process threat information (i.e.,
engage in central/systematic processing as opposed to
peripheral/heuristic information processing)

These recommendations should be incorporated in treatment material design when

testing specific communication practices. By incorporating techniques known to be



successful, we can test the effectiveness of new techniques in expanding our ability to create

persuasive messages.

Although research on climate change is still relatively new, we can develop targeted
environmental communication experiments by reviewing results of empirical studies from
communication interventions about topics that share some similarities with climate change
as a societal risk. One field to which climate change communicators have been looking for
guidance is health communication, since both health and climate change contain aspects of
risk and uncertainty. For example, studies by Morton, Rabinovich, Marshall, and
Bretschneider (2011), Nerlich, Koteyo, and Brown (2010), and Spence and Pidgeon (2010)
all were guided by health communication studies in designing experiments to test effective
ways to present uncertain information, focusing on impacts of climate change. Some studies
are applying these health communication techniques to climate change communication by
focusing on how climate change will impact public health issues (Maibach, Nisbet, Baldwin,

Akerlof, & Diao, 2010)

Focusing on certain aspects of a topic is a communication technique called framing.
Framing is used to define problems, diagnose causes, make moral judgments, and suggest
remedies (Entman, 1993). Nisbet (2009) argued that all information has been framed by
communicators, either intentionally or intuitively, because the act of choosing what to say
and how to say it is not necessarily a selective decision made by the communicator. In health
communication, one frame type that is used intentionally for specific audiences is gain/loss
framing (Rothman, Bartels, Wlaschin, & Salovey, 2006). A gain frame focuses on positive

outcomes of taking an action, which may be positive results or avoidance of negative results.



In contrast, a loss frame focuses on the negative outcomes of not taking an action, which
may be negative results that will happen or positive results that will not happen (Rothman et
al., 2006). For example the statement, “If you carpool to work, you will lower your carbon
footprint,” is a gain frame, while the corresponding statement, “If you don’t carpool to work,
you won’t lower your carbon footprint,” is a loss frame. While there are many other types of
frames, this study examined the effect of gain and loss frames because effects of this

framing technique are not well understood and should be theoretically developed.

While recent climate change communication studies on framing have focused on
general impacts of climate change (Morton et al., 2011), the topic of sea level rise (Spence
& Pidgeon, 2010), health impacts (Maibach et al., 2010) or a combination of frames (Myers,
Nisbet, Maibach, & Leiserowitz, 2012), this study focused on the impact of wildfire.
Climate change impacts in the northern Rocky Mountains include changes in water
availability and forest regeneration that would, when coupled with predictions for more
frequent wildfire, increase the likelihood of larger, more intense fires and smoke

(Westerling, Hidalgo, Cayan, & Swetnam, 2006).

PURPOSE OF STUDY

Due to the direct impact of climate change on lifestyles and communities, it is
important to share scientific predictions with the people who will be affected by these
hazards. As more information becomes available, residents and policy-makers should be
considering policies to adapt to these changing conditions (Nisbet, 2009). Since most
climate change impacts are described for large regions, it may be challenging for local areas

to identify local-scale actions that can increase their preparedness. Vulnerability and



adaptive capacity assessments can help with this process, but as of spring 2012 these
assessments had not been completed for the state of Idaho. When these assessments are
completed, land managers can implement management actions that address climate change

impacts at the local-scale.

This study contributes to the debate on how best to encourage individual and
community preparedness planning by testing the effect of gain and loss communication
strategies on public perceptions. Climate change communication is a new arena in which
social science theories can be developed and tested. The results of this experiment expand
our knowledge of this growing field by applying techniques from related areas of
communication study. Specifically, this experiment tested existing predictions about the
effect of gain and loss message framing on audiences’ attitudes about wildfire adaptation
and mitigation actions. The materials created for this study presented current projections for
wildfire as influenced by climate change in the northern Rockies. The materials were
designed to be used by either land managers or community leaders to raise awareness of
actions that could reduce wildland fire risk. This regional information takes the next step
from previous climate change communication research, which has tended to study how
general environmental actions, such as recycling, are, or are not, prompted by climate
change messages. Instead, this study’s regional information focused on adaptation and
mitigation actions that would be locally relevant, and if applied, would increase community
preparedness, such as developing defensible space guidelines. In the future, this type of
communication intervention could be targeted to communities identified in vulnerability
assessments. Results from this study will help land managers tailor community-specific

adaptation messages about anticipated forest-related projections in wildland fire risk.



This experiment tested the impact of treatments employing gain/loss framed
information on attitudes about wildland fire management actions. The study provided
participants with access to regional projections about climate change and related forest
health conditions. Thus, in addition to contributing to climate change communication theory,
materials created for this study can be used by managers or stakeholders to distribute results,
start conversations with other managers, and raise public awareness of forest projections. By
engaging residents in the Northern Rockies with this research, the treatment materials may
contribute to the support and acceptance of adaptation strategies that increase community
preparedness for wildfire. Results could aid managers in understanding how the public
views adaptation strategies, and the materials developed using best practices for
communication could be posted on the National Wildfire Coordinating Group website, used
as materials for the developing Northern Rockies Fire Science Network library exchange

program, or distributed by managers to their stakeholders.

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVE

Framing

Frames are used as storylines to develop how an issue is understood, including what
actions should be taken and who is responsible (Nisbet, 2009). Audiences use frames to
make sense of and discuss information, while experts use frames to simplify technical
details and journalists use frames to make a topic appealing and interesting (Nisbet, 2009).
Frames do not always influence the reader in the way that a communicator intends because
readers interact with the information and may selectively focus on frames that are more
important to them due to preexisting values or perceptions (Entman, 1993; Maibach et al.,

2010). Several types of frames have been used in climate change communication. For



example, climate change advocates may choose to use a social development frame, while
climate change contrarians may choose to use a frame like “runaway science” (Nisbet,

2009).

Levin, Schneider, and Gaeth (1998) defined three types of framing that influence
decision makers: attribute framing, goal framing, and risky choice framing. Attribute
framing uses a single characteristic of an object or event to focus the evaluation of the
information (Levin et al., 1998). The effect of this type of framing is measured by a
comparison of the appeal of the item when the chosen attribute is presented with a negative
versus a positive frame. Levin et al. (1998) used an example from a study on beef, where
individuals rated beef labeled 75% lean as better tasting than beef labeled 25% fat. In
climate change communication an example would be “Delayed first frost dates will make

autumn seem longer” and “Delayed first frost dates will make winter seem shorter.”

Goal framing uses outcomes of behavior to change how actions are valued, rather
than focusing on levels of risk, which occurs in risky choice framing, or a single
characteristic, which occurs in attribute framing (Levin et al., 1998). In goal framing, the
positive frame is a gain frame, in which there is a positive outcome of a behavior, and the
negative frame is a loss frame, in which there is a negative outcome of a behavior.
Following the example above, information persuading people to eat leaner beef could use
the gain frame “If you eat lean beef you will reduce your fat intake” or the loss frame, “If
you don’t eat lean beef, you won’t reduce your fat intake.” An example of goal framing in
climate change communication is illustrated by frames in a study by Spence and Pidgeon

(2010), where the authors used as the gain frame, “By mitigating climate change, we can



prevent further increases in winter floods to maritime regions and flash floods throughout
Europe” and “Without mitigating climate change, we will see further increases in winter
floods in maritime regions and flash floods throughout Europe” as the loss frame. Gain and

loss frames are techniques used in both goal framing and risking choice framing.

Gain and loss frames were first studied in the development of prospect theory, which
was created to explain how choices were made under uncertainty (Tversky & Kahneman,
1992). The main proposition of this theory is that, when given a set of choices that includes
aspects of risk and uncertainty, the decision maker will assess values of potential outcomes
and make a decision with the greatest potential for gains (Tversky & Kahneman, 1992).
Gains are perceived as outcomes with a higher value, while losses are perceived as outcomes
with a lower value. Tversky and Kahneman (1992) focused on how the presentation of
outcomes that are factually equivalent, but have been framed deliberately by the
communicator, can shift which outcome the decision maker prefers. A framing effect occurs
when decision makers show a preference for one frame, despite the fact that both frames
present equivalent outcomes (Tversky & Kahneman, 1992). Prospect theory predicts that
high probability, or sure, choices will result in risk aversion for gains and risk seeking for
losses, and low probability, or risky, choices will result in risk seeking for gains and risk
aversion for losses. The Asian disease example (Kiihberger & Tanner, 2010) supports this
prediction. Participants are asked to choose between two programs to respond to a disease

that, without action, is expected to kill 600 people.



In the positively framed version of the task the sure and risky options are
described in terms of gains:

If Program A is adopted, 200 people will be saved.

If program B is adopted, there is a 1/3 probability that 600 people will
be saved, and a 2/3 probability that no people will be saved.

In the negatively framed version the same options are described in terms of
losses:

If Program C is adopted, 400 people will die.

If Program D is adopted, there is a 1/3 probability that nobody will
die, and a 2/3 probability that 600 people will die.

It is important to recognize that Programs A and C are equivalent, while B and D are
equivalent. However choices vary depending on the frame. Specifically, when asked to
choose between Program A or Program B, decision makers tended to prefer choice A, but
when asked to choose between Program C or Program D, decision makers tended to prefer
choice D (Kiihberger & Tanner, 2010). In other words, people are willing to take risks in
order to avoid negative outcomes, but are cautious when seeking positive outcomes. Due to
this component of risk, prospect theory is commonly used to examine the effects of risky

choice frames.

An example of risky choice framing using gain and loss framing in climate change
communication can be illustrated by frames used by Morton et al. (2011), where the authors
used “It is 20% likely that global warming of 2°C will not cause abrupt and severe changes
to regional weather patterns such as monsoons or the El Nifio,” for the gain frame and “It is
80% likely that global warming of 2°C will cause abrupt and severe changes to regional

weather patterns such as monsoons or the El Nifio,” for the loss frame.
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Based on prospect theory, loss frames should be more persuasive when individuals
believe a behavior has a moderate risk of negative outcomes, while gain frames should be
more persuasive when individuals believe a behavior has low risk of negative outcomes
(Rothman et al., 2006). Using prevention and detection behaviors to explain impacts
associated with gain and loss frames is called the Rothman et al. (2006) framework. This
framework was developed because results in framing research are highly dependent on the
type of behavior being studied. In health communication, gain frames should be more
effective for messages about prevention behaviors and loss frames should be more effective
for messages about detection behaviors. Prevention behaviors are considered cautious
actions, since they remove risk. On the other hand, detection behaviors are considered risky

actions, because a person can find out that s/he is sick.

These predictions are supported by a study on sunscreen use, a prevention behavior,
which tested the effect of gain or loss framed information on attitudes, intention and
behavior (Detweiler, Bedell, Salovey, Pronin, & Rothman, 1999). In this study, individuals
who received a gain-framed brochure about skin cancer were more likely to seek out free
sunscreen samples than individuals who had received a loss-framed brochure. Additionally,
research on breast self-examinations, a detection behavior, showed that loss frames led to
higher levels of behavioral intention after participants reviewed brochures and higher rates
of self-reported breast self-exams four months later (Meyerowitz & Chaiken, 1987). This
study also showed that the loss-framed brochure resulted in the highest measures of self-
efficacy among participants. The authors proposed that the loss frame was more effective
because it shifted participants’ views from seeing themselves as healthy to recognizing that

they might not be healthy.
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While health communication focuses on prevention or detection behavior, I focused
on adaptation and mitigation actions, which are considered equivalent to preventive
behaviors (Spence & Pidgeon, 2010). An adaptation action is a change made in a human or
natural system to moderate negative effects or exploit positive effects of a stimulus (IPCC,
2007). For example, an adaptation to higher average temperatures could be the increased use
of air conditioners in homes. A mitigation action is a change made by humans to stop or
reduce the stimuli contributing to the risk (IPCC, 2007). For example, a mitigation response
to high green house gas emissions could be new emission regulations for vehicles. Few
studies have tested the effectiveness of communicating climate change adaptation strategies,
despite the clear need for this research (Moser, 2010; Pidgeon & Fischhoff, 2011). To
address this need, a recent study by Spence and Pidgeon (2010) examined how gain/loss
frames and local/global frames influenced knowledge about climate change impacts among
British citizens. The authors considered both climate change adaptation and mitigation
actions as comparable to preventative health behaviors, and their results supported the

hypothesis that gain frames were more effective messages.

Issue Involvement and Message Processing

Some health communication studies have also considered how level of issue
involvement and cognitive processing might influence framing effects. Issue involvement is
defined as how relevant and important a topic is to an individual; high levels of involvement
lead to elaborate processing of information about the topic (Kokkinaki & Lunt, 1997). For
example, in the study on sunscreen use by Detweiler et al. (1999), the authors considered the
entire sample to be highly involved because the study took place at a beach. While this did

not allow for comparisons between high involvement and low involvement participants, the
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authors hypothesized that the high level of involvement increased the salience of the topic

and their messages were therefore carefully considered.

In the Elaboration Likelihood Model, or ELM, cognitive processing is divided into
central processing, in which information is carefully considered, and peripheral processing,
in which information is superficially considered and non-informational aspects play a major
role in attitude change (Rucker & Petty, 2006). Central processing is dependent on a
participant’s motivation and ability to consider the information, and persuasive effects
require focused, strong arguments. Peripheral processing relies more on cues, such as the
source of the information or number of arguments. While central processing can lead to a
long-term attitude change, peripheral processing can change attitudes in the short term, but

such changes are not enduring.

Meyers-Levy and Maheswaran (2004) found evidence that individuals involved with
an issue will process the message more centrally, and the authors suggest that loss frames
will be more effective with these people. This prediction is based on the idea that negatively
worded arguments are given greater weight during judgment formation and are thus always
stronger than positively worded arguments (Rothman et al., 2006). Thus, while attitude
change is unlikely for people with high issue involvement and strong prior attitudes, loss

framing may have the greatest chance of success with this group.

However, other studies present seemingly contradictory results regarding which
frame has a stronger influence with highly involved participants. Millar and Millar (2000)
found that highly involved participants scored higher on cognitive thought listing exercises,

indicating more central processing, and that these participants had higher behavioral
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intention after exposure to gain framed messages. Conversely, Maheswaran and Meyers-
Levy (1990) found that participants with high involvement, and high cognition scores, had
higher levels of behavioral intention in a loss frame treatment. These apparently
contradictory findings may be attributed to the different behaviors under study. Millar and
Millar were studying safe driving behavior, which can be considered a cautious, or
preventative, behavior. Maheswaran and Meyers-Levy, on the other hand, presented
information on a blood test that would be considered a risky behavior in prospect theory.
Therefore, despite the first study’s support for use of gain frames and the second study’s
support for loss frames, both of these studies actually support the prospect theory hypothesis
that gains will be more effective at promoting cautious actions, while losses will be more
effective at promoting risky actions. Millar and Millar (2000) also proposed that lower
levels of processing among low involvement participants could have minimized the framing
effect. Thus, participants with high involvement should show a large increase in either a
gain frame or loss frame, but which frame type is more effective will depend on whether the
action is perceived as a risky or a cautious action. Since I focused on cautious actions, based

on these predictions, the loss frame should have a greater effect on involved participants.

I assumed study participants were engaging in central processing when viewing the
informational materials I supplied, because they were asked to carefully review the
treatment materials, and people who were not interested likely never completed the survey.
Nevertheless, I included questions measuring the depth of cognitive processing, since I
believed one of the two samples in the study would have higher levels of involvement, as
explained in the methods section. I assumed these highly involved participants would have

stronger prior attitudes about management actions and therefore less attitudinal change than
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less involved participants. By their very definition, strong attitudes are hard to change
(Krosnick & Petty, 1995). One reason strong attitudes are resistant to change is that as a
person becomes more knowledgeable s/he develops support for the pre-existing viewpoint.
Furthermore, people find information that supports their prior attitudes to be more
compelling and easier to remember. I designed my treatment materials carefully in order to
present strong arguments that could counter pre-existing negative attitudes toward

adaptation and mitigation actions.

HYPOTHESES

Elaboration Likelihood Model guided my predictions about how people would
elaborate and evaluate messages. Although I hypothesized an overall main effect such that
the loss frame would outperform the gain frame, ELM provided specific hypotheses for
participants who exhibited high and low levels of cognitive processing of messages
(elaboration), as measured with a thought listing exercise. Table 1.1 lists the nine hypotheses
tested in this experiment and the following paragraphs explain how and why predictions

varied with treatment exposure and the level of issue involvement.
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Table 1.1: Hypotheses

H1: Both gain and loss framed treatment materials will increase participants’ support for
management actions to reduce fire risk when compared to the control group.

H2: Participants with high issue involvement scores and positive prior attitudes will have a
higher level of support in the loss frame than the gain frame.

H3: Participants with low issue involvement scores will have a higher level of support in the
gain frame than the loss frame.

H4: The proportion of participants whose thoughts elicited by the messages show high
cognitive depth will be higher with increasing scores of issue involvement.

HS5: The proportion of participants whose thoughts elicited by the messages show negative
valence will be higher with increasing scores of issue involvement.

H6: The proportion of participants whose thoughts elicited by the messages show personally
relevant elaborations will be higher with increasing scores of issue involvement.

H7: The proportion of participants whose thoughts elicited by the messages show high
cognitive depth will be higher in the loss frame.

HS: The proportion of participants whose thoughts elicited by the messages show negative
valence will be higher in the loss frame.

H9: The proportion of participants whose thoughts elicited by the messages show personally
relevant elaborations will be higher in the loss frame.

Both the gain and loss frame were expected to generate increases in positive attitudes
for management actions when compared to the control group (hypothesis 1). The
information presentation in the treatment would be compelling enough to cause participants
to engage in central processing, which should then lead to attitude change (Petty &

Cacioppo, 1986).
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Individuals who are highly involved with an issue or who have strong prior attitudes
are less likely to be influenced by persuasive messages (Petty & Wegner, 1998). For highly
involved participants whose prior attitudes were strongly positive, I expected a ceiling effect
because there is little room for strong positive attitudes to become strengthened. Participants
whose prior attitudes were strongly negative were expected to counter-argue the messages
and therefore exhibit no change in support for management actions. Apart from these overall
main effects of strong prior attitudes, Maheswaran and Meyers-Levy (1990) predicted that
high involvement participants would be more persuaded by the loss frame, and low
involvement participants would be more persuaded by the gain frame. As noted above, |
hypothesized that this prediction would hold true for this study. Highly involved participants
with positive prior attitudes were expected to exhibit a larger increase in support in the loss
frame (hypothesis 2) because — although these participants already understand the positive
and negative outcomes — focusing on the negative outcomes should lead them to want to
avoid personal risk. Participants with low issue involvement, regardless of the valence of
their prior attitude, were expected to exhibit the largest increase in support in the gain frame
(hypothesis 3), because these participants would not have as much prior experience or
knowledge with the topic and would focus on the positive messages of the gain frame. A

visual representation of hypotheses 2 and 3 is shown in Figure 1.1.



Hypothesis 2 Hypothesis 3
Prior attitude: Positive High Involvement Low Involvement
Gain Frame ) MM
Loss Frame ™ ™
Control Group No change No change

Prior attitude: Negative

High Involvement

Low Involvement

Gain Frame No change ™1
Loss Frame No change T
Control Group No change No change
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Figure 1.1: Visualization of hypotheses 2 and 3. I predicted that changes in attitudes are
affected by frame type, level of involvement, and prior attitudes about wildland fire
management. Arrows indicate increases in support.

The generation of message-related thoughts, as opposed to simple evaluative
thoughts, is used to serve as an indicator of depth of cognitive processing (Chaiken, 1980).
Participants with high issue involvement exhibit deeper processing of messages than low
issue involvement participants (Maheswaran & Meyers-Levy, 1990). Participants who have
high issue involvement are more likely to be knowledgeable about the pros and cons of
suggested management actions. I believe that participants with high issue involvement are
more likely to be critical of the management actions than participants with low issue
involvement scores. Additionally, highly involved participants’ familiarity with the topic
makes it likely that they will make connections between the management actions the flyer
suggests and participants’ own lives. This leads to the hypotheses that higher scores on issue
involvement would lead to higher scores on depth of cognitive processing (hypothesis 4),
more negatively valenced thoughts elicited by the messages (hypothesis 5), and more

personally relevant elaboration of the message topic (hypothesis 6).
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Since previous studies have found that negatively worded arguments can lead to
greater processing during decision making, I predicted that the loss frame would lead to
more cognitive depth of elaborations (hypothesis 7) (Rothman et al., 2006). I hypothesized
that the loss frame would lead to more thoughts that were negatively valenced (hypothesis 8)
because the loss frame presented the negative outcomes of inaction. I predicted that
participants in the loss treatment would express more negative thoughts, while participants
in the gain treatment would express more positive thoughts. The negative focus of the loss
frame may trigger participants to carefully consider how they might be negatively impacted.
Thus I also predicted that the loss frame would result in more personally relevant

elaboration (hypothesis 9).

KEY VARIABLES

The independent variables in this study were the gain or loss framed treatment
materials about wildland fire risk, issue involvement, and prior attitudes about wildland fire
management (Table 1.2). Gain framed materials focused on the positive outcomes of taking
risk reduction management actions, while loss framed materials focused on the negative
outcomes of not taking action. The dependent variables were post-test attitudes about
wildland fire management, valence of thoughts about treatment materials, depth of cognition
about treatment materials, and presence of thoughts indicating evidence of personally

relevant elaboration about treatment materials.
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Variable and survey
questions

Definition

How I used this
information

Treatment
Gain or loss framed flyers

Outcomes of wildfire risk
reduction actions presented
as either positives or

To evaluate the influence of
outcome focus in changes
attitudes about wildland fire

negatives management
Independent Variable The level of issue To evaluate the influence of
Issue involvement involvement of the issue involvement on
participant, determined by attitude change in relation to
Q3,Q4,Q5
scores on knowledge, argument type
interest, and efforts to reduce
wildland risk
Independent Variable Participants’ level of support | To assess the efficacy of the

Wildland fire attitudes (pre-
test)

Q10 item 1-10

toward wildland fire
management actions prior to
reading treatment materials

treatment on increasing
positive attitudes about
wildland fire management

Dependent Variable
Wildland fire management
attitudes (post-test)

Q10 item 1-10

Participants’ level of support
toward wildland fire
management actions after
reading the treatment
materials

To assess changes in
attitudes from before and
after the treatment

Dependent Variable
Valence of thoughts (post-
test)

Q2 thought listing exercise

Participants’ overall negative
or positive thoughts after
reading the treatment
materials

To assess how positively or
negatively the participant
evaluated the treatment
materials

Dependent Variable
Depth of cognition (post-
test)

Q2 thought listing exercise

Participants’ level of
cognitive processing after
reading the treatment
materials

To assess how extensively
the participant processed the
treatment materials

Dependent Variable
Personally relevant
elaboration (post-test)

Q2 thought listing exercise

Participants’ thoughts about
personal connections to the
content in the treatment
materials.

To assess how the
participant elaborated on the
treatment materials in ways
that link to personal life or
prior cognitive structures
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Chapter 2: Methods

STUDY DESIGN

This study tested which treatment, gain-framed information or loss-framed
information, was more effective at increasing support for management actions addressing
the projected changes in wildland fire risks in the northern Rocky Mountains. T used a
quasi-experimental quantitative approach with a pre-test/post-test survey design. Each
treatment group was exposed to one of two versions of a flyer to assess if gain or loss frames
were more effective at increasing support for fire adaptation and mitigation actions, and
these were compared to control groups who did not receive either version of the flyer. The
study sampled from two populations (as explained below), one of which was a panel, in
which the same individuals completed pre-tests and post-tests (Sample 1); the other
population was sampled in a cross-sectional design, with different individuals completing
the pre-test and post-test (Sample 2). These design differences meant that different statistical
analyses were used to test hypotheses for each sample. Specifically, I could only look at
attitude change with Sample 1, because such analysis required matched pre- and post-test

data.

PARTICIPANTS

The population for this study was U.S. residents living in northern Rocky Mountain
states, represented by Idaho and Montana. The sample frame consisted of two different
populations (Sample 1 and Sample 2) to test the effectiveness of the treatments on attitudes
about wildfire management. Sample 1 participants had previously participated in a Joint Fire
Science Program funded study, indicated they would be interested in participating in

additional studies on wildfire, and had provided an email address (n=574). Sample 2



21
participants were members of the online panel Amazon Mechanical Turk; these participants
had not expressed specific interest in wildfire research. This second sample was added to the
research design to elicit responses from individuals with lower levels of issue involvement
with the topic of wildland fire. Since the goal of this study was to understand how
individuals are persuaded by different messages, the second sample permitted me to account

for the effect of presumed higher issue involvement with the topic of wildfire among Sample

1.

The goal was to have a total sample size of 1,000 participants, with 500 participants
from each sample population. Since the total population of Idaho and Montana is
approximately 2,500,000 people I required 384 responses from both the high involvement
and low involvement populations to achieve a 95% confidence interval with a margin of
error of £ 5% (Bartlett, Kotrlik, & Higgins, 2001). Since the high involvement population
had indicated interest in wildfire research, I was anticipating a high response rate of 80%, or
400 responses. The low involvement participants (Sample 2) were selected using a quota
sample, which was set at 200 for the gain frame, 200 for the loss frame, and 50 for the
control group. I attempted to control for incomplete surveys by setting the quota (n=500)

above the needed 384 responses (Table 2.1).
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Sample 1: Participants interested in wildfire research'

Sample size

Time of administration

Requested Completed Oct. 9 — Nov. 7-26,2012
Nov. 4,
2012
Control pre-testand | n= 100 n= 39 Survey Survey
post-test
Pre-test, treatment 1, | n= 200 n= 56 Survey Treatment 1 | Survey
and post-test
Pre-test, treatment 2, | n= 200 n= 60 Survey Treatment 2 | Survey

and post-test

Sample 2: Amazon Mechanical Turk (Online panel)

Sample size

Time of administration

Requested Completed Oct. 9 — Nov. 7 —Dec. 24, 2012
24,2012

Pre-test only n=50 n=48 Survey

Treatment 1 and n= 200 n=117 Treatment 1 | Survey
post-test

Treatment 2 and n= 200 n=114 Treatment 2 | Survey
post-test

Control post-test n=50 n=46 Survey

only

" The original sample size for participants in the Northern Rockies was a 6,000 with a response rate of 28%.
This study allowed participants to complete a paper or online survey, 967 or 60% participants completed the
survey online (Blades & Hall, 2012). Of these online participants, 574 indicated they would be willing to

participate in additional wildland survey research.
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Sample 1 participants were sent a personalized email cover letter (Appendix B)
asking if they were willing to participate in the study, provided with a random unique
identifier and given a link to the survey website. This sample of participants was entered to

win one of three $100 gift cards upon completion of the post-test survey.

For Sample 2 participants, a cover letter was posted on the Amazon Mechanical Turk

website (www.mturk.com), along with a link to the online survey (Appendix C). Participants

entered the code that appeared on the last page of the survey to receive a small payment
($0.50) for their participation. These payments required approval to insure that the
participant had actually completed the survey. The online panel allowed me to limit
participant involvement to U.S. citizens, and additional instructions limited participation to
residents of Idaho, Montana, Washington and Wyoming. I assumed that the pre-test
(control) results would be representative of the population of participants on Amazon
Mechanical Turk because, as noted above, a panel design using the same participants in a

pre-test and post-test was not possible with the online population.

TREATMENT

Treatment materials addressed environmental risk communication needs identified
by Moser (2010), including the need for audience-specific messages, effective use of visual
information, and communication of adaptation strategies. Treatment materials were designed
as a 8.5” X 117 letter-size flyer written for an audience of permanent homeowners living in
the northern Rocky Mountains. The flyer was posted on a webpage in pdf format for

participants to review. Flyer content focused on factors leading to increased wildfire risk and
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adaptation and mitigation actions at the landscape, community and personal level that could
reduce risk. Each point of information was accompanied by a photo to insure visual-verbal

overlap. Flyers had approximately 330 total words, with sentences averaging 25 words each.

Information on the flyer was taken from recent white paper publications about
wildland fire and forest changes in the northwestern United States and actions that can be
taken to reduce risk from wildland fire. Information was also drawn from peer reviewed
journal articles and government reports; a website at the bottom of the flyer directed

participants to a list of these sources. This list of sources can be found in Appendix D.

Treatment materials highlighted three areas contributing to increasing wildfire risk:
changes in precipitation patterns, increased fire fuels from beetle killed trees, and increased
development in the wildland-urban interface. Land managers’ actions focused on fuel
reduction actions (e.g., controlled burns and mechanical thinning). Community actions
suggested developing and maintain a Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) and
developing ordinances for vegetation removal on private property. Finally, household
actions focused on creating defensible space around homes and individual wildfire

emergency plans.

Once layout and text were completed for the gain frame (positive outcomes;
Appendix E) the actions section of the flyer was reworded to highlight the negative
outcomes of not taking action (loss frame; Appendix F). This ensured that all other design

elements remained constant for each flyer.
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PROCEDURES

Survey Administration

Sample 1 participants received the initial cover letter email on October 9, 2012. Two
weeks after the initial email, participants were sent a reminder email following the modified
Tailored Design Method by Dillman, Smyth, and Christian (2009). On November 6, 2012,
participants received an email requesting participation in the post-test, a reminder of their
unique identifier number and a link to their post-test survey assignment. This link instructed
the participants to carefully review the treatment materials provided before starting the
survey questions. Participants were randomly assigned to either one of two treatment groups
or to the control group. Two weeks after this initial email, participants were sent a reminder

email.

Sample 2 participants were recruited starting on October 9, 2012, when the cover
letter request appeared on the online panel website. This request was closed on October 24,
2012, when the pre-test control quota was filled. On November 6, 2012, three new tasks
were posted, one for teach treatment and one for the post-test control group. Potential
participants were only eligible to complete one of these tasks. This request was closed on
December 24, 2012, due to the time that had lapsed since the task had been posted. These

quotas were not completely filled, as shown in Table 3.

All participants completed the survey from the same survey website for their
treatment group. After the initial screening question for state of residence, participants were
instructed to carefully review the information on the flyer and consider how the information

was relevant to them personally and their communities. Participants were told to click on a



26
photo of the flyer that would take them to a larger version in a new window (Appendix E or
F). After reading the flyer, participants returned to their survey window to complete the

survey questions.

Survey Measures

The independent variable in this study is the frame type. The gain frame emphasized
the benefits of completing community and landscape level management actions. The loss
frame emphasized the costs associated with not completing these actions. The survey
assessed participant issue involvement with wildland fire by measuring perceived
knowledge about wildland fire management, interest in management, and activity with
efforts to reduce risk. A thought listing exercise was used to assess levels of cognitive
processing including cognitive depth of thoughts, valence of thoughts, and personally

relevant elaboration (Appendix G, questions 2-3).

The dependent variable is attitude about wildland fire management actions, which
was measured as levels of support for various actions that could be taken at the landscape,
community, and personal levels (Table 2.2). Other potentially confounding demographic
variable were also measured, including age, gender, income, education and political
affiliation (Appendix G, questions 11-21). Table 2.3 shows these variables, hypotheses and

statistical tests used to test these hypotheses.
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Table 2.2: Attitude items about wildland fire management (survey question #10).

Prescribed fire on public lands in my county.

Selective thinning on public lands in my county.

Community education programs about family wildfire plans.

Fire breaks around my community.

Livestock grazing on public lands to reduce fire fuels.

Mandatory review of my community's Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP) every 3 years.

Defensible space guidelines in my community.

Mandatory defensible space ordinances in my community.

Fire-safety building guidelines in my community.

Mandatory fire-safety building ordinances in my community.

Note: 7-point Likert-type scale, where 1 = strongly support and 7 = strongly oppose

Table 2.3: Variable location in survey, data type, related hypothesis and use in statistical

tests
Variable Survey Pre- Post- Data Hypothesis | Statistical tests
questions | test test Type
Management Q10-10 | X X Ordinal | H1, H2, Kruskal-Wallis,
Attitudes items H3 Multiple linear
regression
Issue Q3,Q4, | X X Ordinal | H2, H3, Kruskal-Wallis,
involvement Q5 H4, HS, Chi-squared
H6 Multiple linear
regression
Depth of Q2 X Ordinal | H4, H7 Chi-squared,
cognition Multiple linear
about regression
messages
Valence of Q2 X Ordinal | HS, HS Chi-squared,
thoughts about Multiple linear
messages regression
Personally Q2 X Nominal | H6, H9 Chi-squared,
relevant Multiple linear
elaboration regression
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Data were collected using online survey software (Qualtrics) and then imported into
SPSS for analysis. Databases for survey responses are maintained on University of Idaho
servers. Identifying information was kept separate from survey responses, per conventions
for the protection of human subjects. The methods for this research were approved for the
duration of the project by the University of Idaho Institutional Review Board, protocol ID

#12-232 (Appendix H).

DATA ANALYSIS

Data were analyzed using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)
Version 21.0. Items measuring issue involvement and wildland fire management attitudes
were reduced to new variables using factor analyses, as described below in the results

section.

The thought listing exercise was coded by two coders following the coding guide
(Appendix I). The coding guide sets the rules for scoring each participant’s responses for the
valence of thoughts listed, presence or absence of personally relevant thoughts, and depth of
cognition. Valence of thoughts was coded as the dominant type of thoughts listed. Valence
was coded as negative if the participant was skeptical of the information presented in the
flyer, argued against the flyers messages, or had a negative emotional reaction (e.g., “I’'m
terrified my family is at risk™). Personally relevant elaboration was coded as present when
thoughts showed the participant had prior experience with wildland fire or had thought about
the issues before reading the flyer (e.g., “I have worked to remove excess fuels from my
property for the last five years”). Depth of cognition was coded as high if the participant

included references to prior experiences, specific examples, or the personalization of the
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message (e.g., “I haven’t seen evidence of there being less snow”). After receiving training
on the codebook, each coder was given a set of thought listing responses to code. These
results were then used to generate an inter-rater reliability score. Coding continued until the
inter-rater reliability score of Cohen’s kappa reached 0.6 or higher. Once this was achieved,

all thought listing responses were coded and added to the full dataset for analysis.

Kruskal-Wallis tests were run to assess the effectiveness of the treatments and the
effect of issue involvement on support for management actions, because the management
support variables were continuous, but not normally distributed. For Sample 1, the
dependent variable was attitude change, but for Sample 2, the dependent variable was post-
test attitude. If significant differences were found between the different groups, the
appropriate pairwise comparison tests were completed. Associations between the cognition
variables derived from the thought listing and treatment type and issue involvement type
were tested using chi-squared test for independence with the Yates continuity correction,
because both variables in these analyses were categorical. Multiple linear regression was
used to explore the effect of treatment type, issue involvement, cognitive depth, valence of
thoughts, and personally relevant elaboration of thoughts on post-test support for

management actions.
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Chapter 3: RESULTS

SURVEY SAMPLE SIZE

Data for this study were collected over nine weeks in fall of 2012. In Sample 1, a
total of 574 survey requests were sent out, with an initial response rate of 35% for the pre-
test. However, since participants were tracked using a unique identifier, I calculated a
dropout rate of 22% from the pre-test to the post-test, resulting in a final response rate of
27% (Table 2.1). In Sample 2, a total of 332 individuals participated in either the pre- or
post-test surveys (Table 2.1). Since this sample was recruited from an online panel without
the ability to request the same participants in the post-test, the response rate cannot be
calculated. The request for participation was left open until the quota was filled (pre-test) or
6 weeks had passed (post-test).

CHARACTERISTICS OF SAMPLES

Sample 1 participants lived in Idaho and Montana and had been previously involved
with wildland fire survey research. Sample 1 demographic characteristics show an uneven
representation of men (76%) and women (24%) participants (Table 3.1) with an average age
of 61 years (Table 3.2). The average participant earned $60,000 - $80,000 per year (Table
3.3), had a Bachelors degree (Table 3.4), was politically neutral (Table 3.5), was a
permanent resident of his/her community (Table 3.6), had lived there for more than five
years (Table 3.7), and lived more than 1 mile from the nearest forest (Table 3.8).
Participants reported that they were very interested in wildland fire management (Table 3.9),
were moderately knowledge about wildland fire management (Table 3.10), and were slightly
active in efforts to reduce wildland fire risk in their communities (Table 3.11). Typically

these participants took more than five minutes to review the flyer (Table 3.12).



31

Sample 2 participants lived in Idaho, Montana, Washington or Wyoming. Their
demographic characteristics show an approximately even representation of men (48%) and
women (52%) (Table 3.1), with an average age of 33 years (Table 3.2). The typical
participant earned $40,000 - $60,000 per year (Table 3.3), had an Associate’s degree (Table
3.4), was politically liberal (Table 3.5), was a permanent resident of his/her community
(Table 3.6), had lived there for one to five years (Table 3.7), and lived more than 3 miles
from the nearest forest (Table 3.8). Participants reported that they were moderately
interested in wildland fire management (Table 3.9), were slightly knowledge about wildland
fire management (Table 3.10), and were slightly active in efforts to reduce wildland fire risk
in their communities (Table 3.11). Typically these participants took one to five minutes to

review the flyer (Table 3.12).

Table 3.1: Gender of participants in Sample 1 and Sample 2

Gender Sample 1 | Sample 2
Male 76.0% 47.2%
Female 24.0% 52.8%

Table 3.2: Age of participants in Sample 1 and Sample 2

Age in years Sample 1 | Sample 2
18-29 0.6% 55.6%
30-39 3.6% 23.2%
40-49 14.3% 12.6%
50-59 26.8% 5.6%
60-69 33.3% 2.6%
70-79 19.0% 0.3%
80-89 2.4% 0.0%




Table 3.3: Annual income of participants in Sample 1 and Sample 2

Annual income Sample 1 Sample 2

Less than $20,000 5.1% 22.7%

$20,001 to $40,000 11.5% 25.7%

$40,001 to $60,000 24.2% 24.3%

$60,001 to $80,000 15.3% 12.0%

$80,001 to $100,000 14.0% 8.7%

$10,001 to $120,000 16.6% 4.0%

more than $120,000 13.4% 2.7%
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Table 3.4: Highest level of education completed by participants in Sample 1 and Sample 2

Highest education completed | Sample 1 | Sample 2

Some high school 0.6% 0.7%

High school degree 7.0% 15.8%

Some college 20.3% 29.3%

2-year degree 5.8% 11.8%

4-year degree 33.7% 29.9%

Advanced degree 32.6% 12.5%

Table 3.5: Political orientation of participants in Sample 1 and Sample 2

Political orientation Sample 1 | Sample 2

Very liberal 4.8% 13.5%

Liberal 15.2% 24.3%

Moderately liberal 15.2% 14.9%

Neither 15.8% 25.3%

Moderately conservative 15.8% 10.5%

Conservative 26.1% 6.8%

Very conservative 7.3% 4.7%




Table 3.6: Part-time or permanent residency of participants in Sample 1 and Sample 2

Type of residence Sample 1 | Sample 2
Part-time 2.9% 19.1%
Permanent 97.1% 80.9%

Table 3.7: Participant’s years of residency in Sample 1 and Sample 2

Years of residence Sample 1 | Sample 2
Less than 1 year 0% 12.0%
1-5 years 8.8% 38.5%
More than 5 years 91.2% 49.5%

Table 3.8: Distance of nearest forest to participant’s residence in Sample 1 and Sample 2

Forest distance from Sample 1 | Sample 2
residence
On property 16.3% 11.2%
Less than 1/2 mile 17.4% 15.8%
Less than 1 mile 8.1% 12.2%
Between 1-3 miles 27.3% 20.8%
More than 3 miles 30.8% 40.0%

Table 3.9: Interest in wildland fire management

Interest in wildland fire Sample 1 Sample 2
management
Not at all interested 0.5% 3.4%
Slightly interested 5.7% 21.0%
Moderately interested 28.0% 39.3%
Very interested 49.7% 31.1%
Extremely interested 16.1% 5.2%
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Table 3.10: Self-assessed knowledge about wildland fire management

Knowledge about wildland Sample 1 | Sample 2
fire management
Not at all knowledgeable 4.7% 19.5%
Slightly knowledgeable 18.8% 38.4%
Moderately knowledgeable 60.2% 33.8%
Very knowledgeable 12.0% 7.9%
Extremely knowledgeable 4.2% 0.3%

Table 3.11: Self-assessed activity in wildland fire risk reduction efforts

Activity Sample 1 | Sample 2
Not at all active 22.4% 32.8%
Slightly active 32.3% 34.6%
Moderately active 31.3% 0.0%
Very active 11.5% 6.3%
Extremely active 2.6% 0.6%

Table 3.12: Self-reported amount of time taken to review treatment materials

Time Sample 1 Sample 2
Less than 1 min 12.5% 1.3%
1-2 min 47.5% 39.0%
3-5 min 39.2% 46.9%
5-10 min 0.8% 11.4%
More than 10 min 12.5% 1.3%
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SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS SEEN IN THE THOUGHT LISTING EXERCISE
This study did not examine the thought listing exercise responses qualitatively, but a
few general trends were seen between Sample 1 and Sample 2 (Appendix J). In general,
Sample 1 participants were familiar with the management actions listed on the flyer, while
Sample 2 participants were more likely to indicate they had learned something new from the

flyer.

Comments from Sample 1participants familiarity with the information included:

e “All common sense things to do.”
e “Most of this information I already knew.”
Comments from Sample 2 participants indicating less knowledge about wildland fire

management included:

e “Does my community have a wildfire plan at all, or an updated wildfire
plan?”

e  “What is the likelihood that a wildfire could happen where I live?”
e “I was not aware that insects and diseases lead to increased risk.”

e “I didn’t know there had been that much less now for that many years. It
makes sense why more wildfires have started.”

Both groups commented on different management actions, but Sample 1 seemed
more likely to comment on the effectiveness of specific actions and suggested additional
management options that could reduce risk from wildland fire. Several participants from
Sample 1 commented that they thought logging was effective and should have been included
on the flyer. When Sample 2 participants did mention management actions, they expressed

support.



Comments from Sample 1participants on management actions included:

e “Those who own homes in the woods should pay higher premiums for
homeowners insurance if they do not reduce fuel around their homes.”

e “Inotice there is no reference to an organized timber harvest program.
This is important for forest health. Helps control bug infestations and
reduce fuel loading on the ground. Controlled burning mostly does
more damage than improvement.”

e “I think prescribed fire is not as beneficial as logging.”

e “Most people have an adverse opinion of any MANDATORY
regulations of their personal property.”

Comments from Sample 2 participants on management actions included:
e “Prescribed burns work! We should do more of these.”

e “Education of homeowners is vital in containing and preventing mass
destruction of structures.”

Participants from both samples also mentioned climate change. Participants from
Sample 1 were more likely to express skepticism about climate change and the ability to
predict future trends in weather patterns. Participants in Sample 2 seemed more likely to

refer to climate change when talking about why the risk of wildland fire was increasing.

Comments from Sample 1 participants about climate change included:

e “It’s time to get real serious about climate change.”

e “Seems like a stretch to suggest that there will be less snow in the fall
and more rain in the spring in the future; In the 1990’s we were going
into a new ice age according to some.”

e “Generally a good flyer... perhaps more science-based info about fire
increasing with climate change but perhaps without mentioning those

words.”

e “Maybe global warming is real.”
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e “I thought — OH NO — here we go again with someone blaming
Global Warming.. and then I was pleasantly pleased that the flyer
didn’t revolve around that subject.”

Comments from Sample 2 participants about climate change included:
e “Climate change is increasing the danger of fire.”

e “This makes me think that other natural disasters that will increase due to
climate change and population increase.”

e “Climate change is a major factor in fire frequency and severity. Thus,
addressing climate change is critical for addressing wildfires.”

Finally, Sample 1 participants listed more complex thoughts than participants in
Sample 2. These thoughts included comments on the effectiveness of management,
participant’s familiarity with the topic, and comments about personal experience. In
contrast, participants in Sample 2 expressed surprise about the information on the flyer and

frequently simply restated the information presentation on the flyer, rather than analyzing it.

The following is a good example of a complex thought listed from a participant in

Sample 1:

“I agree that good forest management is critical to reducing future
catastrophic wildfires. Reducing fuels is a large part of that. I think burning
those fuels though prescribed burning is (potentially) the least expensive and
most efficient way to do that. However, as a forest resident, the air pollution
that is generated throughout the spring and fall from those burns, plus
pollution from wildfires, all summer is killing me and making my life
miserable. Plus it adds to climate change, so technically it’s probably killing
us all slowly. Something worth considering is clean burning biomass with co-
generation potential for the safe disposal of those fuels.”
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DATA REDUCTION AND VARIABLE CONSTRUCTION

Factor analyses were conducted with a principal component analysis extraction
method and an Oblimin rotation method with Kaiser normalization to determine if the
attitude items from the survey (Table 3.13) measured one or multiple attitudes about support
for wildland fire management. Separate factor analyses were performed on the Sample 1 and
Sample 2 datasets. Items were considered part of a factor if their loadings were at least 0.40
on one and only one factor and made conceptual sense. The initial analysis showed larger
alphas could be achieved if item 1, “Prescribed fire on public lands in my county,” and item
5, “Livestock grazing on public lands to reduce fire fuels,” were removed. Since prescribed
fire is a common management technique, this attitude item was used as its own measure of
management attitudes in hypothesis testing. It was concluded that the remaining attitude

items measured two independent attitude dimensions (Table 3.14).

In Sample 1, both the pre- and post-test items loaded onto two factors. In Sample 2,
all items loaded on to one factor. Because I planned to compare results between Sample 1
and Sample 2 for hypotheses testing, the same two factors were used in all analyses even
though this division was not needed for Sample 2. Cronbach’s alpha for the first factor had
high reliability, with all scores greater than 0.8; the alphas for the second factor were weak
in Sample 1 pre-test at 0.45 and Sample 1 post-test at 0.63, though they were high for

Sample 2 at 0.81.

Items that factored together were used to create new variables by taking the mean of
the attitude scores for the items that loaded on each factor. Items 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 were

averaged and labeled “regulatory management attitude” (factor 1) because each of these
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items was about a regulation for wildland fire management actions. Items 2, 3, and 4 were
averaged and labeled as “miscellaneous management attitude” (factor 2), because these

represented a mix of education and vegetation management actions.

Attitude change was calculated by subtracting the post-test attitude scores from the
pre-test scores; this was only possible for Sample 1, which had matched data from
individuals. Attitude change was used in Sample 1 Kruskal-Wallis tests of H1, H2, and H3.
Typically Sample 1 participants moderately supported prescribed fire management action
(Table 3.15), weakly supported regulatory management actions (Table 3.16), and
moderately supported miscellaneous management actions (Table 3.17). Sample 2
participants weakly supported the prescribed fire management action (Table 3.15),
supported regulatory management actions (Table 3.16), and supported the miscellaneous

management actions (Table 3.17).



Table 3.13: Survey attitude items with means and standard deviations
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Sample 1 Sample 1 Sample 2
pre-test attitudes | post-test attitudes | attitudes
Survey Item Mean | SD Mean SD Mean SD

1. Prescribed fire on public 237 162|231 175 31| 1.63
lands in my county

2. Selective thinning on public 149 079| 140 085| 268| 1.57
lands in my county

3. Community education
programs about family 1.81 0.96 1.84 1.01 2251 1.38
wildfire plans

4. Fire breaks around my 227 133 217 127 270| 148
community

3. Livestock grazing on public 2.36 1.56 | 2.39 1.56 261 | 1.53
lands to reduce fire fuels.

6. Mandatory review of my
community’s Wildfire
Protection Plan (CWPP) 245 1.36 2.34 1.32 277 1.62
every 3 years

7. Defensible space guidelines | 5 151y 55| 508|116 279 134
In my community

8. Mandatory defensible space | 5 511 504 | 340  198| 332| 1.6
ordinances in my community

9. Fire-safety building 2.39 159 | 2.19 1.44 263 | 156
guidelines in my community

10. Mandatory fire-safety
building ordinances in my 5.38 3.00 3.26 2.02 330 | 2.06
community

Note: 7-point Likert-type scale where 1= strongly agree and 7 = strongly disagree




Table 3.14: Factor loading for attitude items.
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Sample 1 pre-test

Sample 1 post-test

Sample 2

factors factors single factor
Survey Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 1 | Factor2 | Factor 1
2. Selective thinning on -0.23 0.82 -0.20 0.88 0.70
public lands in my
county
3. Community education 0.30 0.52 0.25 0.66 0.80
programs about
family wildfire plans
4. Fire breaks around my 0.18 0.56 0.06 0.65 0.74
community
6. Mandatory review of 0.59 0.33 0.49 0.41 0.80
my community’s
Wildfire Protection
Plan (CWPP) every 3
years
7. Defensible space 0.56 0.38 0.53 0.40 0.79
guidelines in my
community
8. Mandatory defensible 0.90 -0.11 0.87 0.02 0.70
space ordinances in
my community
9. Fire-safety building 0.79 -0.12 0.83 -0.04 0.85
guidelines in my
community
10. Mandatory fire-safety 0.94 -0.20 0.95 -0.11 0.67
building ordinances
in my community
Factor 1 Factor 2 | Factor 1 | Factor 2 | Factor 1 | Fact
or 2
Factor Mean (SD) 2.74 1.85 2.66 1.82 294 | 2.54
(1.35) (0.76) (1.29) (0.84) (1.31) | (1.2
6)
Variance explained 46.3% 14.9% 49.7% 15.5% 57.4%
Cronbach’s Alpha 0.85 0.45 0.85 0.63 0.85| 0.81

Shading indicates item included with the final factor. Items for Sample 2 not shaded since
all items loaded onto one factor.




Table 3.15: Post-test support for prescribed fire management action

Prescribed fire Sample 1 | Sample 2
Strongly support (1) 43.3% 18.1%
Moderately support (2) 30.7% 25.7%
Weakly support (3) 6.3% 16.4%
Neutral (4) 5.5% 19.1%
Weakly oppose (5) 4.7% 11.8%
Moderately oppose (6) 3.9% 5.6%
Strongly oppose (7) 5.5% 3.3%
Mean (SD) | 2.31 (1.75) | 3.11 (1.63)

Table 3.16: Post-test support for regulatory management actions

Regulatory Sample 1 | Sample 2
Strongly support (1) 26.0% 17.7%
Moderately support (2) 22.8% 21.7%
Weakly support (3) 23.5% 24.7%
Neutral (4) 17.2% 21.7%
Weakly oppose (5) 9.5% 10.8%
Moderately oppose (6) 0.8% 3.3%
Strongly oppose (7) 0.0% 0.0%
Mean (SD) | 2.66 (1.29) | 2.97 (1.31)

Table 3.17: Post-test support for miscellaneous management actions

Miscellaneous Sample 1 | Sample 2
Strongly support (1) 42.5% 24.6%
Moderately support (2) 42.4% 30.3%
Weakly support (3) 10.2% 19.4%
Neutral (4) 3.2% 20.0%
Weakly oppose (5) 1.6% 3.9%
Moderately oppose (6) 0.0% 1.0%
Strongly oppose (7) 0.0% 0.6%
Mean (SD) | 1.82(0.84) | 2.54 (1.26)
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Factor analyses with a principal component analysis extraction method were

conducted to determine if the three issue involvement items from the survey measured one
or multiple facets of issue involvement. Separate factor analyses were performed on Sample
1 and Sample 2. The variables knowledge, interest and activity all loaded onto one factor for
issue involvement in both samples (Table 3.18). Cronbach’s alpha for these factors show
high reliability, with the scores for each sample 0.60 or greater. Level of issue involvement
was created by computing the mean of these five-point items. This index was converted into
a new variable that categorized participants as low if their mean was below 3, moderate if
the mean was 3, or high involvement if the mean was above 3. This was done to allow

statistical tests to be run separately for each of these categories.

Table 3.18: Factor loading for issue involvement

Survey Item Sample 1 | Sample 1 | Sample 2
pre-test post-test

1. How interested are you in the topic 0.78 0.75 0.74

of wildland fire management?

2. How knowledgeable are you about 0.76 0.76 0.85

wildland fire management?

3. How active or inactive are you in 0.73 0.72 0.75
any efforts to reduce wildland fire risk
in your community or neighborhood?

Factor Mean (SD) 3.02 3.00 2.51
(0.67) (0.64) (0.76)
Variance explained 57.5% 55.0% 61.0%

Cronbach’s Alpha 0.62 0.60 0.67
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ASSESSING DATA FOR NORMALITY

To test for normality, Kolmogorov-Smirnov tests were run for all variables (Table
3.19), including the new indices computed based on the factor analyses, as explained above.
Q-Q plots were used to double check for normal distribution of data, which is indicated
when points cluster along a single straight line. Since the thought listing variables were
scored as either presence or absence (personally relevant elaboration; cognitive depth) or
high, medium, and low (valence of thoughts), normality tests were not run for these

variables. A statistically significant value (p < .05) indicates that scores are significantly

different from a normal distribution.
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Table 3.19: Normality test results used to determine if nonparametric analysis was required

Sample 1 pre-test Kolmogorov- Sig Skewness Kurtosis
Smirnov statistic
Issue involvement D (193)=0.10 p <0.001 0.16 0.15
SE=0.18 SE =0.35
Fuel management D (124)=0.32 p <0.001 1.73 2.421
attitudes SE =0.22 SE =0.43
Regulatory management | D (124) =0.10 p =0.005 0.59 -0.13
attitudes SE =0.22 SE =0.43
Miscellaneous D (124)=0.15 p <0.001 0.86 0.50
management attitudes SE =0.22 SE =0.43
Sample 1 post-test Kolmogorov- Sig Skewness Kurtosis
Smirnov statistic
Issue involvement D(136)=0.13 p <0.001 0.15 -0.04
SE =0.201 SE =0.41
Fuel management D (127)=0.31 p <0.001 1.49 1.180
attitudes SE =0.22 SE =0.43
Regulatory management | D (127)=0.13 p <0.001 0.42 -0.90
attitudes SE =0.22 SE =0.43
Miscellaneous D (127)=0.17 p <0.001 1.64 3.61
management attitudes SE =0.22 SE =0.43
Sample 2 Kolmogorov- Sig Skewness Kurtosis
Smirnov statistic
Issue involvement D (329)=0.11 p <0.001 0.29 -0.29
SE =0.13 SE =0.27
Fuel management D (304)=0.20 p <0.001 0.504 -0.585
attitudes SE=0.14 SE =0.28
Regulatory management | D (304) =0.08 p <0.001 0.21 -0.83
attitudes SE =0.14 SE =0.28
Miscellaneous D (304)=0.14 | p<0.001 0.66 -0.08
management attitudes SE=0.14 SE =0.28
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Hypothesis Testing
Since the variable distributions deviated from normal, nonparametic tests were used
for hypothesis testing. Kruskal-Wallis tests were run to explore differences between test
versions (gain, loss, and control) and to determine whether level of issue involvement were
related to the dependent variables. If significant differences were found, the corresponding
pairwise comparisons were run to identify which groups differed significantly from which

other groups.

Chi-squared tests for independence were used to explore associations between
treatment type or issue involvement and dependent variables depth of cognition, valence of

thoughts, and personally relevant elaboration.

Multiple linear regression with forced entry was run with the following predictors of
post-test attitudes: treatment, issue involvement, valence of thoughts, depth of cognition, and
personally relevant elaboration of thoughts. Separate analyses were run for the outcome
variables of prescribed fire management attitudes, regulatory management attitudes, and
miscellaneous management attitudes. The corresponding correlation tables did not show

multicollinearity levels that would threaten the validity of model estimates (Field, 2013).

Sample 1

This subsection will present results for each of the hypotheses for Sample 1. A
summary of these results can be found at the end of this section. Some of these tests
examine attitude change, while some analyses using the issue involvement and cognition

variables use scores from the post-tests. The Kruskal-Wallis test uses medians, and in my
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survey “1” indicated the highest level of support; therefore negative values for attitude

change represent an increase in support.

Hypotheses 1 — 3: Treatment type and issue involvement impacts on attitudes

A Kruskal-Wallis test showed that there were no significant differences in amount of
change in any of the three attitude variables across treatment versions (Table 3.20). These
results do not support the hypothesis (H1) that exposure to either treatment would lead to
higher levels of support than no treatment. Likewise, Kruskal-Wallis tests did not reveal a
statistically significant difference in attitude change across levels of issue involvement

(Table 3.21). These results provide support for rejecting hypotheses 2 and 3.

Table 3.20: Impact of treatment type on attitude change (Sample 1)

Kruskal-Wallis (3 ) Sig
Prescribed fire management attitude change

Gp2, n=43: Gp3, n=43: loss | Gp4, n=30: v (2,n=116)= |p=0.12
gain Md=0.0 control 4.18

Md=0.0 Md= 0.0

Miscellaneous management attitude change

Gp2, n=43: Gp3, n=43: loss | Gp4, n=30: v (2,n=116)= | p=0.90
gain Md=0.0 control 0.21

Md= 0.0 Md= 0.0

Regulatory management attitude change

Gp2, n=43: Gp3, n=43: loss | Gp4, n=30: v (2,n=116)= | p=0.36
gain Md=-0.2 control 2.03

Md= 0.0 Md= 0.0

Note: Gp2 = gain; Gp3 = loss; Gp4 = control. There is no Gp1 because Gp1 is notation for
the pre-test. Since the pr-test has been used to calculate attitude change, it is not analyzed as
a separate group in Sample 1.




Table 3.21: Impact of issue involvement on attitude change (Sample 1)
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Kruskal-Walllis (y° ) Sig
Issue involvement and attitude change
Prescribed fire management attitude change
Gpl, n=38: low | Gp2, n=25: Gp3, n=53: high v (2,n=116)= | p=0.59
Md=0.0 moderate Md=0.0 1.07

Md=0.0
Miscellaneous management attitude change
Gpl, n=38: low | Gp2, n=25: Gp3,n=53:high |y (2,n=116)= |p=0.14
Md=-0.2 moderate Md=0.0 3.92

Md=0.0
Regulatory management attitude change
Gpl, n=38: low | Gp2, n=25: Gp3, n=53: high v (2,n=116)= | p=0.61
Md=0.0 moderate Md=0.0 0.99

Md=0.0

Note: Gpl = low involvement; Gp2 = moderate involvement; Gp3 = high involvement.

Hypotheses 4-6: Issue involvement impact on cognitive processing of messages

A chi-squared test for independence with the Yates continuity correction did not

reveal any significant associations between cognitive processes and issue involvement

(Table 3.22). These results provide support for rejecting hypotheses 4, 5, and 6.
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Table 3.22: Associations between issue involvement and cognitive processing (Sample 1)

Chi-Squared test Test statistic Significance Association
Issue involvement v (2,n=83)=2.96 |p=023 phi =0.20
level/type and depth

of cognition

Issue involvement v (2,n=83)=3.67 | p=0.45 phi=0.21
level and valence of

thoughts

Issue involvement v (2,n=89)=1.10 | p=0.58 phi=0.11

level and personally
relevant elaboration

Graphing the contents of the chi-squared contingency tables shows the proportions of

cases for each cognitive measure across issue involvement levels (Figure 3.1).

Approximately 60% of moderately and highly involved participants processed the messages

deeply, compared to only 40% of the low involvement participants. However, these

differences were not statistically significant.

Cognitive Depth

Sample 1
100%
90%
80%
70%
2 60% -
S 50% - m low
& 40% - moderate
30% -
20% - H high
10% -
0% -
low high

Figure 3.1: Depth of cognitive processing as a function of issue involvement (Sample 1)
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Nearly 20% of participants with high scores on issue involvement listed negative
thoughts, and less than 70% listed positive thoughts. More than 80% of those with low or
moderate involvement listed positive thoughts (Fig. 3.2). Thus, the majority of participants,

regardless of issue involvement, listed positive thoughts.

Sample 1

100%
90% —
80% —
70% ——
60%
50% H low
40%
30%
20% H high
10%

0% -

Percent

moderate

negative neutral postive

Valence

Figure 3.2: Valence of thoughts elicited by the messages as a function of issue involvement
(Sample 1)

Approximately 10% more participants with high scores on issue involvement had
personally relevant elaborations than participants with low and moderate involvement (Fig.
3.3). However the majority of participants in each issue involvement level did not list any
personally relevant elaborations and, as noted above, the differences between groups were

not statistically significant.
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Figure 3.3: Personally relevant elaboration as a function of issue involvement (Sample 1)

Hypotheses 7- 9: Impact of treatments on cognitive processing of messages

A chi-squared test for independence with the Yates continuity correction did not

reveal any significant associations between cognitive processes and treatment type expect

for a small significant association between treatment type and depth of cognition (Table

3.23). This finding provides support for hypothesis 7 and support for rejecting hypotheses 8

and 9.

Table 3.23: Associations between treatment type and cognitive processing (Sample 1)

Chi-squared test Test statistic Significance Association
Treatment type and | ¢* (2,1 =84)=4.79 | p=10.03 phi=0.26
depth of cognition

Treatment type and | y* (2, n=284)=3.87 | p=0.15 phi=0.21
valence of thoughts

Treatment type and | ¥* (2,n=90)=1.67 | p=0.20 phi=0.14

personally relevant
elaboration

Shaded areas indicate statistical significance at o = .05.
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Graphing the contents of the Chi-squared contingency tables shows the proportions

of cases for each cognitive measure across treatment type. Nearly 70% of participants in the

loss treatment had high cognitive processing, compared to only 40% in the gain treatment

(Fig. 3.4).

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Percent

Sample 1

low high
Cognitive Depth

H gain

loss

Figure 3.4: Depth of cognitive processing as a function of treatment version (Sample 1)

Nearly 20% of participants in the loss treatment listed negative thoughts, while only

approximately 70% listed positive thoughts (Fig. 3.5). In contrast, nearly 90% of

participants in the gain frame listed positive thoughts. However, these differences were not

statistically significant, as noted above.
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Figure 3.5: Valence of thoughts elicited by the messages as a function of treatment type

Nearly 60% of participants in the loss treatment provided personally relevant
elaborations, compared to only 40% in the gain treatment (Fig. 3.6). However, as noted

above, these differences were not statistically significant.
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Figure 3.6: Personally relevant elaboration as a function of treatment type (Sample 1)
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Combined contribution of treatment type, issue involvement, and cognition of

messages on post-test attitudes

Multiple regression was used to assess which predictors significantly impacted post-
test attitudes. Treatment type is indicated as ‘loss treatment’ since a dummy variable was
used to analyze this categorical variable in the analysis. Given the bivariate findings
presented above, these were not expected to yield many significant results. Indeed, only
valence of thoughts was significant in any of the models (Table 3.24). Valence of thoughts
significantly predicted attitudes about prescribed fire management, regulatory management,
and miscellaneous management, such that people with positively valenced thoughts had
lower (i.e., more positive) scores on attitudes. In all three models the beta values were
similar, approximately -0.4, as was the variance explained by the model, approximately

20%. However, none of the other predictors were statistically significant.



Table 3.24: Summary of multiple regression analyses for variables predicting post-test
attitude (Sample 1)

Prescribed fire management attitudes
B t sig
Constant 4.21 <0.0005
Involvement -0.09 -0.81 0.42
Treatment (loss= 1) -0.03 -0.28 0.78
Valence -0.44 -4.13 <0.0005
Depth -0.12 -1.08 0.28
Personally relevant elaboration 0.17 1.53 0.13
df R? F sig
Model 5 0.21 3.951 0.003
Regulatory management attitudes
B t sig
Constant 5.12 <0.0005
Involvement -0.01 -0.13 0.90
Treatment (loss= 1) -0.02 -0.20 0.84
Valence -0.42 -3.85 <0.0005
Depth -0.17 -1.57 0.12
Personally relevant elaboration 0.14 1.25 0.22
df R? F sig
Model 5 0.20 3.68 0.005
Miscellaneous management attitudes
B t sig
Constant 6.06 <0.0005
Involvement -0.17 -1.46 0.15
Treatment (loss= 1) -0.03 -0.24 0.81
Valence -0.40 -3.58 0.001
Depth -0.11 -1.02 0.31
Personally relevant elaboration -0.03 -0.24 0.82
df R? F sig
Model 5 0.17 3.07 0.014

Shaded areas indicate statistical significance at a = .05.



Overall, this series of statistical analyses for Sample 1 show that few hypotheses

were supported (Table 3.25).

Table 3.25: Summary of hypothesis test results (Sample 1)

Hypothesis Conclusion Remarks

H1: Both gain and loss framed treatment | Reject No significant differences in
materials will increase participants’ support were found between
support for management actions to the treatment groups and
reduce fire risk when compared to the control.

control group. (Table 3.20)

H2: Participants with high issue Reject No significant differences in
involvement scores will have a higher support were found between
level of support in the loss frame than the treatment groups and the
the gain frame. control (Table 3.21).

H3: Participants with low issue Reject No significant differences in
involvement scores will have a higher support were found between
level of support in the gain frame than the treatment groups and the
the loss frame. control (Table 3.21).

H4: The proportion of participants Reject No significant association
whose thoughts elicited by the messages found in chi-squared analysis
show high cognitive depth will be higher (Table 3.22).

with increasing scores of issue

involvement.

H5: The proportion of participants Reject No significant association
whose thoughts elicited by the messages found in chi-squared analysis
show negative valance will be higher (Table 3.22).

with increasing scores of issue

involvement.

H6: The proportion of participants Reject No significant association

whose thoughts elicited by the messages
show personally relevant elaborations
will be higher with increasing scores of

found in chi-squared analysis
(Table 3.22).
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1ssue involvement.

H7: The proportion of participants
whose thoughts elicited by the messages
show high cognitive depth will be higher
in the loss frame.

Fail to reject

Chi-square revealed small
significant association (Table
3.23).

HS: The proportion of participants Reject No significant association
whose thoughts elicited by the messages found in chi-squared analysis
show negative valence will be higher in (Table 3.23).

the loss frame.

H9: The proportion of participants Reject No significant association

whose thoughts elicited by the messages
show personally relevant elaborations
will be higher in the loss frame.

found in chi-squared analysis
(Table 3.23).

Sample 2

This subsection will present results for each set of hypotheses for Sample 2. A

summary of these results can be found at the end of this section. These tests examine post-

test attitudes, not attitude change.

Hypotheses 1 — 3: Treatment type and issue involvement impacts on attitudes

A Kruskal-Wallis test did not reveal any significant differences across test version

for prescribed fire management attitudes or miscellaneous management attitudes (Table

3.26). These results do not support the hypothesis (H1) that exposure to either treatment

would lead to higher levels of support than no treatment. In fact, opposite to H1, the pre-test

control group (Gp1l) had more positive regulatory attitudes than any of the three post-test

groups (Table 3.27). Pairwise comparisons with adjusted p-values showed that there were

statistically significant differences between the pre-test and the gain treatment and the pre-
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test and the loss treatment. Support for hypothesis 1 would require significant differences

between the gain treatment and loss treatment, or that the treatment groups would have more

positive attitudes than the control. This support was not found, leading to the rejection of

hypothesis 1.

Table 3.26: Impact of treatment type on attitudes (Sample 2)

Kruskal-Wallis ()(2 ) Sig
Prescribed Fire Management Attitudes

Gpl,n= Gp2,n=106 | Gp3, n= Gp4, n=40: ¥ (3, n=304) = p=0.70
48 pretest gain 110: loss control 5.10

Md= 3.0 Md=3.0 Md=2.5 Md= 2.0

Miscellaneous Management Attitudes

Gpl,n= Gp2, n= Gp3, n= Gp4, n=40: x2 (3, n=304) = p=0.06
48 pretest 106: gain 110: loss control 7.43

Md= 2.8 Md=23 Md=2.0 Md= 2.0

Regulatory Management Attitudes

Gpl,n= Gp2, n= Gp3, n= Gp4, n=40: v (3, n=304) = p=0.01
48 pretest 106: gain 110: loss control 12.31

Md=4.0 Md=2.38 Md=2.7 Md=2.9

Note: Gpl = pre-test; Gp2 = gain; Gp3 = loss; Gp4 = control. Shaded areas indicate
statistical significance at o = .05.
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Table 3.27: Pairwise comparison between treatment type for regulatory management
attitudes (Sample 2)

Regulatory Management Attitudes Exact significance | Effect size
Pre-test (Md= 3.0) and gain (Md= 3.0) p=0.01 r=0.26
Pre-test (Md= 3.0) and loss (Md= 2.5) p=0.01 r=20.25
Pre-test (Md= 3.0) and control (Md=2.0) | p=0.06 r=0.27
Gain (Md= 3.0) and loss (Md=2.5) p=1.00 r=-0.00
Gain (Md= 3.0) and control (Md= 2.0) p=1.00 r=-0.00
Loss (Md= 2.5) and control (Md= 2.0) p=1.00 r=0.00

Note: Kruskal-Wallis pairwise comparison tests. Shaded areas indicate statistical
significance at a = .05.

Kruskal-Wallis tests did not reveal a statistically significant difference in prescribed
fire management attitudes across levels of issue involvement (Table 3.28). However,
significant differences across levels of issue involvement were found for miscellaneous
management attitudes and regulatory management attitudes, which led to further analysis via
pairwise comparisons (Table 3.29).This analysis could be done with a series of Mann-
Whitney tests, but this would inflate the familywise error rate and increase the chance of
making at least one Type I error (Field, 2013). Pairwise comparison tests are used instead
because they use an adjusted p-value that insures the Type 1 error rate remains at 5%.
Pairwise comparisons with adjusted p-values showed that there were significant differences
between the low and moderate issue involvement groups and between the moderate and high
issue involvement groups for both miscellaneous management attitudes and regulatory

management attitudes. However, no significant difference was found between the low and
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high issue involvement groups. These results could have warranted further tests if the

Kruskal-Wallis results for test versions had shown significant differences (Table 3.28). This

significance was not achieved and therefore no further testing was done for hypotheses 2

and 3.

Table 3.28: Impact of issue involvement on attitudes (Sample 2)

Kruskal-Wallis (* ) Sig
Issue involvement and attitudes

Prescribed Fire Management Attitudes

Gpl, n=197: Gp2,n=51: Gp3, n= 56: high v’ (2, 1=304) = p=0.34
low moderate Md=2.0 2.18

Md=3.0 Md=3.0

Miscellaneous Management Attitudes

Gpl, n=197: Gp2, n=51: Gp3, n=56: high v’ (2, n=304) = p=20.01
low moderate Md=1.8 9.10

Md =2.3 Md=3.0

Regulatory Management Attitudes

Gpl, n=197: Gp2,n=51: Gp3, n= 56: high v’ (2, 1=304) = p=0.01
low moderate Md=2.7 9.97

Md =2.8 Md=4.0

Note: Gpl = low involvement; Gp2 = moderate involvement; Gp3 = high involvement.
Shaded areas indicate statistical significance at o = .05.




Table 3.29: Pairwise comparisons between issue involvement level for miscellaneous and
regulatory management attitudes (Sample 2)

Miscellaneous Management Attitudes Exact significance Effect size
Low (Md =2.3) vs. moderate (Md = 3.0) p=0.04 r=-0.16
Low (Md =2.3) and high (Md = 1.8) p=0.83 r=20.07
Moderate (Md= 3.0) and high (Md=1.8) | p=0.01 r=0.28
Regulatory Management Attitudes Exact significance Effect size
Low (Md =2.8) and moderate (Md =4.0) | p=0.02 r=-0.18
Low (Md =2.8) and high (Md = 2.7) p=1.00 r =0.05
Moderate (Md = 4.0) and high Md =2.7) | p=0.01 r=0.28

Note: Kruskal-Wallis pairwise comparison tests. Shaded areas indicate statistical
significance at a = .05.

Hypotheses 4-6: Issue involvement impact on cognition of messages

A chi-squared test for independence with the Yates continuity correction did not
reveal any significant associations between cognitive processing and issue involvement

(Table 3.30). These results provide support for rejecting hypotheses 4, 5, and 6.
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Table 3.30: Associations between issue involvement and cognitive processing (Sample 2)

Chizsquared test Test statistic Significance Association
Issue involvement Y (2,n=198)= p=0.33 phi=0.11
level/type and depth of | 2 21

cognition

Issue involvement ¥ (2,n=192)= p=0.21 phi=0.18
level and valence of 5.88

thoughts

Issue involvement ¥ (2,n=223)= p =0.50 phi =0.08
level and personally 1.40

relevant elaboration

Graphing the contents of the chi-squared contingency tables show the proportions of

cases for each cognitive measure across issue involvement levels. More than 50% of

participants with moderate scores on issue involvement processed messages with high

cognitive depth, compared to less than 40% of the other two groups (Fig. 3.7). However,

these differences were not statistically significant.

Sample 2
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Figure 3.7: Depth of cognitive processing as a function of issue involvement (Sample 2)




Participants who scored high on issue involvement listed only positive thoughts
about the messages and only participants who scored low on issue involvement listed
negative, neutral and positive thoughts (Fig. 3.8). The majority of participants from each

level of issue involvement were most likely to list positive thoughts.

Sample 2
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Figure 3.8: Valence of thoughts elicited by the message as a function of issue involvement

(Sample 2)

Slightly more than 20% of highly involved participants listed personally relevant

thoughts, compared to 10-15% of respondents with low or moderate levels of involvement
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(Fig. 3.9). However, the large majority of participants from each level of issue involvement

did not list any personally relevant elaborations.
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Figure 3.9:

Personally relevant elaboration as a function of issue involvement (Sample 2)

Hypotheses 7- 9: Treatment type impact on cognition of messages

A chi-squared test for independence with the Yates continuity correction did not

reveal any significant associations between cognitive processes and treatment type, except

for a small significant association between treatment type and depth of cognition (Table

3.31). This finding provides support for hypothesis 7 and support for rejecting hypotheses 8

and 9.
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Table 3.31: Associations between treatment type and cognitive processing (Sample 2)

Test statistic Significance Association
Treatment Type and v’ (1, n=200) = p =0.05 phi=0.15
depth of cognition

3.99
Treatment type and v (2,n=194) = p =0.30 phi=0.11
valence of thoughts

2.41
Treatment type and ¥ (2,n=225)= p=0.21 phi=0.21
personally relevant
elaboration 1.59

Shaded areas indicate statistical significance at a = .05.

Graphing the contents of the chi-squared contingency tables shows the proportions of

cases for each cognitive measure across treatment type. Although lower cognitive

processing was more likely than high cognitive processing in both the gain and loss

treatments, the participants in the loss treatment had higher cognitive processing than the

gain treatment (Fig. 3.10).
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Figure 3.10: Depth of cognitive processing as a function of treatment type (Sample 2)

Participants in both the gain and loss treatments were equally likely to list positive

thoughts (Fig. 3.11).
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Figure 3.11: Valence of thoughts elicited by the messages as a function of treatment type
(Sample 2)
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Nearly 80% of participants in both treatments did not list personally relevant
elaborations, and — as noted above — the differences were not statistically significant (Fig.

3.12).
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Figure 3.12: Personally relevant elaboration as a function of treatment type (Sample 2)

Contribution of treatment type, issue involvement., and cognition of messages to

attitudes

Multiple regression was used to investigate the joint impact of cognitive processing,
issue involvement, and treatment type on post-test attitudes. Treatment type is indicated as
‘loss treatment’ since a dummy variable was used to analysis this categorical variable in the
analysis. None of the predictors was significant in the model for prescribed fire attitudes.
However, valence of thoughts was a significant predictor of regulatory management

attitudes. The beta value was negative and small, -0.19, and the variance explained by the



model is only 5% (Table 3.32). For miscellaneous attitudes, depth of processing was a
significant predictor of attitudes, but the beta value was also negative, and the model

explained only 3% of the variance.
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Table 3.32: Summary of multiple linear regression analyses for variables predicting post-test

attitudes (Sample 2)

Prescribed fire management attitudes

B t sig
Constant 6.21 <0.0005
Involvement -0.12 -1.57 0.12
Treatment (loss= 1) -0.04 -0.53 0.59
Valence 0.03 0.38 0.71
Depth 0.00 0.03 0.98
Personally relevant elaboration -0.12 -1.52 0.13
df R F sig
Model 5 0.00 1.12 0.352
Regulatory management attitudes
B t sig
Constant 8.85 <0.0005
Involvement -0.05 -0.70 0.48
Treatment (loss = 1) 0.07 0.96 0.34
Valence -0.19 -2.67 0.01
Depth -0.14 -1.84 0.07
Personally relevant elaboration -0.08 -1.04 0.30
df R F sig
Model 5 0.05 3.02 0.012
Miscellaneous management attitudes
B t sig
Constant 8.31 <0.0005
Involvement -0.13 -1.80 0.07
Treatment (loss = 1) -0.03 -0.35 0.73
Valence -0.01 -0.10 0.92
Depth -0.16 -2.03 0.04
Personally relevant elaboration -0.07 -0.86 0.39
df R F sig
Model 5 0.03 2.01 0.080




Table 3.33 summarizes findings of hypothesis tests for Sample 2. While the pre-test

control group differed from the post-test groups in attitudes, the post-test control did not

differ from the two treatment groups at the post-test. Therefore, I conclude that there was

overall no positive effect of the treatments on attitudes. Moreover, issue involvement was

not significant in the models, and cognitive processing effects were minor.

Table 3.33: Summary of hypotheses test results (Sample 2)

Hypothesis Conclusion | Remarks

H1: Both gain and loss framed Reject No significant differences in

treatment materials will increase support were found between the

participants’ support for management treatment groups and control

actions to reduce fire risk when (Table3.26). The only differences

compared to the control group. observed were between the pre-
test and the treatment groups
(Table 3.27).

H2: Participants with high issue Reject No significant differences in

involvement scores will have a higher support were found between the

level of support in the loss frame than treatment groups and the control

the gain frame. (Table3.26, 3.28, & 3.29).

H3: Participants with low issue Reject No significant differences in

involvement scores will have a higher support were found between the

level of support in the gain frame treatment groups and the control

than the loss frame. (Table3.26, 3.28, & 3.29).

H4: The proportion of participants Reject No significant association found

whose thoughts elicited by the in chi-squared analysis (Table

messages show high cognitive depth 3.30).

will be higher with increasing scores

of issue involvement.

H5: The proportion of participants Reject No significant association found

whose thoughts elicited by the
messages show negative valance will
be higher with increasing scores of

in chi-squared analysis (Table
3.30).
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1ssue involvement.

H6: The proportion of participants
whose thoughts elicited by the
messages show personally relevant
elaborations will be higher with
increasing scores of issue
involvement.

Reject

No significant association found
in chi-squared analysis (Table
3.30).

H7: The proportion of participants
whose thoughts elicited by the
messages show high cognitive depth
will be higher in the loss frame.

Fail to reject

Chi-squared revealed small
significant association (Table
3.31).

HS: The proportion of participants Reject No significant association found
whose thoughts elicited by the in chi-squared analysis (Table
messages show negative valence will 3.31).

be higher in the loss frame.

HO: The proportion of participants Reject No significant association found

whose thoughts elicited by the
messages show personally relevant
elaborations will be higher in the loss
frame.

in chi-squared analysis (Table
3.31).
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Chapter 4: DISCUSSION

In this section I briefly review the objectives of this study, review how the analyses
performed sought to meet those objectives, and discuss findings and inconsistencies within
the results. I then comment on how these results relate to the larger field of gain and loss
framed communication studies and compare my results with results of recent meta-analyses
on gain and loss framing. I conclude with implications for future research and applied

communication materials.

The purpose of this study was to determine how gain or loss framed wildland fire
information influenced support for various wildland fire management practices or policies. I
also explored the possible contributing role of cognitive processes, including issue
involvement, depth of cognition about the message, valence of thoughts elicited by the
message, and personally relevant elaborations. These elements of cognitive processing,
based on the ELM, should reveal mechanisms by which persuasive messages have positive,
negative, or no effect on attitudes. The hypotheses proposed in this experiment combined
ideas from ELM and Rothman et al.’s (2006) framework for prevention and detection
behavior by drawing on results from communication studies on health and climate change.
Since the influence of gain and loss framed information remains theoretically unclear, I
sought to expand our knowledge of the topic and produce effective applied materials. The
treatment flyers (Appendices E & F) and a summary report of this study (Appendix A) will

be made available to land managers and wildland fire communicators.
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SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

For Sample 1, I had expected a large response rate (80%) because participants were
individuals from a previous fire-related study who had indicated a willingness to be involved
in additional wildland fire research. The modest initial response rate of 35% could have been
influenced by the online administration of my survey, for two reasons. First, most of the
participants had completed a written survey in the previous study, suggesting a preference
for that mode of delivery, which was not an option in my study. Second, the group as a
whole was older and therefore presumably less comfortable with a web platform. The
dropout rate of 22% between my pre-test and post-test was also unexpected and resulted in a
27% final response rate, which was well below the 80% response rate anticipated. This low
response rate may have been due to the approaching holiday season, since the second survey

was launched the second week of November.

Since Sample 2 participants were recruited from an online panel, response rates are
unknown. Additionally, I was unable to fill the desired quota of post-test participants. Even
after extending the sampling from Idaho and Montana to include Washington and Wyoming,
the quota was not filled in the four-week time limit set for data collection. The time these
surveys remained open was extended another two weeks and the quota was still not filled.
One possible explanation is that there was a limited number of possible participants
available from Amazon Mechanical Turk who met the study requirements of being residents

in Idaho, Montana, Washington or Wyoming.

Demographic differences between Sample 1 and Sample 2 are not surprising because

participants were recruited from different populations and in different ways. The average
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age of participants in Sample 1 was almost twice that of Sample 2. Sample 1 participants
also had residences closer to forests and had lived in those residences for longer. However,
despite these differences, I expected that the nature of cognitive processes would be the
same in both samples; that is, the type and direction of relationships between cognitive
processing and attitude change would be the same. Indeed, many psychology experiments
share this assumption and rely on student samples to study how information is processed.
The main limitation to these studies is whether the topic is as relevant to students as to the
general population, because relevance is theorized to influence processing and attitude
change. I sought to overcome this potential limitation of topic relevance by recruiting
participants who would have a use for the information presented to them, since the treatment
materials were designed to include relevant regional information. By including samples
recruited in different ways I hoped to extend the generalizability of the results to include
individuals with a diversity of experiences with wildland fire and involvement levels.
Compared to Sample 1, Sample 2 participants appear to be very removed from the risk, both
physically, as almost 40% of participants lived more than 3 miles away from the nearest
forest, and psychologically, as approximately 65% of participants were categorized as

having low issue involvement.

HYPOTHESIS TESTING

In this subsection, I review each hypothesis and compare the findings from Sample 1
and Sample 2 for each statistical test (Table 4.1) and the figures showing cognition measures
as a function of issue involvement or treatment type. I also compare the findings from the

multiple regression models for Sample 1 and Sample 2.



Table 4.1: Summary of hypotheses test results for Sample 1 and Sample 2
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Hypothesis Sample 1 | Sample 2
H1: Both gain and loss framed treatment materials will increase Reject Reject
participants’ support for management actions to reduce fire risk when

compared to the control group.

H2: Participants with high issue involvement scores will have a higher | Reject Reject
level of support in the loss frame than the gain frame.

H3: Participants with low issue involvement scores will have a higher | Reject Reject
level of support in the gain frame than the loss frame.

H4: The proportion of participants whose thoughts elicited by the Reject Reject
messages show high cognitive depth will be higher with increasing

scores of issue involvement.

HS5: The proportion of participants whose thoughts elicited by the Reject Reject
messages show negative valence will be higher with increasing scores

of issue involvement.

H6: The proportion of participants whose thoughts elicited by the Reject Reject
messages show personally relevant elaborations will be higher with

increasing scores of issue involvement.

H7: The proportion of participants whose thoughts elicited by the Fail to Fail to
messages show high cognitive depth will be higher in the loss frame. reject reject
HS: The proportion of participants whose thoughts elicited by the Reject Reject
messages show negative valence will be higher in the loss frame.

H9: The proportion of participants whose thoughts elicited by the Reject Reject

messages show personally relevant elaborations will be higher in the
loss frame.

Hypotheses 1-3: Treatment type and issue involvement impacts on attitudes

The Kruskal-Wallis tests allows for medians to be compared across groups. No

significant differences in attitude change about prescribed fire, regulatory, or miscellaneous
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management actions between treatment versions or between issue involvement levels were

found in Sample 1. This led to the rejection of hypotheses 1, 2 and 3 for Sample 1.

Tests of hypotheses 1 to 3 for Sample 2 had some statistically significant, although
perplexing, findings. Remember that in Sample 2 the pre-test, gain treatment, loss treatment
and control were all separate groups of participants, and attitudes, not attitude change, were
examined in this analysis. In this group, Kruskal-Wallis tests indicated there was some type
of significant difference in attitudes toward regulatory management actions between test
versions (Table 3.26). The pairwise comparisons of regulatory management attitudes
revealed group differences between the pre-test and gain frame and between the pre-test and
loss frame, but no significant difference was found between the gain and loss frame (Table
3.27). Furthermore, no significant differences were found between the gain frame and the
control or between the loss frame and the control. Therefore, I cannot conclude that the
treatments had an influence on attitudes, since there were no significant differences between
any of the post-test attitude scores. This led to the rejection of hypotheses 1, 2 and 3 for

Sample 2.

One possible explanation for the statistically significant differences between pre-test
and post-test in Sample 2 is that a maturation effect may have been taking place. This is
unlikely because there was no significant difference between the pre-test and post-test
controls. For example, if stories about defensible space had become the focus of news
coverage between my pre-test and post-tests, I would have expected support for defensible
space to be significantly higher in my post-test control test than in my pre-test control.

Perhaps the most likely explanation of differences between the two treatment groups and the
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pre-test is that the post-tests included samples from additional states. The pre-test
participants resided in Idaho and Montana. However, the sample was extended in all the
post-tests to include Washington and Wyoming in an attempt to fulfill the requested survey
quota. Thus, the baseline established in the pre-test may not be representative of the
population surveyed in the post-test, despite all of these states being in the northern Rocky
Mountain region. For example, participants in Washington could range from the northern

Rocky Mountains to the Pacific Coast.

In Sample 2, Kruskal-Wallis tests for hypotheses 2 and 3 also indicated significant
differences in attitudes toward regulatory management actions and miscellaneous
management actions between levels of issue involvement (Table 3.28). The pairwise
comparisons of regulatory management attitudes and miscellaneous management attitudes
revealed group differences between the low involvement and moderate involvement groups
and between the moderate involvement and high involvement groups (Table 3.29).
However, no significant difference in attitude score was found between low involvement
and high involvement participants. Since no significant differences were found between
these post-test attitudes scores, additional analysis was not completed and I concluded that

the effect of flyers did not vary with involvement levels.

Hypotheses 4-9: Issue involvement and treatment type impact on cognitive
processing of messages

The following section will discuss if the trends seen in the frequency tables were the
same as the trends that would be expected based on my hypotheses. Despite the all of the

Sample 1 figures showing the hypothesized trend, only hypothesis 7 was supported by my
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statistical tests. One possibility for this lack of significant findings is the small sample for

each of the post-test groups, particularly in Sample 1.

Hypothesis 4

The shape of the frequency graphs for Sample 1 matched my predictions for
hypothesis 4 (Fig. 3.1), though the differences were not statistically significant. In Sample 1,
a larger percentage of the low involvement group was engaging in low cognitive depth (e.g.,
simple restatement of flyer messages), while participants who scored as moderately or
highly involved were more likely to engage in high cognitive processing. In Sample 1 a
larger percentage (60%) of high involvement participants were engaging in deeper cognitive
processing, but in Sample 2 the majority of high involvement participants showed evidence
of low cognitive depth (63%). In Sample 2 deep cognitive processing was most common
among moderately involved participants (52%). The overall prevalence of low cognitive
depth processing in Sample 2 may be an indicator that, despite self-reporting they were
highly involved, these participants had lower levels of actual issue involvement than Sample

1.

Hypothesis 5

The shape of the frequency graph for Sample 1 matched my predictions for
hypothesis 5 by showing the largest percentage of negative thoughts were listed by highly
involved participants (19%) (Fig. 3.2), though the differences were not statistically
significant. This trend was not seen in Sample 2, where negative thoughts were only listed
by participants with low (4%) and moderate (4%) involvement scores. The majority of

thoughts listed were positive for both Sample 1 (>67%) and Sample 2 (>88%). Although
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more participants in Sample 1 listed negative or neutral thoughts, final measures of support
were higher for this group than in Sample 2. This may indicate that managers should not

assume that negative thoughts are an indicator for participant support for management.

Hypothesis 6

The shape of the frequency graphs for Sample 1 and Sample 2 matched my
predictions for hypothesis 6, since the most personally relevant elaborations were listed by
highly involved participants (Fig. 3.3), though the differences were not statistically
significant. I expected to see higher levels of personal relevance from the high issue
involvement group, since they would have more general experience with wildland fire.
However, the overall percentage of participants listing personally relevant elaborations in

Sample 2 was very small, ranging from 14% to 22%.

Hypothesis 7

Hypothesis 7, that the loss frame would promote deeper cognitive processing, was
the only hypothesis supported by my statistical tests. Sample 1 and Sample 2 had larger
percentages of participants processing messages with high cognitive depth in the loss frame
than in the gain frame (Fig. 3.5). Results for Sample 1 show a moderate relationship
between the treatment and depth of cognition (Table 3.23). Sample 2 results show a week
relationship (Table 3.31). This result is in agreement with other studies (Maheswaran &
Meyers-Levy, 1990) that higher levels of cognition occur under the loss frame than in the

gain frame.
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Hypothesis 8

The shape of the frequency graph for Sample 1 matched my predictions for
hypothesis 8 (Fig. 3.5), though the differences were not statistically significant. The Sample
1 frequency graph for valence of thoughts by treatment type shows a larger percentage of
negative thoughts listed with the loss frame than with the gain frame. Furthermore, there
were more neutral thoughts in the loss frame. Since a neutral score was achieved when
participants listed both negative and positive thoughts, this graph depicts expected trends.
The Sample 2 trend was not as expected, since there was a larger percentage of positive

thoughts listed for the loss frame and more neutral thoughts listed in the gain frame.

Hypothesis 9

The shape of the frequency graph for Sample 1 matched my prediction for
hypothesis 9 (Fig. 3.6), though the differences were not statistically significant. The Sample
1 graph shows a larger percentage of participants listing personally relevant thoughts in the
loss frame. However, this trend was not seen in Sample 2, where a larger percentage of
participants listed personally relevant thoughts in the gain frame. As expected, participants
from Sample 2 listed few personally relevant thoughts (<20% in either treatment). This
expectation was based on the assumption that Sample 2 participants were less likely to have
personal experience with wildland fire. Given this distribution, detecting a relationship
between treatment type and personally relevant elaboration would be less likely than in

Sample 1.
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Contribution of treatment type, issue involvement, and cognition of messages to
attitudes

Multiple linear regression analysis tested the contributions of treatment type, issue
involvement, valence of thoughts, depth of cognition, and personal relevance of thoughts to
post- test attitudes about support for prescribed fire management actions, regulatory
management actions, and miscellaneous management actions. In Sample 1 valence of
thoughts was statistically significant in all three attitude types measured. The model for
prescribed fire management attitudes explained 21% of the variance and each unit increase
in valence corresponded to a 0.44 unit increase in attitude. The model for regulatory
management attitudes explained 20% of the variance and each unit increase in valence
corresponded to a 0.42 increase in attitude. The model for miscellaneous management
attitudes explained 17% of the variance and each unit of valence corresponded to a 0.40
increase in attitude. In Sample 2 the models for prescribed fire management attitudes and
miscellaneous management attitudes were not a significant fit for the data. The model for
regulatory management attitudes explained 5% of the variance, and each unit increase in

valence corresponded to a 0.19 increase in attitude.

Hence, the only statistically significant findings were that people who had more
positive thoughts in reaction to reading the messages had more positive attitudes about
management actions. These results are not surprising because ELM suggests that positive
attitude changes occur when there is a preponderance of positive thoughts during message
elaboration. Valence of thoughts was expected to be related to both treatment type and issue
involvement. Specifically, I expected more favorable thoughts under the gain frame and

among participants with lower levels of involvement, because participants without prior
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experience with the topic of wildland fire would focus on the positive messages in the gain
frame and focus on the negative messages in the loss frame. However, statistical tests did
not support these relationships. This means that even an indirect effect of treatment type and

issue involvement on attitudes was not supported.

Limitations
In this section I will review the main limitations of this project, including differences
between sample populations, flyer and survey layout, and possible reasons for findings that

are contrary to the larger literature.

Differences between Sample 1 and Sample 2 could contribute to the inconsistencies
between results. Sample 2 did not have matched pre- and post-test participants, limiting my
ability to examine attitude change. Differences in motivation to complete the survey could
have had an influence, since Sample 1 participants had wished to be included in wildland
fire research, while Sample 2 participants were recruited from an online panel and given a
small incentive for participation. Participants from Sample 2 may have been less motivated
to carefully review treatment materials and survey questions, and the faster completion times
may indicate that this was occurring. However, given the younger average age of these
participants and their recruitment from an online panel, this difference might also be
attributed to participants being more comfortable with online surveys. Although I
intentionally sought participants who varied in their levels of issue involvement, I had
concerns that Sample 2 participants were attempting to finish the survey as quickly as
possible without reading the questions. I tried to control for this by asking participants to

carefully review treatment materials.
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I was also concerned that Sample 2 participants were computer bots set up to take

tests for the incentive, since this was a potential problem with using an online panel. |
controlled for this by reviewing any survey whose completion time was less than seven
minutes and by requiring the state entered at the beginning of the survey to match the state
of the zipcode listed at the end. I did find evidence of these entries, typically indicated by all
scores of three on Likert scale and a repetition of random letters in all text boxes. These
surveys did not receive the incentive and were removed from analysis, along with

incomplete surveys and surveys by participants who had completed another test version.

As mentioned above, one limitation with Sample 2 was the addition of participants
from Washington and Wyoming in the post-tests, which could account for differences

between the pre-test control (Idaho and Montana only) and post-test groups.

Although the treatment materials were developed following communication
guidelines, a pilot test was not completed for the final flyers. These flyers were reviewed by
colleagues in the Department of Conservational Social Sciences, but no formal feedback
from students or community members was completed. Additionally, the flyer was presented
to participants as a pdf through a weblink. Participants may have expected to engage with

the information since it was delivered online.

The administration of the survey online may have posed its own drawbacks. The
survey may have been difficult for some participants to complete because it included twenty
questions, some of which had multiple items laid out in two columns. This may have been a
greater limitation for participants in Sample 2 since my survey was more complex than other

surveys posted on Amazon Mechanical Turk at the time of survey administration. Sample 1
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participants, however, may not have found the survey layout challenges since it was similar

to survey these participants had completed for the previous study by Blades and Hall (2012).

One of the main assumptions in this study was that issue involvement would
influence attitude shifts (H2 and H3) and cognitive processing of messages (H4, HS, and
H6) (Kokkinaki & Lunt, 1997). This assumption is based on the factors outlined in ELM
that lead to central processing (Rucker & Petty, 2006). Issue involvement was hypothesized
to lead to a higher depth of processing (H4), more personally relevant elaboration (H6), and
more negative thoughts about the message (HS5). The survey was distributed during the fall
of 2012 after a particularly bad fire season. This may have resulted in more negative
thoughts and associations about fire, or could have prompted some participants to have
increased issue involvement after taking fire protections actions the previous summer.
Additionally, the thought listing exercise did not afford me control of the actual depth of the

cognitive processing.

I was surprised that no association was found between issue involvement and any of
the three cognition measures. The finding that these constructs are independent of each
other may be due to a problem with the operationalization of the constructs. ELM defines
issue involvement as the extent to which the issue is considered personally important. |
created my measure of issue involvement by asking participants about their knowledge of
wildland fire management, interest in management, and activity in reducing wildland fire
risk. I did not ask participants to indicate the how important wildland fire was to them

personally, although the three variables seem to be reasonable indicators of involvement.
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Perhaps a more likely problem was the way I operationalized the cognition measures.
These items were generated through the content analysis of the thought listing exercise. The
code book (Appendix I) used fairly simple methods to characterize each of the variables.
Cognitive depth was categorized as low, which meant simple restatement of content in the
flyer, or high, which included evidence of linking content to other ideas. Valence was
categorized as negative, neutral, or positive based on the summation of the valence
associated with each listed thought. Personal relevance of elaborations was coded as
presence or absence. Not all participants engaged in the thought listing exercise and some

chose to list fewer than the three thoughts requested.

My results may have been impacted by the smaller samples for these variables on top
of already small group sizes for each post-test, especially in Sample 1. This may be why the
percentages seen in the figures for hypotheses tests 4-9 generally matched my predictions,
but statistical tests were not significant. Furthermore, cognitive measures were based solely
on the thought listing exercise. Additional survey measures may have allowed for the use of

more sophisticated analysis (e.g., knowledge questions).

Theoretical Implications

The hypotheses I created for this study were based on the results of seminal studies
in heath communication. However, only one of my hypotheses was supported. Thus, the
empirical evidence I found suggests that the hypotheses may not be warranted in all
situations. The perplexing results of this study, especially the general lack of influence of
issue involvement, led me to return to the literature to seek explanations. I was unable to

find a clear explanation for why issue involvement was not influencing results in my study.
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However, I did discover several studies that also showed a statistically insignificant
difference between gain and loss framed information and that these results were not
considered uncommon. My findings mirror other studies that have shown inconclusive
results regarding which frame has an influence on attitudes, although there are interesting
implications for how frames may influence behavioral intention and actual behavior, apart
from any impact on attitudes themselves. Below, I review these additional studies in the
following order: studies with results about issue involvement, studies that measured attitude
outcomes, studies that measured behavior and behavioral intention, and finally studies that

question the utility of the Rothman et al. (2006) framework.

I had predicted that treatment type and depth of cognition would be associated,
specifically that the loss frame would generate more cognitive processing (H7). My results
provide support for this prediction, with both samples showing significantly higher levels of
cognitive depth in the loss frame (Table 3.23 and 3.31). For example, in Sample 1, 67% of
the loss group was categorized as high processing depth, compared to 41% in the gain
frame. In Sample 2, 47% of the loss group was categorized as high processing depth,
compared to 32% in the gain frame. This supports theoretical assumptions outlining why a
loss frame should provoke more processing in O’Keefe and Jensen’s (2008) meta-analysis.
The argument is that the loss frame should lead to more informational processing due to the
fear-arousing appeals of the message and negativity bias, where sensitivity and heightened
impact of the negative information result. However, in reviewing empirical tests of
prevention behaviors, O’Keefe and Jensen found that gain frames led to more information
processing and better memory recall. These results are surprising and the authors proposed

that they might be limited to preventative behaviors, because those usually promise positive
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outcomes. Perrin (2011) predicted less depth of cognition in the loss frame due to mediating
effects of arousal-eliciting aspects of negative messages on processing. In other words, a
strong emotional reaction to the message would override a reader’s ability to think deeply
about the message content. However, this hypothesis was not supported in Perrin’s study, as
there were no differences in emotional arousal between gain and loss framed information.
My results are more consistent with a conclusion that loss framing leads to deeper cognitive

processing, but clearly this issue deserves additional research attention.

Although the meta-analysis by O'Keefe and Jensen (2008) found that gain frames
seemed to lead to more cognitive processing, other studies have not examined processing,
but instead have focused on attitudes, behavioral intention, and actual behavior. O'Keefe and
Jensen (2007) concluded that there was no significant effect of frames on attitudes and
intentions. Gallagher and Updegraft (2012) also found that neither gain nor loss frames were
more effective at influencing attitudes. However, they extended their meta-analysis to
include actual behavior change and found that the gain frame was more persuasive with
prevention behaviors. The authors argued that future studies should measure actual behavior,
rather than merely attitudes, since it does not appear that gain and loss frames influence

attitudes or intentions.

On the other hand, some studies have found an influence of frame type on attitudes.
Nan (2007) found that both gain or loss frames can influence attitudes, but frames are more
effective at influencing behavioral intention than attitude. The results of Nan’s study support
my hypotheses 2 and 3by showing that the loss frame was more effective at influencing

attitudes and intention with the high involvement participants (H2) and that the gain frame
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was more effective with low involvement participants (H3). If I had seen these studies
before developing my survey instrument, I would have included behavioral intention

measures, such as intention to vote for or against proposed management actions.

The predictions in my study used the framework established by Rothman et al.
(2006), showing that prevention and detection behaviors are influenced differently by frame
type. Since Spence and Pidgeon (2010) argued that climate change mitigation actions were
comparable to health preventative actions, I made the assumption that wildfire adaptation
and mitigation actions could also be thought of as prevention behaviors. This makes
intuitive sense because fuel management actions, such as selective thinning, or community
management actions, such as new building guidelines, do not detect wildfire. However, the
effects of frame type within detection or prevention actions are not well understood. Given
that environmental risk communication is usually focused on mitigation behaviors, this

framework may not be as useful in this realm of communication.

Gallagher and Updegraff (2012) identified that the impact of gain and loss framing
may not be based on whether behaviors are seen as prevention or detection, but rather on an
individual’s construals of the risks associated with the behavior. This point has interesting
implications for environmental risk communication. Whereas health risks pose direct
personal impacts, and may therefore be highly salient, individuals may not have well
developed ideas about the personal impacts posed by environmental risks. It is possible that
gain and loss frames may be more useful than other message types in communicating only
those climate change impacts that have well understood personal impacts. For example,

impacts that are directly related to human health, like the increase in some vector born
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diseases, may be impacted by gain or loss frames because they can be presented with

specific risk information (i.e., numeric).

I did not use specific, numerical information in my materials for two reasons. First,
this experiment was testing the impact of gain and loss frames on goal framed arguments,
whereas specific numerical information is used in risky choice frames, as seen in the study
by Morton et al. (2011). Second, uncertainty regarding climate change impacts, including
wildland fire, makes it difficult to provide numerical information that is easily understood
by the general public. Future assessments of how the general public understands risk posed
by different climate change impacts could lead to communication materials that can

overcome the challenges of low numeracy for many audiences.

Due to the history of wildfire management and suppression in the U.S., it is likely
that this risk is perceived differently than other climate change impacts, such as sea level
rise and extreme weather. For example, the perception that wildland fires can be controlled
may contribute to confusion about the likelihood of any risk reduction outcome, and using a
gain or loss frame to present this information may be less influential due to this confusion.
Future research may show that my hypotheses about the potential impacts of gain or loss

frames could hold true for other impacts with better understood risks and outcomes.

Gallagher and Updegraff (2012) suggested alternatives to Rothman et al.’s (2006)
framework, and Nan (2007) argued the framework should be discarded altogether, because
studies using these frameworks have had inconsistent results. Nan argued that the way that
gain or loss frames are operationalized, as opposed to the actual manipulation of gain and

loss, may provide a better explanation of their direct effect. She tested how the effectiveness
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of gain or loss frames differed when focusing on desirable or undesirable end states. This
study used gain and loss frames and desirable and undesirable outcomes to create four

treatment types (Figure 4.1).

Outcome type
Desirable Undesirable
Gain | If you do X, you will If youdo Y, you will be at
Frame .
protect yourself. greater risk.
type

Loss If youdon’tdo Y, you will | If you don’t do X, you

be at lower risk. won’t protect yourself.

Figure 4.1: Nan’s suggested four-group experimental design

She found that, when end states focused on undesirable outcomes and participant
issue involvement was low, the gain frame led to greater behavioral intentions. When end-
states focused on undesirable outcomes and participant issue involvement was high, the loss
frame led to greater behavioral intentions. However, no framing effects were found when
end states were focused on desirable outcomes; my study focused on desirable outcomes, so
this may account for the lack of framing effect. Although this research shows interesting
implications for a new framework, the meta-analysis by O’Keefe and Jensen (2008) did not
find that end-states focused on desirable or undesirable outcomes impacted the effectiveness
of gain or loss frames. Further research is needed to explore the relationship between frame
type, end state focus, and prevention or detection behaviors. My study only used two
treatment materials framing the outcomes as gains or losses; future studies could adopt
Nan’s (2007) methods of four treatment materials with desirable and undesirable outcome

presented in both gain and loss frames.
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These recent studies and my results demonstrate the continued need for framing
research in both health communication and environmental risk communication. The
persuasive advantage of gain and loss framed messages in climate change communication
has yet to be established. My results do not provide support for either frame in changing
attitudes about climate change adaptation and mitigation actions, at least in the context of

wildfire.

As mentioned above, Spence and Pidgeon (2010) called for communications to use
the gain frame. Other advocates for using the gain frame, Morton et al. (2011), also found
that the positive (gain) frame leads to decreases in perceived uncertainty and cautious
responses to climate change information. Meanwhile, Gallagher and Updegraff (2012)
called for the incorporation of concepts from other theories for a deeper understanding of the
relationship between gain and loss framing, understanding of risks, self-efficacy, and threat
appraisal. While recent studies such as Perrin (2011) have sought to fill the gap in our
understanding of the relationship between emotional responses to messages and behavioral
intentions, little research has been done to date. Thus, there is ample room to explore how

framing impacts message processing and ultimately behavior.

Practical Implications

While the results of the various meta-analyses and studies discussed above show
minor effects due to gain and loss framing, attitude change is difficult to achieve, persuasive
messages are complex, and therefore any technique that could aid in success should be
incorporated. While the theoretical function of gain and loss frames is not well understood,

overall these studies suggest that the gain frame should be used when communicating
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prevention behaviors (Gallagher & Updegraff, 2012; Morton et al., 2011; O'Keefe & Jensen,
2007, 2008; Spence & Pidgeon, 2010).

All materials should strive to provide clear and understandable explanations of the
outcomes of the proposed action. Based on the studies listed above, it appears that the
clearest explanations are presented in the gain frame. The loss frame often presents a double
negative (e.g., the negative outcomes of not taking action), which can be confusing for
readers. Therefore, the most direct method of communicating risk information is through
the gain frame.

O'Keefe and Jensen (2007) found a strong gain frame advantage with one specific
type of health behavior, dental hygiene behaviors. This effect may be a result of the
perceived certainty of outcomes, since the outcomes of good dental hygiene are well
understood. When possible, communicators should include information in their materials
that focus on the certainty of outcomes.

Gallagher and Updegraff (2012) argue that the gain frame may be more persuasive
because of other types of information that this frame communicates, such as self-efficacy,
social norms, outcome expectations and positive emotions. In particular, self-efficacy may
be key in prevention behaviors, but may play a smaller role in detection behaviors. The gain
frame may be useful in setting social norms and increasing self-efficacy through the use of
positive examples for taking recommended actions. Based on Nan’s (2007) results,
communicators should not only use the gain frame, but also focus on desirable outcomes of
taking action.

Spence and Pidgeon (2010) applied gain and loss frames to climate change

communication and found similar results supporting the “gain frame advantage.” The
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authors found that the gain frame suppressed fear responses and led to more positive
attitudes about climate change mitigation than the loss frame, which produced higher levels
of fear responses, increased perceptions of the severity of climate change impacts, and led to
higher information recall.

Based on these studies, messages will be most effective when they address positive
outcomes (gain frame), what others expect of participants (social norms), and empower
individuals to take action (self-efficacy). Using the gain frame should allow communicators
to present information that addresses risks without trigging an overwhelming fear response.
Using the gain frame will provide readers will the clearest explanation of risks and desirable

outcomes of the proposed actions.
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Chapter S: CONCLUSION

In this study, I tested nine hypotheses to assess how gain and loss frames and issue
involvement affected cognitive processing and, in turn, attitudes toward climate change
mitigation activities related to fire risk for people living in northern Rocky Mountain forests.
Issue involvement in this study did not predict attitudes or cognitive processing of messages,
which runs counter to the accepted role of issue involvement in the literature. Both Sample 1
and Sample 2 showed moderate levels of support for prescribed fire management, regulatory
management and miscellaneous management in all post-tests. Additionally, there were no
statistically significant differences in attitudes between treatment types or the control
groups. These results also run counter to the literature, where it is assumed that exposure to
any treatment should result in an effect. My results may be due to the timing of the survey
after a particularly bad fire year, during which participants may have been exposed to many
messages similar to those presented in the treatment materials. I did find that treatment type
had an impact on the cognitive depth of message processing, but not the valence of thoughts
or personally relevant elaborations. My results indicate that the loss frame leads to more
message processing. Furthermore, my results do indicate that valence of thoughts is a small

significant predictor of attitudes.

The inconclusive nature of these results is not surprising and has been demonstrated
in several meta-analyses on the topic of gain and loss frames. Nevertheless, these meta-
analyses and other studies may suggest a “gain frame advantage” in influencing attitudes,
intentions and behavior. Thus, practitioners are recommended to use the gain frame, which

may have additional positive impacts on self-efficacy and depth of cognitive processing.
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Future studies are needed to understand the processes by which gain and loss frames have
varied effects depending on the behavior being studied. Topic areas such as the role of
certainty of outcomes, desirable end-states, and individuals’ construal of risks are fertile

areas for gain and loss frames to be explored.
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SUMMARY REPORT FOR MANAGERS
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Summary Report of Wildand fire Communication Research

The flyers designed for this experiment used the most current communication
recommendations. The regional predictions make the information more personally relevant
to the reader. The recommended risk reduction actions are specific and highlight that taking
action is effective. Values, such as community and home, are appealed too in the message.
Photos are used to supplement facts and provide examples. Sentences are kept short and use
a seventh grade reading level. Readers are also given a web link directing them where to go
to learn more about the information presented on the flyer.

This study tested the effect of message frames on attitudes for support for different
wildland fire management actions. Gain frames focus on the positive outcomes of taking
action, while loss frames focus on the negative outcomes of not taking action. This positive
or negative wording was used to describe the results of the management actions suggested
on the flyer.

The individuals who took part in the study had moderated levels of support for
management actions such as community education programs about family wildfire plans,
selective thinning on public lands in the county and fire breaks around the community.
Defensible space guidelines were moderately supported, but mandatory defensible space
ordinances for the community were weekly supported. Fire-safety building guidelines were
moderately supported, but mandatory fire-safety building ordinances in the community were
neither supported nor opposed. Study participants also indicated they weakly supported
mandatory reviews of the community’s CWPP every 3 years and prescribed fire on public
lands in the county.

The results of my study did not show an advantage for either the gain or the loss
frame. Attitudes did not differ between the gain group, the loss group, and the control group.
I have to recommend using the grain frame and focusing messages on the positive outcomes
of taking action.

Other studies have found that the gain frame:

e [s more persuasive with low involvement audiences (Nan, 2007)

e Is more persuasive at promoting an actual behavior change (Gallagher and
Updegraft, 2012 )

e Suppresses fear responses and leads to more positive attitudes about mitigation
actions (Spence and Pidgeon, 2010).

e Leads to more information processing and better memory recall (O’Keefe & Jensen,
2008)

e Decreases perceived uncertainty and promotes cautious actions (Morton et al. )
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Pretest cover letter

The University of Idaho Institutional Review Board has approved this project.
Hello NAME,

My name is Melissa Clark. | am a graduate student at the University of Idaho researching
wildfire risk communication. This study will help land managers address communication
needs with residents.

You are invited to participate in a survey about Northern Rockies wildfire information. The
first step of this study will be to fill out a survey, in a few weeks you will receive another
request to review an online flyer and take another survey. The survey should take
approximately 20 minutes. Upon completing the second survey you will be entered to win
one of three $100 gift cards.

You will benefit from this project by helping us understand which communication techniques
are the best at presenting wildfire information. Northern Rockies communities will benefit
because it will help natural resource managers communicate information about wildfire risks
in the best possible way.

Your participation in this survey is voluntary and you can skip question or stop at any time.
There are no risks associated with this project. All information you provide will be
confidential and seen only by myself and my faculty advisor, Dr. Hall. Your name will not be
connected to any of your responses throughout any portion of this study. If you decide to
withdraw from the study or if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Go to the survey now: http://idaho.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_e4ZIw3V6PT7de3H

Unique ID: NR####

Investigator Faculty Sponsor
Melissa A. Clark Troy E. Hall
University of Idaho University of Idaho

Department of Conservation Social Sciences

Moscow, ID 83844-0000

Ph. (208) — 885-7911 Ph. (208) — 885-9455
maclark@uidaho.edu
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Post-test cover letter

The University of Idaho Institutional Review Board has approved this project.
Hello NAME,

Thank you for taking the first survey in my study! This email includes the link for the second
part of this study. Once you have completed this second survey, you will be entered to win
of one of three $100 gift cards.

You have been randomly assigned to one of two versions of this second survey. In one
version you will be asked to read a flyer about wildfires and complete the survey. In the
other version you only have to complete the survey.

This second survey is very similar to the first survey. | have had several emails notifying me
that the survey website is wider than some computer screens. Unfortunately, this setting
width is out of my control and if you are experiencing this problem you will have to use the
horizontal scroll bar at the bottom of your web browser window. I'm sorry for this
inconvenience.

Please remember that you will benefit from this project by helping us understand which
communication techniques are the best at presenting wildfire information. Northern Rockies
communities will benefit because it will help natural resource managers communicate
information about wildfire risks in the best possible way.

Your participation in this survey is voluntary and you can skip question or stop at any time.
There are no risks associated with this project. All information you provide will be
confidential and seen only by me and my faculty advisor, Dr. Hall. Your name will not be
connected to any of your responses throughout any portion of this study. If you decide to
withdraw from the study or if you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Go to the survey now: http://idaho.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_e4ZIw3V6PT7de3H
Unique ID: NR####
Thank you again for your participation!

Kind regards,

Melissa
Investigator Faculty Sponsor
Melissa A. Clark Troy E. Hall
University of Idaho University of Idaho

Department of Conservation Social Sciences

Moscow, ID 83844-0000

Ph. (208) — 885-7911 Ph. (208) — 885-9455
maclark@uidaho.edu
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Title: Wildfire Survey A

Description: Residents of ID, MT, WA, WY only — survey on fire preparedness. If you take
this survey you are not eligible to take versions B or C.

Answer a survey about wildfire preparedness in the northern Rockies

The University of Idaho Institutional Review Board has approved this project.

My name is Melissa Clark. | am a graduate student at the University of Idaho
researching wildfire risk communication. This study will help land managers address
communication needs with residents.

Residents of Idaho, Montana, Washington and Wyoming are invited to
participate in a survey about Northern Rockies wildfire information. Please note
there are three versions of this study (A, B and C). You are eligible to complete one
version only. This survey should take approximately 20 minutes.

You will benefit from this project by helping us understand which communication
techniques are the best at presenting wildfire information. Northern Rockies
communities will benefit because it will help natural resource managers
communicate information about wildfire risks in the best possible way.

Your participation in this survey is voluntary and you can skip question or stop at
any time. However, please note that surveys less than 75% complete will not be
eligible for payment. There are no risks associated with this project. All information
you provide will be confidential and seen only by me and my faculty advisor, Dr.
Hall. Your name will not be connected to any of your responses throughout any
portion of this study. If you decide to withdraw from the study or if you have any
guestions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Survey link: Survey A Provide the survey code here:

Investigator Faculty Sponsor
Melissa A. Clark Dr. Troy E. Hall
University of Idaho University of Idaho
Department of Conservation Social 208-885-9455
Sciences

Moscow, ID 83844
208-885-7911
maclark@uidaho.edu
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APPENDIX H

IRB APPROVAL LETTER



August 14, 2012

PO Box 443010
Moscow ID 83844-3010

Phone: 208-885-6162
Fax: 208-885-5752

irb@uidaho.edu

To: Hall, Troy
Cc: Clark, Melissa
From: Traci Craig, PhD

Chair, University of Idaho Institutional Review Board

University Research Office

Moscow, ID 83844-3010
Title: 'Effective Communication of Climate and Fire Projections'

Project: 12-232
Approved: 08/11/12
Expires: 08/10/13

On behalf of the Institutional Review Board at the University of Idaho, | am
pleased to inform you that the protocol for the above-named research project is
approved as offering no significant risk to human subjects.

This approval is valid for one year from the date of this memo. Should there be
significant changes in the protocol for this project, it will be necessary for you to
resubmit the protocol for review by the Committee.

B

Traci Craig

University of Idaho Institutional Review Board: IRB00000843, FWAQ0005639
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CODING GUIDE



Cognitive Depth and valence of thoughts

126

Code for the overall receptivity to the message (-2 to +2) by reading all three thoughts

listed by each participant. The goal here is to determine if the participant was persuaded by the
flyer. Did they accept the content of the flyer (+) or reject it (-)? When reading thoughts, consider if
there is any indication they actually read the flyer. (This is particularly important for the Amazon

Mechanical Turk sample because survey times were very short.)

A score of 0 indicates that the participant did not engage with the material or is ambivalent. A

score of 1 indicates lower elaboration, while a code of 2 indicates higher elaboration. Use the code

DK if there is not enough information to determine message receptivity.

Rule

Example

If all three thoughts are about the design and
layout of the flyer, code DK.

1) Nice photos 2) long 3) The “15” looked weird

NOTE: “good info”, “good stats, and
“interesting” would be coded as positive
thoughts because they are about content

If no thoughts suggest agreement or
disagreement with the message, code DK. (This
is usually listing topics)

1) Fire danger 2) bark beetles 3) development

If all thoughts are only a simple restatement of
information, code +1.

1) Fire danger is increasing 2) Bark beetles are
contributing to the problem 3) Increased
development will put more people at risk

If thoughts are a combination of skepticism (-)
and persuasion (+), the coder must weigh the
thoughts to determine which code is
appropriate. Thoughts with equal positive and
negative reaction are offset and should be
coded as 0. If two thoughts are negative and
one thought is positive, then code -1.

1) It sounds like things are going to get a
whole lot worse (+). 2) When | read
things about ordinances | get a little
nervous, simply because it sounds like
something that can be done without as
much care and thought as possible. |
have had good experiences with
ordinances... but also bad ones (-). 3)
There really isn’t’ a whole lot (as in
nothing) in here about fire ‘naturally’ —
in terms of this being a component of
ecosystems in general (-).

If the thought contains a strong emotional
reaction, such as “l was shocked” or “l was
amazed” or “l am terrified”, should be coded as
either a -2 or +2. Determining the valence of the
score will be indicated by the rest of the
thought.

| was shocked to find out how many acres of
forest had been affected by infestations.

| am terrified my family is at risk.
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If the thoughts include the presence of related
topics or personalization of the message, code
as either — 2 or +2. These thoughts may also
include references to prior experience and
specific examples. If at least one thought must

tie in with these larger ideas to be coded a -/+ 2.

NOTE: If the thought includes comments about
climate change or global warming code it a 2.

Example of motivation to act: This is really
relevant to me and my home. | have to look into
making sure my property is protected from
these fires. (+2)

Example of personal experience:
| haven’t seen evidence of there being less snow
(-1or-2)

Examples of related topics:
People need to be more careful in the woods to
prevent as many forest fires as possible. (+2)

| wonder how this will affect hunting and hiking
opportunities and what local agencies will do.
(+2)

NOTE: Comments that are off topic are not
coded as + or -.

If the thoughts contain questions, such as “Am |
prepared?” and “What is a CWPP?”, this may
indicate the code -1 or +1 is appropriate. This
may also indicate a lack of previous experience
or knowledge.

1) Whatisa CWPP? 2) Is my community
prepared? 3) Am | prepared?

Personally relevant elaborations

Code for the presence of personal experience or prior knowledge (y or n). This statement must
show that the participant has thought about the issues before reading the flyer. This may be
indicated the presence of specific terms not used in the flyer or comments about related issues,

such as logging.

Examples:

- Il have seen less snow in the last 5 years.

- | have worked...

-l have had good experiences and bad experiences...

- Why don’t environmentalists want to allow harvesting of beetle killed trees?

- |l knew this all already.
- We should use beetle kill trees.




128

APPENDIX J

THOUGHT LISTING RESPONSES



129

19BJ J1J1JUAIDS SUOIBIdUDS 2Imnj djeIpIawl

UO Paseq SI SIY} JO Yonw MO} | Injnj 10J d[qe[IBAR 3q [[IM JRUYA\ A 1091J® Sy} [[IM MOH 9
{9e] UAIP[IYO
pueid Aw [[1m JBYAN "2InInj
deIpawIwl AW J10J 9q [[IM SpuUaL) SAIYpP[IM UO

Ay} JeyM J0 Spjoy armny ay) 1eYA\ | 1oeduur syt pue yymols uonendod sagueyd dJeWI[d J[qISSOd ¢

"seaJe a11) duoad

210W Ul dUOp 2q 0} SpAU FuIF30]

AABIY d10W ‘OS[Y "dUOP dq P[NOYS

Seale pAIsaul 9[199q Sumnd Ied|)

"9UOP 9q 0 SPAAU FUIND JAII[IS
1snl uey) 10w JBY) AN | %

dwoy 119y} 03

"PIALJ JUBORA B SI SOPIS SOY) JO U0 1R} 9)B[AI [[IM PIQLIOSIP SI0JIB)

puy "10] S,2S[0 QUOAWIOS Ul oq [[IM A} Speal OYM JUOAIIAD JON

[ 9snoy Awl woly suonoddup Aue 2InYd0Iq "JUALIdIR]S POq B urjew uey)
ur,001 08 [JI {199) paipuny duQ) | Yy sAep ey (SIBK G ul Ay Jayjel ‘ysnq ay) punoie sjedq 1] €

ssedsar) MO[[e Jou Op SIdUMO

Kuadoad 9yeand jsowr ‘eare

siyy ur Surar] opdoad ayy £q 10J

pred uvorssaxddns a1y pue a1y jo

1502 91} 9ARY 10 ‘pamoj[[e SuIp[ing
Jo junowe dy) ywi] dqAew z

sailj Jo ol

AJO1] SO 9y BAIR JY) JOUUIY) Y} a1ow 10j opew Surids ur surer | 399J (€ P[0} SABM[R O10M oM )09)

OSUDS B O] SWAIS SISAI0J A} AAeay pue 19uim ul yoedmous | (0] PaIed[d 2q PNOYS UONLIIZIA
JO judwddeuew INOA Yim 22138 [[ews Surpeal ul pjsaIduI ured] 03 pastdins sem | I
LXdL € NOHL LXdL T NOHL LXdL | NOHL | juedpnieq

sasuodsa.a Sunsi| Jysnoy) dweaj ured | djdwes




130

"19A[J Jurod-)a[nq 10YS ® SI SIY)
9ZI[BAl | INQ ‘PAIIA0D JOU SI SPIIM
SNOIXOU JO 9[01 dY ], “AJI[P[IM

JO sa10ads ureLIdd 0 [BID1JOUdq
pue peq [[e jou a1e suing uroejdas
-pue)s ‘981e ] "SpAYsIdleM [BOIILID
pUE SANIUNWIWOD PUNOIR QUOZ
19pynq e ur Ajurewid anoddo prnoys
uondNPaI S[aNJ pue surauly)

‘pojudsaxd

[[oM Q1B SONIUNWIWIOD JBdu pue

ur aIprim 3uronpar 03 sayoeordde
oY) pue dWOY 1Y IJP[IM

"JO 9SUJS dBW pUB PBAI
Appoinb 03 Asea arom syutod 19[nq

Ay 1y1dyMm uonsanb aw apey a1nng Jo suoneoadxa oy | pue d9AnoRINE Sem uFIsap oy |, €1
‘uoneIsdful Jo BaIe
ey} no adim 03 31 10§ Suly) , poos,,
€ 9q P[NOM I pueR UONBISIJUI
9]199q JO BAIE UB UI SBM }1 9SNBIAq
uing 31 3uIpd| srodeurwl A1y
INOQE ATIM SIOWNY "PajIe]s J1 1dje ‘oyep]
Aep oy no 11 Ind aAey 03 9[qIssod ‘oyep] 10 | ‘uowes JO umo) Aw punoie sedle
91nb nq (A1s82 J0U 9gqABW) | YLION JO YMOU SI[IW MIJ B NI A} JO 10] & 0] PAYOO[ 11 Je[IwIs
SeM 1 UdYM JZIS 93Ie[ B Yons [INH uOo puej Jo 10BI1) [Nj1INEIq MOy “I9ATJ 9Y) JO uwnjod S|
01 Ma13 211y x9[dwo)) Sueisnjy [ B U0 dWoOY [NJ1INBIQ B JABY OYM A} ul BIqUIN[OD) YSNLIg Ul $921)
Ay} MOY INOQE. pIedy | SIownl 2107 Jo dunf urjow am 9[dnod | pajsajul 2193q a3 Jo anyoid ayy
aY) Inoqe sem Jysnoy) payl AN B JNOQe Sem Jy3noy) 1xou AJ\ | SuIdds 1d)je sem y3noyy 1siy AN 1
"SAIp[IM jIom dA1BIUdAdId
paseasoul Jo uonaipaid ay) 1o JWOS Op 0} PIMO][. dIe pue
SUOSEAI U} Fuowe dIe S13SUl pue paredaid 19330q 18 OM JI WOD ‘paredionue s1 s1eak Jurwoadn
so3ueyd [euoseds quawdo[aAd(] | 01 saIp[im Y Yim 2dod ued I oy uI SaIypim Suisealou] 01
saiij Jo
3SLI 90NPal 0] JI0M UBd S1d3euBW JWOY punoJe ysniq Iea[d 6
"S1SBI210J Ulel
pue Mous 2} U0 UoljBRULIOJUI A ] 8
PaIB[NAIID 9q I [[IM MOy poo3 sdiy ssouparedaad ojur juepodur L




131

$1S010J [eUOljBU JY)

0} Judoelpe seare paysalo] Ajiaeay Surdueyo
ur 3urpying proae 0y paau djdoad | Aejs 0y 210y dre SUOSLIS a11) 3U0| SI 9rewI]d Ay} ‘A[SnoIAqO 0z
Ayadoad
Aw pue ouw J991J9 SIY} SI0P MOH | GIOSqe 0) [BLIdJEW yonw 03 Jou Y 61
1S310J Y} 0} 3SO[d 0) sanq
3urping Jo yamoisd [01u0d 0} padu Iayeam ur sagueyo woly urAp s991) Ul SISBAIOU] 81
EER
-puIlW JBIINBAING JO JATJII[JAI
AJoy1] 1sow d3engue] dneronedng Y3
poojsiapun AJised paygnuapt Ajipeal sid Jolew ASI10U0)) 9]
QWS 0} SUIPIOIIL
"QOURIJPJIP 21J103ds )18 a3e 991 Mau & ojul 3ul03
© UBY) 210W )W 0 Y3noud 9318 | d19M M S,066] dY) U] Ininj ay)
AJIedu 9q J0U [[Im sjuounean dy) | ul Surids oY) ul urelr d1ow pue [[ej
JO 2[B2S 9Y) 1BY) PALLIOM WE [ INQ | dY) Ul MOUS SSI[ 2q [[IM Y] Je]) anssi
‘djoy Aew syjuounean) jey) paRIdy 15933nS 01 Ydjo1Is B 1| PO JSBISIP PUB JOSUL YJIM PIAITY |
‘judwd UL "O11J M J1 Sunsem
152105 uey) Joyjes suejd uonodjoid | yuswdFeuew Jo Jed B paIOPISUOD uey) J9yIeI 1SAI0J A} JO IvD
pue uonendBAy ‘Juowdeuel st a11j Jofew se (eo1e 201y Sunye) ur poysaAul dIe s193307]
JAIDVY-01d Uy} 19)eAI3 1ony 13 001) A1xadoad Sunoajoxd Juawddeuew AIyprim Jo ed
SI(ddM\D) JudwddeuLW dA1ORIY 1noqe uonewiojul jueyiodwy [ € se pauonuaw jou sem Juidso| |
11193 S9[199q dY) 210J3q
92INOSAI JY) AZI[IIN Pue S)SAI0J )
ury) am Ji ‘saaiy orydonseied yons
dARY 0] dARY 1,UOP M Inq “doe[d
sy1 sey aa1,] ‘Aydosoqiyd , uinq
Aqeq uing,, mau 112y} ul ‘FuIs50|
{S9199q U9)10310J JABY 0] SWIAS IIIAIIS
oYy mogs 1o dojs 01 parjdde 152105 2y |, (Su1s307) Suruuryy
2q p[nod ey Aeids ou a1ay) SI 2211 papnjoul noA pe[s we | 4




132

AJenuajod pueysijooj si sedre

MO[ S s3sa10} oy djay

$)S210J 2y} 10J

pa1sa10) Ap[oIy) ul sawoy 3uipjing 01 SuiAn ajdoad asoyy 10j 3sn1y | poo3 9q p[nom 3ur3To[ dA1II[OS ]C
*SBASIp pue
'S1BIA ()¢ 10} uo 3u103
‘ue[d | ud9q pey urel dI0W pUR [[B) MOUS suonelsajul £q pajddjye
ssauparedaid aa1y pjim B pey umo) 1amo] Jo surdned sayreom oy ud9q pey 1SA10J JO SAIOR Auew
Aur J1 mouy| J,upIp [ 18y} POZI[BAl | | Jey) INO pulj 0] PAXOOYS OS[B SBM | MOY] INO pulj 0] PAIOYS SEM | LT
ERTTIEEIRETHY
a1 03 AIYPE 0] SIWOY JONINSUOD
‘Kuadoad 0} Juoul yim saseyoand pue| mou
JO OpIS 15910] U0 SwAISAS 1opuLds "paseaoul axnnbal pinom ey pasiojud pue
a1nnbay ‘1 uonsanb 0y uonippy 9q pnoys suing paquosald | pasodoid oq pinoys suonen3ay 92
"SaI1J 1S310J
"211) uo Juryojed "UOTJBNOBAD PUE SSO| SUISNOY | 10J I9PPOJ JUI[[90XD BT ISBISIP
WOy $asnoy 11y} JudAdId 0) JuIsned 1SaI1J 1SI0J JO S | puB S]0ASUI WOIJ JOqUII) PBIP A I,
1 001 ISBJ] I8 S921) puB uoILIdTIA A} SOSBAIOUI BIIR PAIdQUUI] OJUL
dleuIWI[d 0) wIed| 03 paau 9jdoog | Suryojons syudwdojoadp Suisnoy - OSUDS UOWILOD A[ISON ST
"SasSNed
10 ‘Aoudnbauy ‘1o1ARYdq d1Jp[IM
03 so3ueyd a1nny pajoadxd
953} JO SISNEBI Ay} U0 FuIYION dAnewLIOjuI K19 A vT
JINOH
NVId V Jd14 AW ANNOYY STVIIALVIN
d94VH ALINNIWINOD AN SH0d 40 dSVO NI SNOILVNOVAH ATIVINIAVTA 3DNAHY £C
{S211} [01JU0I-J0O-1NO JO YSLI
Ay} 9onpal Aj[edneWweIp pynom
(Sa11) gorym 030 ‘Suruury) ysnoy)
QWIAIXD JSAY) dsned Jey sardrjod $15010J Ayj[BaYy uIeuIEW 0}
JOA[) uanLIm Ay} JO 109 Je pue dsned dy) | Sydwane | SISI[RIUSWUOIIAUD
-[[9M ‘pIUTISIP-][OM B SISIY] |  93S SISI[BJUIWIUOIIAUD J,uBd AYA 19] 0] ANUNIUOD IM OP AYA TC
‘plezey
) 2onpal A[30211p ued sFuruing ‘[B19NID SI dWOY "K1y1] AIDA SI 21myny 9y ur sauLy
paquosaxd pue uruury) Suisn) | ay) punole doeds uddI3 € Fuled[) | PUB[P[IM 10U INOQR SUONIIPAL] T




133

‘S|eLIIBW
a11y [enudjod Jo a1y S1 jey)
SOWOY INO punole duoz e Juneard
ApurewiLid---{S11 211) INO 9SBAIIP
0] UMO INO U0 Op UBD IM SFuly)
AUWIOS A1 DIAY) IDAIMOF] °[01UOD

‘Suruuiy £q pue
SOUOZ 99BJIOUI OY) Ul UOTIINIISUOD
Funoinsar A[219A3s Aq sada1j asa)

[013U0D INO Puokaq pue anjeu

Ino puoAaq are asayl Jo |V JO AJ110A9S 1) 2onpar ued dA\ | Aq pasned a1 Sallj puB[p[Im SO o¢
MUY
QduEBSINU B I8 SAIYP[IA Apeaae | uonewojul A[JSOjN JAIDBIIE S 2INY20I1g S¢
djoy [ ued N0 $231) AY) IBI[D 19)39q
moy 10jerddo orper wiey e 3uldg | SPOOM ) UI dAI] JBY) SPUIL Aw 9s10M 193 0) Fu103 o1e SAI1J $€
irey)
1| [ "uonnjos wajqoid nq 109139 e
Mou FuIyiowos op ;3977 | pue asned A[1oa11p jou s1 19A]J Y I, | 00] 01 dAndRINE AI9A SI JOK[J oY |, €€
QW I0J SIAseAIDUl pUue sajeald
"wa[qoxd SnoOLIdS B SI 31 9sneddq 1 swayqoad yipeay ayy yum ‘op
QuOop 2q p[NOYS 2UOp aq Ued ey [[B | yonw dw d[ay [[1m 1 JUIY) J,UOp | 0) S3uly) poo3 a1e SOy} JuIy) | 43
1S910J 9} 01 9SO[ JUIAI|
asoyy Aq pardope 2q 01 spaou
1ey) 1doouoo jueprodwr A19A € SI
SOA[OSWIAY) SAWOY uonoaap Y3 oy ur doys pagpajmou|oe
dy) punoJle pue ‘sawoy 03 3S0[d e aIe ssoupatedaxd Ayunwwiod sagueyd 19jeoM SUILIOUO0D
spuej o1jqnd uo [ony Juronpal pue |  SIJAUIQ dAY) SuIpredal sjoej ‘os[e S108J U Jey) 99S 0] pe[3 1€
OSd ®©
SE Suonejs A 1 [ed20] uo Uuusw:_,—w_:.
11 dABY pue SIy) ANqLIsIp
P[nod syudwaedap a1 [B207] suonsa3sns ay) yjm 0aIge | "W 0) ASUIS dpeL 1] 0€
‘S|[ejmous '0J3 S9[padu uore)sajul
Suiseasour noqe SuryiAue op ued | JO SJOOI IBI[D JSNW OS] "1SAI0J 109sul eurwifo djoy pue
QUO Ou INq - $ISAI0J Ul dINISIOW JO 10] © SI 9191} 219yM SBAIR Ul | SAI1J d10W JudAdId 0) SI00[) 15910
SOSBAIOAP JBY) MOUS SSO[ DABY A\ | SOWOY punote 1ed[d 0} juenioduw] IBJ[D pue sda1) uly) 03 juepioduw] 62

‘s10Aedxe) 01 A]1500




134

‘KB 9U) UMOUS dABY 191S [,

UOf "UdS PUB "D0SSY SSAUIPIA
BUBJUOJA Y[, "SoLnsnpul

pue sdnois [2JUIWUOIIAUD
U99M19q SH0JJ9 aANeIdd0o0d

210l 9q OS[B IS AIAY ],
“JUdIdSBUBL PUR| UI PAUIRL) dSOU)
0} pauInjal oq jsnut sanijiqisuodsar

d8euew AjoAnoe

sonssi
959y} 3uissarppe dje[ a1e d1qnd

JUWISBUBW (OAOQR 9§ 2I0W dq 0) PIAU SISAI0J UIANSIM [e1oudd oy pue sioFeuew pue| 9%
6SIYPIIM JO

[01u0d 2y} pue , Juruulyy,, Jo anjea {osImaly (19y1030) uepd

Ay} Inoqe As1oA0nu0d Sutoduo | 2q 01 Surdeospue| a1y dn 9413 0) asimally e 3uIpds ur Arunuwwod
A} 9A[0S1 0) FUI0T oM A1 MOH |  S1oumodwoy 33 03 aqissod 11 §] oK isisse noA op moy w

"Op 9Mm q1 J1 Jnoqe SuryjAue "K[[e21WLou099 31 Op ued "QILP[IM JO

pIeAY 10 UdIS 10U dARY | "ddMD | oM MOY JOPUOM INQ SISAI0J ASUP | $1991J9 SunvISBAIP ) dJRIOIdWER
© SBY B[NOSSIJA] JI MOUY JOU OP [ | JO SuruuIy) 9A199[3s Y}im 3213e [ | 0] JUOP dq UBD Jetf) yonu SI 1Y |, 8%
pPouIoOOUO0d dAIBULIOJUI Sunsaiou] 0y

"S901) SuIpuelS SO}

‘suonendod [[e Aq | apnjoul pjnom yoiym - wing p[nod

pa1dodoe oq pjnom 1ndoo J[Im,, | eyl [ony 10 djqewwe]) Aue,, sKes

Aoua3e 91e3s 10 JudwaFeurw se sures 3ulids pue mous [[e] YOIy - UONIULJOP Y] P

pue[ e uey) I9yjel OYep] Jo 2y} Suruoouoo Juswdle)s Jururem 11 91| Y00] J,UPIP ADUBILI[D
0] SEM [BLIQJAI 9J1SGIM ) PIJOU | [eqO[3 2y Joyaym pauonsanb | WY 001, Sunordop axmord ay . 6€

SSA[ASN WAY] SIAPUI [[IY 9[192q

010J9q $991) dINjeWw SUIAOWAI

10J [00] ® st SuIS50[ [BIQIOWIWOD
JO asn oY1 Jnoqe pies sem 3uiyjou 8¢

LSRN

10011171¢] 9Y) Ul 219y JudWdA0IdwI "eoIE “Buiseaour

Aue jo yoys Aem dn Surwod A[pes [BO0] INO ul SulZI[Iqe)s SI eI [[11S SI S231) PA[[IY 9[199q
a1 SUOIONPAI [oN} AlI1j Pa[[BI-0S Q9BLIDIUI YY) OJUI JUDWIYIBOIOUY Jo doudproul ySiy Ajpwonxy LE




135

“Jey) Jnoqe
urylowos op pue Asnq 193 1SN
*JSIXQ JOU S0P dwioy Aw punoie

‘ueld uonodoad aaypim B

. | QOUBIBI[D JOOJ PaIpuny oM, | Sey apIsal [ 219yMm JI mouy| J0u o(J zS
JudwIdSeURLW d11) Ul [00) aIniny Jedu Yy} ul
[enuassa st uoneredord paoueApy |  9A1I09JJO UR Ik SUING PAQLIDSAIJ | 9SI0M 10T 0) A[9YI] dIe SAIL) 1SAI0] IS
"SIBJA ‘Ajjeuosiad
1sed () JOA0 WLIR[R [JIM PISSIUJIM -ostwald oyynuaros e 3dodoe | ow pue ‘AjIunwitiod JUIIULIIA0T
Ajreuosiod aAey 1 jey) SUIYIOWOS 0} ow pa1nbal [[ejuIRl SA MOUS WoLJ S110Jd JO UOIBUIqUIOD
SI $991) JO [[13 9[199q dY L, 3uIseaIoul noqe SUAWILOD Y |, B SOA[OAUI JUdWdSRURW 0S
8v
oeNe [eNIul
‘puiyaq ey [[im sueyd uo Jo pedjsul sarmonns 101d M|
Q11J [eIn BILIOJI[R) Ul PIP A1) 0} urAn swry yonw 00} puads 001 Aem S1 op Aoy} 9N 1BYM
Se S350 ad1J AuImIdpun pue ur doys | s10UIFe SB OZIS Ul PASLAIdIUI JARY pue dI1j pue 1o3sul 10J JdFeuLW
[[1M JUSWILLIDAOS 9 Se Buo[ Sy saa1y JudwidoaAap [eini 0) an(] J,uop s1ageuew pue| dIqnd Ly
""SuIsedIoUl SI
a11} Aym Jo sanssi Ty oY) ueyl
Ioyer 90udpadald 11 9AIS 01 SWIAIS
1S11J UOI193$ SIY) JO Judwdoe|d
(spiom d11J JO dOUBYDHSLI AY) dSBAIOUI
asoy)) Suruonuaw noyym sdeyaod A[1IBSS209U J,UOP SI31) P[]
pue) oSuryd BWI[D IIM ISBIIOUL SIS [ -91309q Jey st Suipue)siopun Aw
211} INOQE OJUI PASBG-OIUIIS JIOW | JIIJ 2ONPAI 0] $I$AI0J JO Sutuulyy,,
sdeytod: 104 poo3 e A[[e1ouo3 JUB[Qq 1IBD 1M dNSSI e | S9[199q Y o
Pa1S933Ns s3uIy) SUOIIPUOD 11} ASLAIDUI UL BaIR AW ul jud[eAdrd
oy} Jo Auew Surop aIe om uIy) | 9I0W puB MOUS SSI SAOP AYM a1B PIqLIOSIP SUOIIPUOD A ], SP

"SowIoY 1oy} punoJe
s[ony Ieayd 03 jueyisay are 9jdoa

"oA1suadXxa 00) SI SBAIE SNOJOTURP
-211} Ul SAWOY JO U001

*aa1} 03 duoad
SBAIR Ul SOWOY pJing Auew 00 ],

|44




136

dwoy Aw 109101d
0) ued | Jury)A19A9 urop w,] 2Ins
oyew pue s3ulp[ing INo punoie

‘AJayes orqnd pue saip[im
woly uonodold s[puey 01
ooerd ur sey Ayrunwwod Aw jeym

“uonen)Is 1P3uep dl1J JUALIND
Ay} pasned pey sASUBYD 19YjEIM

,001 IO dINSBAW 0) PIAU W, UO POULIOJUI DIOW 133 0) PAauU [ | JO SI1BdA ALIIY) JBY) MOUY| JUpIp | 9¢
"BOIE OAIJBIOTOA SIY) UI [BAIAINS
w1 3uoj INO 0) AIBSSA0U
oI} A1qeqoad pue 1oe 9[qeOp € SI
PIIM JO YSLI 1oMO] & sey Ajqeqold | 1S310J oY) Ul pue SaINJONIS punode Juerd,
Ky1odoad 1no pue A0 oy ur 2AI] | ,ASNJa1 d[qeuIng,, Jo SuLed[) | B Sey AJUnwiod Ino J1 3Ins JoN ¢S
SAINJONIS WO S[aNJ SuLIed[d suroned soyeom Suidueyo soan [[1Y 21102q 3uisn $S
peaids
uone)sajul 109sul ‘pealds daypim
sdas aanoe-oid Aq pajedniw Suimols <21 ‘syyouaq dydnnw swaqoad
9q UBD YSLI UI SOSBAIOUT TRy ], sey Suruury) 9ANd[9s 1BYL |  [[1] Snq oY) JO dUO JO JUAXD Y], €S




137

“UI90U0D Jey) S19B) 931Y) A} U0 1Y
1]} SIY) 1BY) 19B] Y3 P 91| OS[E |

"UOIAI J1J192dS INO 0) Pjd3Ie)
sem J9K[J SIy3 1ey) 108} 2yl pa] |

1] 'INO JYSNOL) [[dM puB SIOUO0D
K19A sem J9ATJ 941 ySnoy |

Mmou
:_MOD ISni UOTIUIAIUIL DATIUDAL]

"ysniqiapun jo

[BAOWIDI pUE FUNSIAIRY DA1)II[OS
Kq paonpai si sal1y yons 10j [ony
Y} SSI[UN §)SAI0J A} UO SISSINS
puUB SYIYS [BIUSWIUOIIAUD 0} dNp
snoJofuep d1ow Jej 9q [[IM SI1]

"SI 18 uoneyqey uewny aoe[d
PUB 1SOMUION AU} Ul 9SBAIOU]
[[IM SAIYPTIM JO SYSH YL

jueoduwr

se 219Y3 Jno Ind [00) ,Surwing paquiosaid, 10§ pasu uraey payl] |

'S0} 3unjoods

pue ,SuruLiem [eqo|3, Suruonuaw
INOYIIM S199)J0 pue urel

QIOW MOUS SSI| U0 9FeSSaW POOr)

"SOWOY punoie
FuLIR9[D INOgR MAWY Apeal|e |

15910 INO Ul ISEISIP pUE $)03sUl
JO 10rdwn 9y dZI[ea1 10U PIP |

S10}08)
3SLI 2ININJ Ay} MOUY JOU PIp |

"su10u09 Ajadoad oy

ssaippe djay poou Aoy 10 anssi ue
S QI0U} J1 03 ued Aoy} 2IayMm MOy
pue ouop 3uraq S1 jeyM MSLI JO
SBOIE QU] MIIA 0] UIZIID PAUIIOU0D
pue sioumo Auadold mof[e pynom
SIYL 's1edA (¢ 9y Ul YSu siy)
SSQIppE 0] SuIye) 9q [[IM IIIAIIG
15210,] sdas JudwaFeuRW JRYM D19
1S910J O} JO UONIPUOD ‘SHSLI L)
‘Kaadoad areand pue Arunuwwod
YIM SOBJIdJUI SIALIBPUNOQ

15210 9Y) SuIMOYS )ISqOM

B DABY P[NOM IJIAIDS JSAI0)

oy J1 [nyd[ay pnOMm 11 A21]2q |

[[9M SEB SUOII3SqNS 0] JIY)0 A}
01 Aidde prnom siy |, “djoy Joyng
10 20UR]SISSE OAID021 0) 0F p[nNoYs
Joumo Ayadoad ue asoym moys
pinoys ‘Auadoad uQy / / *901AIS
18910} 9y} 10 S[10UN0d AJUNOd

10 K319 1191} JOBIUOD 0] S[ENnpIAIpUL
Suian prnoys 9j1sqam uay) ‘ouo
10U SI d1IdY) J| "PAIMIIA 2q pnoys
1 ‘soop 11 Ji pue ueld ddMO

ue Sey AJiunwiwiod e J1 Suimoys
9]1SqAM JO $1OBIU0D 9q P|NOYS
'SONSSI 9SAY} INOQE PAUIIIUOD SI
2UO J1 0F 0] 2I9YM 10 UORWLIOJUI
10BIU0D AU® 928 JUpIp |

uonoe
J10J paau pue ALIed[d S$YSLI A}
ure[dxo - dAnRWLIOJUL SeM JOA] ]

LXdL € NOHL

ILX4L T NOHL

IX4L T NOHL

jueddnaeyg

sasuodsaa Sunsiy yysnoy) dweay ssoj | jdweg




138

"[e1ouds

ur SwoSAs09 Jo juduodwod e
3uraq sy} Jo suo) ur - A[ernjeu,,
211} INoqe 1y ul (uryou

ul Se) 10] d[oym e J,ust A[[edl 19y |,

"SQUO peq Os[e

1NQ " SOOUBUIPIO YIIM SIIUILIdAXD
poo3 pey aaey | ‘9[qissod se
1YSnoy) pue aIed Yonuw Se JNoyIm
QuOp 9q ued Jey) SuIYIOWOS

oYI] Spunos 1 asneoaq Ajdurs
‘SNOAISU O[NI] B J9F [ SQdoUBUIPIO
noqe s3uly) pear [ Uudy

judunaedap ,21mng dy) ul
SQII,, 9} Ul ISIOM JO] J[OYM ®© 193
0] Su103 dJe s3uIy) I| SPUNos 1|

"OwWEes JY) Op 0) padu spue|

oreAlid o) UIAD pue $)SAI0J Ay}
SuiSeuew jo yued yuenoduwr A0
€ SI Suruuiy) pue swinqg paqriosal

"00}

211 9y} uo sndoj pue 10930.d djoy
0} Wwied) d11j Y} J0J Juisnoy yonuw
00] §,219Y) ‘A110) oyep] 210J2q

S[[1y oy uo dn Ay1o & oY1 S
odwrexd poo3 e st 3s10g JO YLON
"SUIOU0D Ajojes 10) djoy 03 swed)
Q11J 9Y) 10J JNDLJIP dIOW JI SOYeW
1] "sapojdxa 1a3uep a11j oY) dIOYM
SI Jey L "OS[E }I Ul JAI[ 0} JuBM pue
aInjeu [njineaq ay) 9A0] 9jdoad

I[P 93999 Ay pue ‘suinq
paquosaxd ‘Guruury) ou ji s1o3uep
9y} Jo aremy “SIA ] 10J [N Ul
[[Tw poomA[d/zaquin| 18 payIo

$o[192q auid jo suone)sajul
3} MO[S 0] Aem 12))2q © pulj ued
QOUDIIS JB] NUIY) 0] I| P[NOM |

*SAI1J DIDADS JO
SQOUBYD AU} SIAIIIP pue [aNJ SSI|
ap1aoid sysa10j pageuew Ajadord

ue[d e oAey pnoys a1y
Kq pasewep 2q A[enudjod pjnod
1ey) Auadoaxd aaey oym asoy |,

‘(Ky1odouad) Ajjeuosiad aw pue
(Aunwiwod) ur dAI[ 1 a1e d1j103ds
10 umoy ayj ‘(ariqnd) [euoi3ay
'SN JO [[B ‘UIdDU0D p[noys 1o

'swajqoad ainyny 10§

3SLI paseaIoul ue dAeYy pue Aepo)
Auaaand ysu je A[SnoLias ae
QAL [ 2I9UM “SIIO0Y UIdLION
91 19BJ 9y} SWOL dA0IP SIY) ISeI|
1e ow 10, -2doos 11ay) ur [e1oudd
0] 21® Jey)) Spe J9S | souw) AuBpy

‘pagesud

s1apear ay) daay 0 S[eNSIA M
pajdnod uonewIOjul JO JUNOWE
WS oy pey 124y siyy uorurdo
Aw uy “Appoinb souarpne papudjul
A} 3s0[ 01 pud) A3y} JBY) FUO|

0S 9 UBD S[BLIDJEW [RUOIIRWLIOJUI
owog "Apiom APwanxd

Jou Inq “qudU0D S)1 Ul d1y1oads
SEM ]| "SBAIR puB[ P[IM INO

0] S[SLI 9Y3 JO SBIPI Urew ay) 1y




139

"uonuaAdxd }Iou dY) Ul SINBSOUIP pulj Im
a11J JnOQe SIdTRUBW PUB| PUB |  OP 3S[d AYA\ / "YMEBD d) JO J[AD 91
o1iqnd oy Juneonpa doay 03 paaN [eanjeN ‘Suluuem [8qo[3 LON ‘s1o3uep [enuajod
SI ] "aInjeu Iayjow d3ueyd jue)) 9z1u30221 01 21]qnd 193 0) MOY
"SWIOY 1Y) PUNOIB BIIR 1)
-]9nJ 100J Q| © Sunearo Aq sowoy Sl
119y} woay Aeme [ony dody pinoys
SIQUMOWIOY [[y "SaNSSI dal) Ty
ssaippe 01 9oed ur ue[d pajepdn ue 9p100q pue sa1iy orydonseled Jjo 'SIBIA ()7
OABY SINIUNWILLOD JIAY) JINS AYBW | 1BAIY) AY) JO JWOS dBIAJ[[B AR XU Y} UI $103SUI pueB SAILP[IM
pinoys ‘spuej o1jqnd 1eau JuiAlg 1By} Spoylaw yjoq e Juiuang Kq 15910 UIDISIAN 0] JBAIY)
asoy) AJ[e10adsa ‘s1oumodwoy | paquosaid pue Suruuly) 9ANI[AS | PASBAIOUI IBIIPUL SPUL) JUILIND
pies 3urdq
s11eyMm JO douenodwr oy swoy aALIp djoy pnom 939 ‘saSeuwr 1apjoq vl
ogAeA ‘spurwa sajdoad ojur sjeys aava3uo sdjoy yorym anjea 3yooys
INOQe SUIYIAWOS SI A oM SABM[E J,UOp SI1ISHE)S “A[dreuniiojun) QUOP [[9M
jworqoad | a1109q duid,,
“Suoim a1e suraped 1ayjeam uo suondrpaid ayy adoy | 3y 0} UON|OS © pulj 1aNaq I\ | I
)1 JO AUB ()IM | UIBMd) Jou Inq ‘udddey 01 A[oy|
JUDWIAISBSIP FUONS dARY JUPIP | are Ay, -ains 10y uaddey [[im ‘Auno) | €1
PIBOQIPIS 1J3[ AY) UO STuly) 21} 193sn)) ur Apradoad Aw 0y Ajdde
Y] J1 2INS I0] MOUY J,UOP O\ |  A[[BAI ,UOP PIsSNISIP s3ulYy) aY .
-ooe|d ur uejd a1y puep[im QoY
© Sey AJIuNwiod 1o IS Jou We [ | umo Ino 10j Ajiwej Aw ypm uepd ‘Burwang | 11
JI1J PUB[P[IM B d)BW 0] PAAU | paquidsaid Jo 10Ae) ur |
1w do[dAdp ur Ayprdms 03 anp 9A0QR AQ
Auadouad jo ainsodxa pasearou] | paoudN[jul SI0)IBJ [BIUSWUOIAUD ONINIVM TVHOT1D | 01
anp s[onj pasealou] 01 onp 1a3uep 211 3uisealou]
“uoreONpa SaNUNUOd
sannbai jey) wapqoad rolew 6

© SI SQOIAIdS AJ10 0] PAW0ISNIOL
ardoad Aq seaae duoad iy unyim
puef Jo Judwdo[dAdpP SNOIAI[QO Y |

/ / 'SUOIIBAIISQO
Aw sayorews urer urids atow
MOUS [[B] SSI[ JO UOIIBAIDSQO dY |

“Jouuew d9AndIpaId
© Ul 93uByd d1BWIID JO S1JYJD AY)
3 Sul[eap S1 dUOAWOS SB[ 1Y




140

"uoIsn[oXa
a11) pue Judwdo[dAdp pasealdul QFurYD BWI[D 0) NP SI YSLI PASLAIOU] | "010Jdq PILaY dA,] 1By JJns [[e s | ¥
UOISN[IX? al1J
pue syudunear) [an} ‘3ueyd JLWI[D I8 YSLI IYP[IM PUIYdq SANSSI Y |, JJms sy mawy Apeaje | | €C
*Ajiunutod
© 182U [01}U0D JO nOo pue 3uluing si "1SOM dY} INOYTNOIY) SAIP[IM T
a11j Jofew e [1un s1d5uep oIyp[iMm | Jofew ur JSO[ 24 [[IM SIUNWIWOD 'sojel SuluLee Je Julsealoul oI
noqe siseydwo oy Ieay jou op | Auew yy3u axe suonoipaid Jj sSuIpeo| [anJ 1qnop ou SI Y,
“JUOWUOIIAUD "ogueyd ‘paBA JUOLJ INO Ul B[ B dABY
INO U0 JYTNOIM JABY OM DOARY djew[d [8qO[3 Inoqe 210w | om peld wy] duyprm renudode | 1T
AU} 191J& JAIAINS JOU ABW SUBWINE] Surop jou 10§ sjorpt a1e 9]doaq | 10j osnoy ano aredaid 03 pasu o
WAy} 10J 31 Op 0} SuIARy IdARd
XE} 9} INOYIIM J[qISUdjop dIow Suruwng paquosaid £q 0T
SOWIOY J19Y) d)eW 0 $1SA10) Ay} | pue yimoisd pjo Suipnjour ‘Fuid3oj SOIL} P[IM
ut 3uipying 9jdoad 103 03 paau apn Aq $1S910J 9} UIY) 0) PAdU DA\ | SuIABY oNUNUOD 0 FUIOF dIB I AN
SAIJP[IM AQ PAISUBPUD SAIP[IM
sowoy j109j01d sdjoy Apeasd | jo Suipeaxds oy jiwrp 0y Surdjoy 61
SOIMdNNS WOIJ 129) (00 [ ISeI| uoNeId89A d[qruIng JO junowe
Je s[eLIdjewW d[qeuing Suidoay] 3} SOONPAI SUING PAQLIISAI] paxinbaz s1 §1s210J Jo Suruury |,
"U0)S AUO [JIM SPIIq OM) SUI[1y (10K
SI 31 S[]onj oy} 1e9[d 03 j1om dojdoad oy Surpeal o[ym jysnoyy sy | 81
oY) 19] NOA J1 ***SAIUNWILLOD Aw sem jey) ssong [) “109[qns jeyy
Surpunoumns 1o 10j (sqol sjong ,Jeay y3iy,, 19410 pue punoIe dAJ0AJI JUPIp 1A} oY)
JO dweu dY) UI) SAIINOSAI [BIO] SN | ‘Ysniqiapun ‘S[[ry 2[193q Surrowdr | ey pasead Apuesesrd sem [ udy)
Aoy adoy amns [ ySnoy | payL | £q) 1sa10) oy Fuideuew qol 1a332q pue “SuiuB Ay [BQO[D) Sulwe|q
© Su10p SULIOPISUOD SI SUOAWOS JQUOAWIOS M Ulede 03 om
dOD JNVHL y3noys | £[puodag | a1y - ON HO - W3noy) | LSAUId
joa1y 10J
paaedaid 3uiaq Jo way) purwal o3 'soan Ayyeay | LI

SeaIe AI1J YSLI Y31y ul pajedo| de
Je1]) SOOUDPISAI JO SuUnAdW [enuue
-IWDS 10 [eNUUR IB[NFII dIOW Y

j3uIsued[d ysniq dreme
apelu 9q 03 SeaIe d11J JSL Y31y
Ul PAIBO0] SAOUIPISAI Ul PAAU Y I,

JO judwdFeuRW J2qUII) 19719q
sdeytod pue saan peap jo sajes
J9quur) PaseaIdUl 10J PAdu AY,

jeondaejuy pue ojod




141

o1iqnd oY) 0 saFessow 193 0)

SOXI} %9

SOXIJ JAIIIIYYA )

QATIOJJO 1500 ATOA STIdA) e yury) [ | swdjqoad yyim deja1109 soryderny | 2 swajqoad jo uoneueydxo 1ed)) | C€
,osuodsar o3nes nok duw 10} y3noud
[[1M MOy $193dXxa nok op dwoInNo o1510ads 3,ust jey) nq ‘uonewuojur | 1€
yeyMm ,UoIjoR 0) [[Bd, OU ST dIdY . alow 10J, 9[3uls © SI1 I |,
'$10B} JO JUIWIAIR)S B SB PIsn
‘o3engue| darsensiad SI JudWNSIe Jey) UdYM SIIpn)s
a1ow FuISn ALIMAI PNOM 1eyM, MOUY 0] I PINOM |
[ “Io)oyIeW B S (pAanqLysi(] | ‘siudwies ay) dn yoeq 0) paidjjo
pue pasn 9q I0AYJ SIY) pnom MOH | ,$J00id, 10 $9)0UJ00) Ou dIe I,
‘o|qekolua
SSI| Op 9M 219yM JUIAI] W puR 0€
AWOU099 SO0 UIYLON 2} NSLI )
QJBLUIOAP [[IM IOWS JO SIOWWNG | JO JUIWDTRUBLL JAIIE 2IOW PAIN SLI JBaID)
"311J 18310 © JO
dseD SI SLIQOP Jo paued|d Apradoad | 6T
(soan poqiy | Auadoad oA aaey pue pasedaxd
J[199( JO TunSIAIRY MO[[E 0] JUBM S]SI[BIUIWUOIIAUD A} J,U0p Ay 2q 03 s1 1 Jupodwi MOH
oW 0}
"03BWI 12)19q B 2q P[NOM JBY) "dSNOY Y} w0y | dsuds apew pue Ajdwis saipawar | 8T
Keme sjanj aa1j 105 douesip 19dord moys dy) punode s[OII SIY) ASNOY | pue sysuI sure[dxa 3| “pueisiopun
AU JO MOIA 942 SPIIQ B MOUS AU} UDIS dARY | SIA[J Ay JO dWOS UQ) 0) Ased pue yoInb s1 sy [,
‘wapqoad "SNOISESIP 9 P[NOM A1)
SIY) Yum doudriddxa euosiad UMOID B INQ pPI[[01u0d dq P[Nod LT
dARY | "S)O[ JOYIO UO $31) JO MOIY) | SAIIJ PUNOIL) “SONAYISIL puB IN[BA
puIm 3y SaseaIOdUl A[JUBDIJIUSIS Ky1adoad a3ueyd Apuediyugis
10[ QUO WLIOJ S99} SUIAOWDY pInom way) SurAowdy asodul ‘ueld JuowdSeurw dIYp[IM
10] AW U0 $221) AUl BOSIOPUO] © Jo Ajjiqe[ieae ay) noqe (.13
931 103uep oY) 9z1uZ0031 | [BOO] AU} IIM YJIUD O} padu |
SAWOMNNO peq JUdAdId 0] UYL} suiseaIdul [BAI SI UOIBIND puB AJISUdP
3q 0) PA2U SAINSLAW IAIBIUDAIL] SI 90BJId)UI [RINI/UBQIN Y ], ‘S1I)S 211J PAseAIdUl JO YSL AL | 9C
UoISN[OXd JI1j pue
Judwddeurw [N OFULYD dBWI[D dI8 YSLI AIYP[IA\ Ul SanssI SulAL(] |  210Joq pIedy oA,] Jjms [[e st siy] | ST




142

J[qewiwie]) JBI[d, ABS , "UOIIBIOTIA

[[m 91dodd 9481 Aq asedldul

Jey) pue ‘UOIBLLIOJUL AU} JO dWIOS

dqeLuelj Jed[d J,uop 01 pa30adxa st judwdo[dAdp | uonsanb 1opear [njared Aue ayew | Ty
noA ji,, Suikes jo peajsuj ,-ouop puB “YSLI JWOS 18 MOU | [[IM 1X9) dY) pue BIBp dY) ‘USISIP
3q ued JBYM, SN, ‘duop aq p|nod a1 SOWOY JO %06 / "0E0Z 10U | 2y Ing "INO pIe| [[am SI 1A} oY)
1BYA,, JO peajsu] :sojdwexy Aem ‘LT0T 99 [[1M )1 ‘S1BIA G| Ul jey) ‘[e1ouas uy “(AaAans siy) jo yed
aAanisod e ur s3ury) AeIs 03 10129 2)0U OS[E [[IM DIJLID Y[ "dwil} |  Sem 31 asneddq A[d3ie[) A[[njased
yonw st (AyA Kem dAne3ou | Jo [eAIUI UR URY) ARl ‘Sjutod 9I0W ]I PBAI PUB PAUINIAI UY] |
B U1 A[2111UD JSOW[E UdPLIM SI G1 JO1S1] B $15933nS (10102 pue | “IOAIMOH “dwl) Suipeal 10ys ay)
U0I1998 ,,2U0pP 3q P[NOd 1BYM, Y] | 9zIS) G, JO asnjudurwoxd oy | 9oudy ‘pear 0) ASed sem I9A[J 9y,
*9[doad axowr Aq udds 2q 0} SpadU Jey) uoneuLIOJU] | [
"Op 0] SBUIY) ISUIS UOWWOD [V | OF
"JUIWOAOIAWIT UBY) dFBLIEP dI10W
S20p Apsouwr Juruing pajjonuo)) "‘punoid ay) uo Jurpeo| [any $INPaI pue suoneysajul Inq [onuod sdjoy | 6€
"3[eay 1210 10§ Jueniodur si siy ], “weidold 1$oAIRY QI PIZIUBSIO UR 0) ADUIDJII OU SI I} 010U |
"SAWIOY 113y} punole [anj
20npai jou op Ay J1 ddurINSUI ‘uipeoy [anj | 8¢
SIQUMO-dwoy 10J swiniwaid asea109p 03 sjudwdo[oadp Juisnoy
10ys1y Aed pinoys spoom | Sowoy JIdY) punoJe [anj 2onpat 0} | 03 Juddelpe spue|p(im oY) ul suing
A} UI SOWOY UMO OUM ISOYL | PIau SPOOM JY) Ul DAI] OYM SY[O] paqudsald op 01 BIpI POO3 B S
sogueyd IdYILIM [y amag | L€
9¢
iAqeq
wIng 1 39] Jo AJjejudw d0IAIOS 33
18210, ,S,ABPO) Y)IM / 9[qROP JoU
SI yo1ym saayy ugredwed owooaq
K9y 21052q 1n0o 1nd 2q 0] padu saily 1M QAT *9[0KD © SI 1] pue| Inok 1edd
{SPUB[ISAI0J JY} JO SUITSO[ BIA £NUNUOD [[IM pudn) SUIST0][ S [BId1joUdq Se Jou
$991) QIOW JAOLUDI JOU dM OP AYA\ | 19y1BIM AU} JRY) MOUY dM OP MOH s1 Juruing paquosaxd yey) [99) [ | ¥E
SQII} puB[p[Im 9JBS 9q 0] dWOY WOlj 199) YSLI d11J 19]BAIB BUISNED dIe
aonpair sdjay a1y aquosaxd | (] PaILd[d UONRIIFIA dARY IS | [MEIdS ueqIn pue IyIeam ‘s9[199q | £€




143

UDNILIM [[9M PUE POOISIdpUN

SEBU J1)Nq - UOIJBWLIOJUI MIU SBM

/ 9]qISed) 10U SI ISNOY B JO

A[ISed sem uonewlIojul Ay |  SSulds J19139M pue SIUIM IDAI | Y 00 UIYNM wodj sdaa1) uled[) | 8P
(Seale
SSQUIAP[IM / SSI[PBOI 0] SPBOI A} "9S0[D 00] 2I9M SI31} Y} 1| jsuoneysajur | Ly
ASBAIOUI $1$210J JO JurUuIy) [[IAN paxoo] asnoy ay) Jo oroyd ay 199sul 20Npal FuruuIy) [[IA\
A1018 a3 {191 d[ay soroyd
9)BINOOE PUB JUBAJ[AI SI JUIUO)) | PUBISIOPUN puB PBAI 0) ASBI AIDA | 9
oydonseied Jurwodaq ‘jue|da pue seale pasedsIp nd
WOLJ SAI1J JO 10] B JUdADILJ °S18010) | 1e9[) ueidoy ‘pauinq pue peap jureSe moig jou | SP
Ay ur yoeq yiom 03 ojdoad Ind | oY) dAowdY “udpred e AI[ I LA | [[IM AdY] [SOA1) PEIP dY) dAOWAI
‘Buid3oj orqisuodsar yorq Julig | ‘90IN0OSAI J[qBMIUII B AIB S)SAI0 ] ‘wayqoad dy) Jo 1001 dY) 01 0N
SUOIOBIdIUI [B1D0S 10J SA|NI ,d8ueyd
SE [[onwl Se S|00) 92IN0SAI [RINjRU OIJIIUDIOS SB YoNuW SB UOIIAIIP djewWI[d 0) dwWod|oMm,, Suikes | v
AMOU dIB S[OJIU0D dSN puB| ueqln) [eontjod uo Aja1 s1ofeuew pue | JO ABM 901U B QIB SW OM) ISI1]
"PAAOWIAI 9Q 0] PAdU SN PA[[1Y Snq pue ysniqiopun | ¢t

"(10ssajoad

pue ueldisAyd painal e nq ‘1031pd
ue Jou Id)LIM [euolssajoid e soyjou
we [ ygnoyy) Sunipa pue Junrm
[euorssajold yrm dousnadxd

JO 10] B WO} W0 SUONBAIISqO
AN "pasn aq [ s1yy o]

1241 B 1BY) SUIUNSSE QA1INIISUOD
2q 03 juedw [[e a1e Inq ‘Fupyordiiu
2q 0} W3S AW SHUAWIWIOD

sy HLON dSVd1d

/ "9U0 dABY ApEBAI[E JOU S0P
Ayunwiwod 119y) J1 9oed 1s11) 9y
ur ddMD © 1els 0) Moy Jnoge no
pulj s1apeal op moy nq ‘yuenodu
SI SI1BAA 221} A19A2 ddMD ®
drepdn 01 paou Ay " UONBIAZTIA

Kepd

10} PadIOMI 2 SIY} P[NOYS
‘wapqoad a1y jo dournodur o
A9AUOD 10U S0P J1 2OUIS “JOqLUNU
sy osn 03 deridordde jou Aprea)d
SEA "%9°16 S! %06 WOl asearoul
28] Uy ‘Suoim 9q jsnuw ejep
o) 210J2101) “d[qrssoduwir st yorym
%801 = %81+ %06 Uiy 0) pud}

"MO[2q
sjutod 99s 9SBIJ “UOIBULIOJUL
oY) ON[BA-9p 0) Wiy ASNed Aew




144

oy pue somod 11| & YIM

Kem JU3ID1JJd Jsow pue dAIsuddxd

19pJo ut urysijjoquud ‘epuegedoid

QuoaWwos A[[enudAd nq :Ayadoad 1se9] a1 (A[[enuajod) s1 Suruang Jo syoewg suondwnsse | LS
INOA U0 UOIBJITIA PRIP dAOWI paquosaxd y3nody) spony asoyy | asoy) ojul Anq A[LIBSSIIU LUOP |
pue SO[Padu pue SIABI[ el 01 NOA | Furuing yury) [ “1eyy jo ued a3ie) | ‘suondwnsse asoy) ayew ued NOA
3uI1010J 91| 2JRIdPOW 2q P[NOM © SI S[ony Suronpay| "SAIYP[IM | MOy 2Ins Jou wi] ‘31q € Jjo ow nd
SMB] 9SOY] AJ[BIIU] "S91IqI] [IAID orydonseied aaniny 3uronpal (s1ey 1oA1p pue sSuLids 19130M)
sordoad jo aalseaur 03 oq pjnom 0] [BO1LID SI JuddFeueW uonoIIp d1j193ds B Ul anunuod
SMEB] 10 SIOUBUIPIO JBY) ALIOM | 1S910J pPOOS3 Jey) 92I3E | 0] spuan Jayjeam 3undadxy
"Ajjiqisuodsar oy Jo awos 1daoxd
0} 9ABY 0] Su103 21O UAY) ISAI0) "[0IU0D d1BWID INOqe ‘ponsst syudd Suid5of aiow | 9
© 03 Jxou p[inq Suro3 a1e ajdoad j1 | snowods [ea1 10T 03 oW ) NUIYI [ | 9q 0] dABY [[IM 219U} 1] SYOO] ]
‘Kadoad
[euosiad 1193 JO suone[nsal Y
AOLVANVIN Aue jo uoruido 'S|00) [njasn “103uep a11) Jo sugis
as1oApe ue doAey 9jdoad 1s01A | a1e Juruuiyy/Suiuing paquLIdsald / | Suluaem ayj JO SWOS puelsIdpun |
SpUB)S pPajddJje edIPEId 0}
MO[S SI JDIAIDS 1SAI0,] dY) dsneddq | ¥S
Alqeqoid ‘(sapeag duid)ssnq
SIBAA G ISB[ AU} UI [[BJMOUS SSI] UdQq SBY I} a10W dJe IAY) BY) 935 OP |
‘K[oyenbape
PI[puBy 9q JOU [[IM JOBJ dIM JRyM 11 9Sn SSI[ Yanw dAUO Op €S
JO AJLI9ADS 91 ‘Ul Sy "SIomSue [[IA SOIIUNWIWOD JSOW quIy) 03
InoA ur yym jJjeap Ajealjou | onsijeasun pue udaddey o3 Ajoyijun
a1 asIel noA swd[qoad ay) SwIs st ue[d Ayiunwiwod e SulAey 9ABY 0] UONJRULIOJUI POO3
e j00LNIY saoed
911 uo 0] e Aw punore Qwos Ul ,,[01U09 JO N0, FuNId3 (43
Wwo1) $31) 2IOW JBI[D 0) PAAU | SI SeaIe 15210J ojul JudwdoaAdp $1S210J INO UO J23JJd S,)1 pue
dwoy Moy Jnoqge ysnoy 3urwiem [eqo[3 1noqe y3noy
"uo pajoe "pieZey dY) JO dIeME Jeanyeu,, s18210,4 daay 03
a1e sue[d ainsse 01 dn-mo[jo,] drdoad daay 01 Ajorjqnd a10p | SisijeIULWIUOIIAUL AQ SjudwnSay | [
poom paisem 3uid3o;1 Jo yoey | 0§

S1BIA MQJ 1SB[ 911 9N} PJay




145

DAI] 01 MOY 3S[D JUOAIIAD

[19) 03 JueM jey) 213y no ojdoad
Jo Auapd sAeme a1e 219y) 9snedaq
‘A1ny e ur [0NU0od JO o 193

UBD SMEB[ PUB SOOUBUIPI() *SISNOY
INO pUNOoJIE 221} A} [[B UMOP

1ND SN O¥BW PINOM SIdYJO UO [[IM
1191} 9010 0] JUBM 0} SSAUYSIJ[IS

'sjony asoyy jo [esodsip
ajes ay) 10J [enuajod uoneIdUI3
-00 YJIm SSeWolq Suruing uea[d
SI SULIDPISUOD [LIOM FUIIoWOS

"A|mors [[e sn urry Ajqeqoad

$,21 A[[eo1uyo9) 0s :93uryd ewi|d
03 sppe 11 snjd a[qerasiw 9J1] Aw
Sup{ew pue dw Jul|[ry SI 1OWIWNS
[[B saayppim woyy uonnjjod

oy snjd suInq 2soy) wolj [[e) pue
Suuds oY) Inoy3nouy) pajerouds
styey) uonnyjod are ay) yudpIsal
1S910J B SB JOA9MOY JBY] Op 0}

‘epudgde oA ysnd 03




146

ayy 10j aredaid [[e pjnoys am no djay pinoys judwiuidAog ay) am ey Juenrodwr A19A s131 | 6
sy $123sul Jo uoAIS | §

Urejuod 0} pasn are suing pajjonuod | peaids ayy Judaard 03 Suihkn are om | e se paydoooe st oSueyd ojeWI[D
‘sjony a11j Suneard saan i

peap ‘Ino paup Jo soquuinu Joy3iy

“Ajiunuwiod siyy 03 jueprodwir 0s [ B 9q pjnom 219Y) JUBdW ISEISIP puB "u00s

S1 Injeu dduIs dweys e A[[eal s,ey L $109SUl UI SSBAIdUL BOPI OU PRy | 18y} 9q P[NOM J1 MOUY JUpIp |
duoupeyy|o9
‘SYSLI pue [ ¢

“yonui Jey) oW UIdDU0 J,usa0(] ‘Sururenouo pue ojdwiis | dIjpim oY) INOQE IAIIBULIOJU]
(PIBZEY Q11J UI 9SBAIOUI | /[BINJRU JO PAsNed uewiny si piezey ¥

SIY) SuIsIoAdl Jo Aem Aue a1ay]) S| a11) SuIsearoul dy) JO yonuw Mo P 1 ysnoyy vy
$911q 109sul ‘Buyy | €

JO 3sed ur op 0] jeyM Surmouy Aadoad Aw Sururejurey peq © 9q Y3 mous sso7]
‘a1owAue Juiuaddey ynneaq | 7

SIY) IN0Qe ALI0M 0] dARY JUOM | A[[einjeu 0S Sulylowos A01sap

“AJwey am agAew ‘sainseaw djqeiuaraxd ued 9[qeudAald os Furyowos

Aw Jo 21nng 9y} 10J POUIOUOD WL] | dwes Y} 0] SAINGLIIUOD JUOAIIAD J] 18U} 99s 0] SUIUIPPES OS S|
"Quil) JI9A0 "BAIE SIY) Ul JNJYIp 9q | |

9SI0M UDJI0T dABY 0] PALAAS SeY 1] "SYSLI AI1J P[IM JABY UDJO 9A\ | PInOm puej Jo 129) (0| SuLed)

LXdL € NOHL LX4L T NOHL LX4L | NOHL | ‘uedpnieq

sasuodsax Sunsi Jysnoy) sweaj uied 7 jdweg




147

Arunwitod yirm yeads 03 paau |

noqe sIoqysiou Aw Ld[B 0 Padu |

woly dwoy Aw 103j01d 01 paau |

'S211) 10J 193uep DJIPIIM 91
a10w s91ea10 JuLdg ul [[ejuIel urypy st yey) uonendod ap102q "gaIe Aw ur judonbaiy axow
103u0] Aym puejsiopun Juop [ [ 9y) SuIj[01UOd UO }IOM P[NOYS I Surwodaq 9q ysnw SAIYPIIA

‘we A[jeuosiad Sl
"SIOUIO YIHM SIY) SSNOSIP [ SNONNED MOY U0 puiu Aw "IJP[IM B 0] 9S0[0 SBM dUIOY
0] 9w Asned [[IM SIy) Suipedy | ur suonsonb no s3uriq siy) Suipeay Ino ‘dw 0 [euos1ad st siy ],
1 judAdxd o8] | p]
01 9ye) ued 9doad yorym uornode ay) 208J pnod 9doad jey) SYSLIAY) | PINOD SAINI0Y Y} SOTULYD )
s3ury) 9say) 10 Sunosw €l
JO puDyj SWOS 9ABY SPUB| P)sI0]
azow ur Sural] 9jdoad jeyy pawnsse
[ INq ‘eaIe PAISAIO) A[IABIY B Ul JAI| ‘ostidans e se owed ey,
1,UOP [ ‘PAIUBID) “SUB[J UOI1}D)01] “BOIR PI)SAI0J B UIY)IM SO91)
YPIA Aunwiwo)) [ed20] J1ay) J1osmoA Sunodjord | peap Jo roquinu dy) 0] A[IABIY
INOQE POULIOJUT dIB SANIUNWILIOD JO poyiow pajsasans e jey) 1Ry} INQLIIUOD UBD SISBISIP
MOy Furdopuom uedaq os[e | BuLIdA0SIp sem osLidins Joyjouy | pue $109sUl JBY) JIBME JUSBM |
"o punoIe a1y JudAdld ocoz ut | 71
'0€0T Ul MOUS SS9 01 UONELIABIA JO ()| SULIBI[) | PASBISIP PUB S1IASUI UT ISBIIOU]
SQI1J 1S210J ISNBD UBD UIel 210w | ]
OS[B SJ1J ASNBD UBD SISLISIP JRYL [ SA11J 1S2I0J 199 Je UBD $103sUl PeI(] pue Mouy| SS9 MOUY 1, UpIp |
‘JUAWOTBUBL I P[IM JNOGR SIOPEI) “SYSLI A 2AYpIM | 0]

uonenyIs

QILPIAM DY) YA

uonEn)Is SIY) uIejuod




148

dAIsuadxa pue JNoIJIp 9q [[IM ysniq

ul SIP[IM JO YSLI Fuisearoul

dlqewiwiefj JO 199J (00| SULIBd[D) | Q1) ULIOYS 0] MOUS JIOUWI PAAU DA\ | UR SI DY) 1991100 SI JOA[) o) J] ve
"Aym mouy MOUS SSI[ pue | €7
A[[Ba1 ,UpIp INQ 1811} 1SAI0J B dARY awoy AW Wwoj op ued [ jeym pue | ‘snq ‘sowoy jo junowe dy) Jo
0] A[9Y[1] 210W I8 M JBY) MauY | djoy ueo | moy Juriopuom sem [ | 9sneOIq SN 0] JSLI 1918213 € SI ]
"0 J,uop 1snl Aoy o
nq ‘pareaydo Auoadoad aoyy dooy
0} paau Aoy 1ey) 9jdoad 0y y3nouay
‘[njme 9q 03 3u103 S,3] 198 0} AeM B SBM OI9([) YSIM | *9s10M 128 0) U103 AJUO S)]
182K SIY) 121]48d BAIR 1T
Ay} padeAel SAIJ MOY puB OpPRIO[0))
‘surf[o) 1Mo, Jo you isnl aarj yaed "MOI3 0] INUTIUOD [[IM 1 Jey)
seare duoid airy ur Judwdo[oAdp YSIH a1 Jo aFewep oY) poAdAINS mouy 03 A1eos s 31 ‘Aep AI9Ad
Jo s1o3uep ay3 Jnoqe Junuy) [ 210y [[B] SIY} JOI[Jed j0O) | | 298} om wdjqoid e 1 [[13] o[109g
sem Apeal|e [ JByM PIWLIJUO)) | OpLI ¥Iq B 0] YOorq UIYy) oW dpew )] | duld SUIOAA) JO JUIPISAI B SY
"SAILIPIM "9Ip pInom s23.1) Auew 'S)Nsal | 07
10j paredaid axow aq pinoys 2jdoay uBdW pINoM ‘sgnq ur AseaIdul uy SNOLIdS AIDA JABY UBD S|
o1qe)usI ‘Bunsaioyul oiqnonnsap | 61
AJ1sea s1 ey SuryiAue si sjany a11y ‘JO PIBAY J9AJU-IdFRUBL PUB] JBY) SEM 211 MAU IDAIN
"[01u00 JO INO 138 81
"BOIE UBQIN JI0W B Ul PINod 1BY) (11} paquiosaxd) saury ‘swie[d dn yoeq 0y
QAI] | J1 QW $)O3JJE SIY) MOY JOPUOM | P[00I INOQR JOPUOM SABM[E [ | SIDINOS JWIOS 1M 1Y) YSIM |
"BOpI POO3 "gale JoSuep | /]

"8nq 2]qLL19) ® S1 9p309q aurd oy,

e skem|e s1 Sutuue(d Aouo3iowy

£ UO Jou SI dwoy Aw jey ],




149

‘JIB)S 0) SAI1J J0J IDISBA )1 Funyew 1€
pue s2213 A1p 03 SuIped] surelunow | “SIYP[IM JudAd1d 03 I9pI0 Ul ISNOoy QJP[IM ) Sur([Iy s109sul
Oy} Ul 19JBM SSO[ 9q 01 Su103 | Aw punole Woij Uone)dFoA dAOWAI pue S9sEISIp d1ow 9q 0} Fulod
S1 919} JBY) Yuly) 0) JWERYS B S]] pue wed Aw op 01 91| pnoMm | Q1B I3} JBY) YUIY) O PEs S]]
%06 - 431y 0S s 0¢
SSL ) pastidins wie nq 213y pjing
01 Juem 9[doad je pastidins jou 1BOIY) J09SUl JO dIemeUn
6C
uoos ‘[e1oua3 ul Suruem [Bqo[3 | 87
s1oquSrou Awr yirm Sunoayd aq [[Im '$1$210J INO 0) [RIUdWILIAP A[o3ny 0S[e INg ‘QIP[IM JO SULId) Ul
| ¢sdnoi3 yons pey spooyroqysiau 0s 21oMm $9[100q auid urejunow | AJuo jou FurLIddUOD SI IRl pur
Aueuw jey)) a1emeun sem | jey) pazijear Ajsnoiadxd jou pey | | [[BJmoOus SUILIdOUOD pudl) Ay ],
ouloy sy | LT
PoAES pey jey) pue ‘opelojo)
Ul 211} AY) 210J2q WOy
SIY punodie pue| ay) paied[d
*IN200 $a11j paquidsaad "Sa11) paquosald ay1] sSuly) uo | pey oym uew B JNOQe JAWWnS
QI9UyM SIIBIDIP oYM paIdpuom [ | i1om ojdoad Auewr moy paIopuom | 1Se[ pIeay [ A101S B pPI[[BdaI |
awoy Aw A1p2s | 97
109101d 0] UOIBIITIA JBI[D 0 PAdU | jsuepd uonendeAd Ino are JeyA Inq A1essa00u e SAUYPIIAL
amny oY) | 67

"SI JO 9WI023q [[IM JBYM IOPUOM |

“BurAriom AI9A SISIY

Ul SYSLI AIJP[IM PIseaIoUl 10J
J[nej e 9q jsnw o3 ueyd djeWI|)

*9[doad awos 10§

‘SUOseas

"JSOMYMION O1}19B( oY)




150

(S31Y pa[[onuod GHPIIM | [P

oAeY Juop am J1 uaddey [im jeyp (21d0a 11j2uaq Siy) Sa0p MOH A 11Joudq SIY) SA0P MOH
'sookordwd | OF

IQJsuen) | 9JIAIIS 15210, JO SUOIBZIUBSIO

S[9A9] [eUONBZIURSIO uoneuwLIojul ysnoay) Adjes pue pue sadA0[dwd 921A1G 15210,

[[B & JudWaIeuRA STy douewio1ad 2aKodwd aaodu| Aq sdonoead juowageuew NSLI
ogewep | 6¢

$921) peap d10W 03 ped| "SAIYP[IM QIPIM JO YSLI Y31y Je dIe

$13SUI PUB SISBISIP 0} ASLAIDUI NV 10J paredaxd axowr a1 ggA\D | seare arjqnd 1eau sawoy Jo 9,06
A1 [[om uonewuojul | 8¢

Ay ur ojur 1L dwos nd pno) | poosd s11xa) pue saInjoId Jo AAMXIN A} s9ssa1dXd 31 [99
"SO1IS1I)S POODN) ‘ssoupasedard a1ypjim poon) ‘uonewIojul 3unsaiuy | ¢
‘S|eLIdJBW JqRWIIE]) o¢

Ie9[d 01 dAey J,Uop | 0s ‘AemAue

10119q A[1821307099 Isnl st yorym "pue| 1ey) ‘J1 JnOqe op

‘uipping yuawnede ue ur dA1] [ pe[D | uo dn Suip[ing noqe pauIddUOd W, | PINOJ [ QIOW SBA O] YSIM |
SIpd0Y 53

ysy 1k st Auadoad Ay o) ur SurdojaAap dojs 03 paou ap S[aNJ [1SS0J JJO 1938 1SOW I M
aInny dy) ur anssi ofew e SISy, SU JB We | S[anyJ [1SS0J JJO 198 01 PAAU I | #€
10198J YSLI 18IS © SI 211J SLI JB SI QJI[P[IM yueproduwar st OJIpIIM | €€
Io3uep ur sawoy Jo 10] B S Jey) s3nq a10w mmyg iA1eog | z¢




151

'9)eNdBAd 0} Apeal j0U JI sonou poys 1oy paredard | uoneddaa Suronpar Aq [any a1y | OS
juowdinbas yym Apear oq pinoys 10 9q PINOYS BAJE YSLI JO SJUIPISAL |  20NPAI 0) UdY L) 9q 0} SAINSLIW
"O0UDIAYJIP B OBW P[NOd 21p 0} "OHP[IM Ul 9SBAIOP | 8
1ed [rews e SuIOp UdAd oYI| [99) uo1EelaZ9A pue $35310) oY) Juisned e sny) pue judwdo[orap
[ 9SNBO2Q JUSWUOIIAUD Y} 109)01d | Q1B JBY) PUNOIR $)DISUI PUB SISBISIP ur 9seardur agny e sl
djay 01 1red Aw op 03 21| pjnoMm [ | dJ0wW A1 1Y) JBY) YUIY) 03 pes S | 21ay) Jey) Jeay o) Surssaidop 8]
"210W 2q 0} SPAdU "SI910R[0D) Jnoqe Wysnoy) | L
QI0Y) puUB SSAUdIBME AJIUNWILOD ‘Aeme 199 ()] UONEBIFIA pue Sunjow 291 9y} Jnoqe
J010] ®j0U SI A[[Ba1 219y ] | 1890 0 s1 11 [njdjoy moy mouy| pIp | on1 A[[Ba1 Sem JI 1 JOPUOM |
INEIN 9
‘uoneziuesio 1eaIs e s1 ue[ a1ow 195 JoquS1ou ok djay [im [ony 210w
uo01199101d AIYPIIA\ Alunwito)) oy, | JuUdWIFBUBLU PUB SYSLI I1J PUB[P[IM Jpew [[IM SYSLI dI1] puB[p[IM
(seare osay ur juawdo[aAdp | St
“10A1J 9y} AQ PaId}Jo suonnjos ay 3uisnoy pasearoul Furmoj[e
Ul JUDPIFUOD [33) J,UOP [ INQ ‘AIDAIS S9JE)S Q1B AyM dseaIdul
qissod oq [[1m J1 JeY) 2InS JON WS A1) JO JLAIY) SUISLAIOUL YL, |  [[IM 11 JO YSLI A} MOUY IMm J]
sy juanaad suonnedaid asay) 9e) A[jenjoe eI 0 | pt
djoy Ajpemyoe sguryy asayy Jutop [[IM [[1m ojdoad Auew moy 19puom | $da1s SNOIAQO 1] WIS SAY |,
Sa1y | €p
"19Jes )1 oyew 103u0] suedw [[B} AY) Ul MOUS
K10 Aw ur JgM D © 10§ 3oo] [[1A uone}d89A JO Iy 001 Suled]) | ssof pue Suwds o) ur uiel IO
2 b 44

OI1J P[IM UI OSBAIOUI UB DARY [[IM
SADO0Y ‘N Y} SIBdA G I1Xdu Y] U]

JUSWIUOIIAUD 3} 0}
[njuLrey Jo/pue [njdjay oq Aew sl

saouonbasuod
peq pue poo3 dAeY Sl




152

"J99J )] uBY} 19S0[d “SL a1yp[im a3ny e sasod "Iypim Judaaid | g6
ysniq dAey eaIe Aw Ul Sawoy Augjy puej orjqnd 1eau juswdojoadg 0] dUOP 2q PINOD AIOW YINJA[
11} UO Yd)Bd PNOI ISnoy il
Jodeayo are vale | Aw jey) ySLI Y31y e SI 1Y) Mauy 1 JI au0Z a11) HSLI Y31y ul sasnoy
11} SL Y31y ul SaSNOY J1 JOPUOM T | JBy] 1] ISNOY B UI JAI] JOU P[NOI | pIIng [[1m Aay3 9A21[9q Jue))
"d8ewep pIp pue [01U0d 9¢
J01n0103 )] "0Fe s1eak da1y) 9]dnod
© Aep 3ej pal e uO wINg [0NUOD
B PIP p[ayy ayy ul isijeroads £30o3
QWS ‘ddueISUl 10, ‘pPIsse-jley
SI JUdWIdSRURLL AILJP[IM SIWNIWOS MU J0U S]] anss1 3ulo3uo ue s,)|
I0AY | S¢
3SLI 11 PuB[p[IM yorq 9AIS AUB JNOYIIM S22IN0SAI 1od se sourjapin3g ay3 mo[[oJ
dojs 03 SurAue op ysnur I M [eInjeu 3uisn aIe 9M Jey) Pes SI | pInoys am [99) A[SNOLIdS |
(sa11y 9q 01 ur03 Jua8Ax0 | ¢
(pue| 2y) uo 3uIp[ing 210J3q Sy $,2194) mouy A9y} 21dym 0} 2S0[d aAey 0) 3u103 Aoy a1e moy
10J pue| uay) AoAIns Lay) juop AYp\ | s10mo) 1o3em pring Aayy juop Aym $oa1) dy) [[B JO pl1 133 Ao J]
"MOU SOI1J Ul dSBAIDUI pUE 10J ‘Suruaddey a1om | €6
aredaad pinoys om areme Jusem | S93uBYD 9S3Y) BOPI OU pey |
Paj u93q 34, ] 44
UI02U09 Jolew e s1 1 UOIBULIOJUT JAYIO Y)IM Suoje S)j [BO1S0] SWAAS
219y mau SulyjoN UOIRUWLIOJUT dIOW NI P[NOA\ pasuapuod s uonewoju] | [§

‘UonendeAd




153

JudAd1d 0] SOINSBAW pue SAIYP[IM ‘ueld | 9
JO syea1y) Ay JO areme 1,43} 2Ins uond101d AYP[IA Aunwiwo))
dYeW O} SBAIE PIPOOM UI JAI] 1BY) "9[199( AUl UIBIUNOIA] © sey Aunwwod Aw
s1oquiow Ajiwiej 03 y[e) 03 3utod w, | oY) J0J I[SIP SUOIS B DABY MOU [ |  J9YjoyMm Ojul jOO[ 0} Surod |
"SAI1J ASIOM | $9
pue sai11j a1ow - SI1BdA maj jsed
‘sjoeduwt 1ofew "Bap1 poo3s e Ajqeqoid 9y JIO9AO0 JJB)S UOITUIYSB AN Ul
aAey 0] Sur03 S1 Fururem [Bqo[D) | Ing *$)$010J Jutuuly) NI [ NS JON | U2 9A,9Mm JeyMm sure[dxa sy |,
SQI1J JO YSLI SO0y Y, POAJOAUL SYSLI Y] | €9
‘(osnoy oy | “pajuem/a[qissod jou SI UOIIBNOBAD 79
puno uonejdgA I8d[d) A19)8Ss dwoy ased ur sarjddns ansud / ased
SpJe3al Se SYSLI 9NPal 0 JJPIO A} J1 UOIBNIBAD YIMS AINSUD 0)
Ul udye) 9Q ABW SAINSBAW UIBLID)) | QOUBAPE Ul dpBW dq ISnw Suluue|d "uIseaIoul dIe SYSIY
MOUS SSI| pPuB SaI1J “SISLAsIP | 19
wiay) Judaaxd 0y (pajjonuod) S[ewiue p[im pue Aineaq arow urudLdxd aq [[Im
SO11J 11B)S 0} PPO WIAIS S0P 1] | 15910 SS9 =IUdWAO[AIP PAsLIIOU] |  SIAO0Y Y} MOY pes $)1 JuIy) |
ANIDVINI 09
OL A¥VH SI HOIHM d7T14dISSOd
SEININS HHL OL A1ddV dd SAVMTV «LONx AVIN
LON AVIN HOIHM SHSNOH NOILVNDVAHL SHINILANOS dOIAAV
(ANNOYUV ONIIVATI S1LOFUId LVHL LNO SINIOd LI 00D SHAID LI LVHL
jasnoy 1ok "uoneuLIojuI | 66

punoie 1995 (OO ey} ul yuIy) nok
UBY) UO1jRId89A 2I0W J0[ B S,0191 ],

LddMD e sey (1sa10) Aq papunotins
3u10q) UMO0) INO JI IOPUOM |

JUBAD[DI SI SI) OS ‘SPOOM
3Y} JO PP Y UL AAY] |




154

0] ASed pue 1B3[d SI INOAR[ ‘[[€ J9AQ "0A1109}J0 A1aA 2xe sarmord oy |, 01 J[NOLJIP SI I {I0oMm pooD) | 7L
PlioMm 9y} punoie 1L
SBAIR 190 JO SSAUAIP Y} UO $IDIJJD

dneweIp pey Apealfe sey a3ueyd 183K A19A2 9fdoad Auew

Jewd se ‘s1edA Furwod ) ul 0$ 1093)e A3y 18] JopuILul

210J2q SAI1J |  UOWILIOD dIOW WO O] ANUITUOD | IBIS JOYJEI B SI J1 O ‘UOWWod

paquosald Jo pieay 10AdU dARY | [[1m sa11y ey Suisudins jou s1 3] | jou 218 SAI1J 1SAI0J JAI] [ QIYA
dwoy Aw 1B pue Ajrunwiwod Aw ue(d uonoajoad aayprim SQJ1J Ul AseAIdUL AY) Sundaye | oL

ur 9ye) 01 9A1199}J2 a1e sdais Jeym B OABY AJUNWWOD AW JI IOPUOM | aq Aew Surdueyd dewId Y[
wqoxd oy LWILIS 0S paYoo[ 1SB2210) Je2A | 69

Sunjiom ojdoad aaey om “Ised[ 1y, Jung [ agess AN, (0 INO BAOPI OU PeY | ‘MOM,,
SO0y WIOYLON {9

oY) 199301d 01 Op UBD IM IS[D
Jeym pue uoigal1 a3 punoie doe(d "Suluoppes

Sunye) 21 $21108) JUdWDSeURW AI1J | SI FUIYIAWOS OP J,UOP M JI WO 0) "WYY 0) ISO[I SHY

JBYM 23S 0} INSSI SIY) FuIydIBISAI SIedA o) ul 9seAIdUl PINOJ JdZuep | SIy) 0S Aep 9FuIs AIIAD $1SI0)

pue SuiApms s1 ‘Jojew ewje Aw 211J MOY U0 s1aquunu Y3 Surdos INo uo sey [[1] 9[199q 103}

‘oyep] Jo AJSIdAIU) 993S 0] PE[3 wi, | pue anjeu ul No Juraq dA0] | Q) 998 | BUBJUOJA] Ul SUIAIT
dourudUIRW 11 Yum djoy 0y K19yeS aseaIoul [[IM dwoy Aw SQILJPIM JO SAdUBRYD | /9

suonezIuesio Ajunwiwod de 1Y) punoJe 109 () eaIe oY) SuLed[) | Saseardul os[e JuiuLem [eqo[n)
gl 99

*2IMNJ JBAU JY) Ul SAALP[IM
Q10w 93s A[NI] [[1M SAD[O0Y YL

wol1j Aeme paIea[d uone)dsaA sey
asnoy Aul Jey) 2Ins ew pinoys |

"SAILP[IM INOQE
SSOUAIEME dSIEI 0] POOT SI 3]

‘Kyradoad 1oy 03 a8ewep




155

A1y ued osje 1 ST op Jitm 1 SIgI NI L] 08
YSLI a11) Kyadoad euosiad 0y ysu ysur a1ty dsearour urel Junds | g2

paseaIdul 0] ped| ASBISIP pue J0asul sa1ea10 Auadoad jo juawdopaaap 2I0W PUB MOUS IdUIM SSI]
(soan | gL

peap 10J S19))N2-221) FuLIIy 9°1)

PR 1| {PWoY IN0A punose uonedgoA

N0O[ $21399q 2urd urejunowr op JRYA\ Juerd aIyprim e 0jul S203 1BYAN | SuLIBd[d 10y ApIsqns Aue d1dy) S|
on 3uraq "0S 0p 0} LE

11 998 UBd [ $$aN3 [ SAIpnys 199[9s | unuem sjudwaedap a11) oY) puryaq "0S Op 0} JYy3Nnoy) IAdU

M NG oW 0] JBINDIE. WIS 108 P[NOYS SIOUMOIWOY 193[dS JABY pP[NOM | ‘dw pangLjul

10U SO0P surejuUNOW Y3 Ul Mous | pue d1qnd ay 1Byl SunjUIY) pue W dwoy Aw punoie eale Jo 193J

SS9 9q pnoMm d12Y) Jey) unjuIy 0} Jel[IWej SI JuIuIng paqLIdsaly 001 Suweald Jo ysnoy) oy
awoy wol1j 329 001 | 9L

SaI1) SuIsned sayLIS Suruysi| 1se9] 18 Ajradoxd Aw uo saan

puB [[BJMOUS PAONPAI JNOQE PILLIOM | UOIENIBAD AJuddiowd 1oy Suredaid | pue uonejda3aA peap [[e JuLed[d
pajre1ap 10N uoneULIOJUI YINOud JON Suo | gL
o qeid 3,uso0p ‘WILfe s 1x9) 31q $S9[ ‘ojul d10W 19119q N0 pre[ 9q pInod | #L
Kyodoad pue swoy | ¢/

19)e] 19)sesIp JudAdld
ued mou guruued moy moyg

A30[092 [820] INO 0] 1B
SQILIP[IM JRIY) [BAI AIDA MOY MOYS

0} d5ewep a1y Jo uonuadad
J10J 9JIAPE PUNOS SAPIAOL]

MO[|0]

iPOP229NSs NOA Inq ‘QATIRWLIOJUL
pue Junsaidur s19A7) dody




156

suewny 38
0 3seasIp pue s3nq 210w ppe os[e Io3uep
[[IM S991) J0J 9SBASIP pue S3nq dION ul SaI[IWe) pue $asnoy Jo sj07] pegq a1y
plIezey a1 e a1e A 18] L8
patuiom jou w, | pue Ayadord swow
AW U0 $9311 JO 10| B pAAOMSIP | Ul YIY 0 1| | Surejunowr dy)
sey 9[109q auid ureyunow ay |, Suiarasaid ynoqe parom w|
‘ysniqropun | 98
Jo dnppinq a1ydonseied e daey
J,uom noA pue Furuydi| wodj
SINO20 JBY) AILJ [BINIRU AIOAD
‘suepd "pIeA ano ur st uone}dgoa yonw | ino Jumnd doyg ou0ISMO[[OA
UONBNIBAD INO NOQR JY3NOY) [ | MOY IS 0] MOPUIM AW INO PAYOO[ | | WOLJ pauIed] J,udAey [[1s Ady ],
UOTRUWLIOJUT MOUY 0} POO3 nydjay dAnBWLIOUL | G8
peq A[[eal sem Ajienb aie 78
"QUOp | Ay} “Jowwns Siy) urege uojJuIyse
9q PINOJ JeyM UO UOI}IS Y} 1] | Ul SAILJPIM JUBM JUOP | onselp anb are soJueyd oy |,
‘uonjuane pred Ajaieq "Mouy| J,uop 1 ‘A[[ear suryou | €8
asealoul 8
SOILP[IA AU fBUW [[IM JeyM INJ20 SAIYP[IM OP UIJO MOY | SI3I] A 18U JAI[ 0] ISO[O MO
"asnoy Aw 8

punoIe Woij UoreafoA OAISSIIXO
2y} 1no 1e2[d pInoys A|qeqoid

ddmod e sey
vaIe Aw J1Ino pulj pnoys Ajqeqoid

"BOPI POO3 B IYI] SWIIS




157

w0y Aw 2I1nd3s 0) padu | pa199301d jou SI Ajunwitod Aw | dwod 03 saoynbsow azow Auew | /6
QUWIIXD 96

Moy J,uop Ajjear [ ‘eare AjSursearour Fuiod ate suroned *A1junod Yy} ul N0 dAI[ IM

INo ur JdAD © PeY dM JI paIdpuom | JayIeam ) moy noqe y3noy) [ | -dwoy umo Aw noqe y3noy) |
HAAATIM | §6

OL ANOUYd SI LVHL 40V'1d

HINLVN ANV "ANO 40 | V NI ONIAIT A0 ALIYAAHS

NVIN OL SASNVO JUI4dTIM | dSVO NI LOVNA OL MOH ANV HHL ANV Jd14dTIM

V NOILLDNYLSHA dHL LINHNIDVNVIN H14ATIM | V 40 SV NI 1DV OL MOH
auou auou auou | 6
mouy asnoy 119y} punole | ¢6

[ 9jdoad Suowe juswn3ie 31q e $901) JO SuruuIy) dY) |  [dNJ JO 199J paIpuny e JuLIed[d

pasned sAem|e dARY SAI) PIQLIOSAI 1] J,uop mouy [ ojdoad jojo] v | Inoqe mouy juop ajdoad IS0
woqoad (oneaq auid oy jsurele "QIP[IM 0) anp sawoy | zZ6

SNOLIdS A[[BaI1 B 9q ISNW IYP[IA |  2A1}03)J2 9q A[[Ba1 SuruuIy) pjno 1oy 350] oym ajdoad mouy |
A1eos 3unsaiul A1eas | 16
iSurylowos | 06

pauieg| [ “Surudysiud

pue Sursuidins seam

‘Appoinb oouaipne papudjul [1e ut mous ss9| pue Suridg

S31 0] 9Fessow §,)1 Sa1e[al J9A]) oY “pauTiIsap [[om AMIA SI 19K oy L Ay} Ul UIel 2IOW JO pual} Y
Op | 68

*211J JO Swa[qoid 10w MOYS 0} POIN

"SOIPNIS DIOW PAIN

ued djdoad jeym 10J SBIPI POON)




158

S[[e.] 18910) [BIIUD AW UIy) J,UOp | Aq soon Suruuiy) pjnom Moy ‘Ko oYy ul A [ RIS W | LOI
“PALINDYO A1) B J1 S90T "sa11j Suronpal 901

Kjoyes se 1gj Se Op p|noOd [ENPIAIpUI ur pre A[[eal jupinom jeys ji "9AnBULIOjUT SUIdq

ayy Jey) yonw dAey A[[eal jupip 31 | uo s3uryy jo ajdnoo e pey oAy sty | urasodind s)1 paAIds 1A Siy ]
ddmD "2I0YMAIDAD Sutuiem | GO

e sey Ajrunwiwod Aw j1 mouy| J,uop [ | -9jqeuosear woas suonnedard asoy] | [8qO[3 JO SuSiS "9[qLuId) SI SIY [
"9SBAIOIP [[IM MOUS JO JUNOWe Ay |, pue| oY) Sulkonsap sI uey SuiSueyd SI JUWUOIIAUD YL | $01
"9JBS 2q 0} oW} 10w JysSnoyy ‘Jysnoy) Asnoiaaxd pey | €01

yooy o1doad j1 ajqejuoasad ore saa1,] | pey [ UBY) UOWWOD dIOW JIB SAIl{ | | UBY) SNOIOTUBP dIOW B SAII]
‘Auwry prenny reuoneN | zol

J[IYM B Ul dUIINOI ddUBP oy jo yred se sa1nj 15210J 131y

): o1y yum Suiked ssiw | Sunes a11j e pouojrad j0u 9ARY | sdjoy Ajjeuoisesso zoyjowr A
oSewep 211y osea109p 0} Suruueld SpUB[p[IM 0] 9SO[d 0S 101

s djoy ued sarouade Aunwiwod | 3uipling are djdoad yey) asimun s 1 Suisearour ae SYSLI Il
PIYPIIM 1 001

"A[JU20d1 SAIP[IM JO MSUI -axedaxd 03 utop are sjeIdIjjO Jo peauds juaaaid djay 03 moy

PaseaIdul Sey jeym mouy 0} 0IN | Jeym jnoqe uoneuriojur unsaiou | noqe uonewuojul [nydjay aaen

“JupjuIy) Jews si a1ty e 0) “JUBDS UleWal 0) pAydadxa | 66
Joud uepd uonenoseas ue dn Junog ‘BOPI poO3 © SI $924) SuruuryJ, SI [[e] Mous [[e] dy) 1ey) A1edg
JIBID | 86

"AOUS OU d} IN0qe peq 00|,

"Q11J B 1IB)S J,UBD 1 OS ‘O30S J,U0p |

J,UBd | 0S ‘pue| Aue dABY ,UOP |

y3noud




159

a1yMAUR | 1]

JUBAQ[QI SJUSWIDIE]S dJB 9SO}

‘[19Mm ‘eyy ‘eare Aw opnjoul

"10A]J JUQ[[QIXD |, SA[O0Y WIDYLON], SO0P™ "V M

ue 1| YOO SIy) ‘Ajfemoy WIDISBH Ul QAI[ | “IoyuuLuuy
uonoe Jo ue[d 119y} pamaraal SjuapISal €11

sey K310 Aw A[Juadal MOy JopuoMm | [BANI DI0W B PJOFIL) SWIIS SIY L J[QRUOSBAI WIS 2SAY |,
JUAWILIDA0S rd |

[BI9P2J Ay 10U ‘Funygy 211 JO 1509

Sunysy a1y uo Aduow Jo 10| © oy Aed 01 9ARY p[nNOYS 1S210J A} 10] ® SI

puads jsnuw JUSWILLIOAOST [BIOPI) Ay [ | JIBdu sasnoy 11ay) p[ing jey) ojdoad ysLI Je Apealje sasnoy Jo % 06
a1y jo [T1

SI0ZuEp 9y JO 2IBME D10W WU IPBIN piemiojysens peal 0} ASBd pue 1I0YS SBM 1]
"BOpI POOS ® SI Ao 01 | 011

211} Jo a3pamou diseq | saary 1sa10j 10j uefd e Sunuowdjdwi | ssa208 210W dARY pINoYs 2jdoay
103uep AI19A SI S1Y) A1om A19A mouy1.uop | 601
210w Mouy 0) Q01

JuBAM | 219UyM y3noud 0s[e Inq $SOIOR S1B3A G 1XAU JY) Ul IsLAIOUL

uonewojul 123 0) ysnoud isnf sem no pre| [[1A S21p[Im Jey) uonodIpaid

pajudsaxd uonewLojul 9Y) 18Y) 1[9J |

[[oM sea J9A]) o) Jey)) 1ysnoy |

© S1 2101} Jey) pasudins sem |

(-: -uerd
UOIJBNOBAD UE Sey pooyioqysiou

(PA1199]J9 1500 d10W
SIUDIYAN (QAI1IJJJ d10W ST YIIYAN
{11y paquidsoad yyrm sao4) Furuuiy)

UBY) JUDIAYJIP 9q Surraquun]




160

‘Bursearoul
SLI I P[IM dje3niw SI $1S210J JBAU J|Inqg Suroq Sasnoy ‘uisearoul
0] JUOP 2q UBD ey} IOW SI I, 210W 0) NP SAIJP[IM JO 1S0D Y, SI SAILJP[IM JO MSLI dY ], 9
‘uaddey ued saryprim 21oyMm seare
"SYSLI IJP[IM eI ur jying st Auadoad se Sursearoul "Bursearour
0] QUOP 9q UEJ JBY) dIOW SI I |, SI SAILP[IM JO 1800 [enudjod ay |, SI SAILJP[IM JO MSLI AU ], s
"Sa11J 1s210J Aq
"9S[Q AIAYMIWOS dAOW 19)10¢ 1o padim 9q 03 Sul03 SIISOA\ QUL | ‘[eds SI Suruaem [eqo[3 9qAeIA ¥
“JUOWISSISSE JBY)
UIIM IDI[JUOD Ul 9q 0] SWIIS
JOAJ SIY ], "9SINOD [eInjeu
S,11 9[©) 0] dIYP[IM SuIMO[[e
sns1oA swesgoad Suruury)
pue Suruing paquosaid
JO SSQUQAIIDJJ pue padu
‘JNO puyy pnoys | pue 2oe(d "OOURUIPIO UB SB 9AIDYJ2 [ oy uonsanb ojur jysnoiq jeyy
ur uerd Judund e sey Ajrunwiwiod Sk 0q p[nod sadueILI[D FuIpIe3al ax] xo[dwoy Surysniy oYy
AW I19yM mouy| Jou op | 2)BONP? 0] 110JJ2 PAIBUIPIOOd V/ |  Jurpae3al o[onue ue pearjsnl | €
"SIBAA
‘ued uonogjord axyppim | ueld e 9Aey JuOp NOK JI SAIYP[IM AqQ 01 IXaU Y} JOA0 dSBAIOUI
© JABY 0] P3u saniunwiwo)) | pajoeduwr oq 03 A]9y1] 210w B NO A 01 Bu103 SI SAIFP[IM JO YSIY z
Jo[1ews 1y uo saanyord poo3 sem
oyew pue Y[ uo sainjard oFreud [BUOIIBULIOJUI JOJ QIOM SOIISIIB)S UOI193S dUOP 3q P[NOJ JBYM I
LXAL € NOHL LXAL 7 NOHL LXAL I NOHL yuedpnaed




161

uonesrjdde jeonoeid
119y} Jo snoraidsns w, ] Ing ‘saInseaul

‘uni 3uoj| oY) ur pue ‘[eInjeu
a1e A3y 9snedaq SAIYp[im

gursnoy at 19101d 03 Juepoduwt s3] aAnejuaAaxd asa 1eoaxdde | Jo nyaeay Aprenonaed jou w] ¥l
Ajrep saaoxdwt A3ojouyod) oy |, €l
"SI
osoy) wody pajodjoad s1 Auadoad Aw ‘suonnedaid
Jey) 2Ins Sunjew 0jul J00] 0] dABY qurod a1oyy aA0ad 03 31q oIy B asay) Jo Auew aye)
] 18] PUB BUBJUOJA Ul 319y dwoy | pajeraddexa aq Aew pue d1sep AIoA 10U Op JBY) UIIS dARY | JBY)
Aw pue ow 07 JUBAJ[AI AIOA SISIY] | WIS PAQLIISIP Ik Jey) SATuBYD A ], sonuadoad jo jo1 B 218 219y I, zl
UOIJBULIOJUI 2IOW 10} 9}ISqOM U} 0}
ONUIUOD PUE JIOW P P[NOM | Jer)) ‘owt 10 uoneue|dxd [euonEULIOjUI
ysnoud jsa1nul Aw payad 19A[) ay ], Joyuny papaau A30[0OUIULId) dWOS A1oA sem 10A|) 9y} 1y3noy |, Il
"SpUB| SSAUIOP[IM ) dALS 0]
sdoys A1essodou o) 93e) JUSLILLIDAOS
[eIOpa) pue de1s ano adoy ‘surejunow
[ “9Imny dy) Ul 9SIOM dWOIIQq [[IM "21MNJ AY) Ul OSIOM | AU Ul [[RJMOUS PIYSIUIWIp JO
SOILPIIM TR} OFPA[MOUY Y YIAY | Fu1oq SAIYP[IM ) JO UIY) 0} dBY [ | UOHBUWLILJUOD B UIIS JOU JARY | 01
(patedaad | wy (patedaad £310 Awr ] (UL TRAU IIJ B 9q I [[IM 6
"Op [[IM $210UdTE [B20] JBYM
pue sonrunioddo Supyiy pue Sununy ‘dojoAop pjnom ‘3umas uegingns
109JJB [[IM SIY} MOU JOPUOM | | SO91) PBOP UI PUAL) B JYINOY) J9AJU | B Ul AI] NOA J1 JUBAD[ILIT S]] 8
'SQ1) peap
"011J B 9SNED pue Ysniq Inok LIS AIp 210w 9SNEI [[IM JeY) SI[109q *91qissod se sal1) 1sa10§ Auew
ued Suruyy3i| osnesoq eapl pood Sunea 201 o1 saSueyd LW se juaaald 03 spoom ay ul
e st papiuiad uoym ysniq Suruing | 03 onp SHSLI PISLAIDUI MAU IR AIAY ] | [NJOILd dIow 3q 0) paau 9jdoag L




162

asnoy Ino punoe

spue] o1y qnd 1eau Juowdojorap

uondLosap oy yim [[om 03 sojoyd | ISLLIEQ B 9ABY dM JINS dBW 0] Juem pue| Inoge SWwIddU0d 12

"S911J ISBAIDIP 0} SPOOM ‘[[J uUIRI JIOW pUE [[B} MOUS

“I18dA yord s3unel ur Joysiy 3u1jog | oy} pue SaWOY 1Y) WOIJ UONBIITIA | SSI] dARY JeY) SedJe 0) dFewep
QI8 pUB UOWWOD AIOA dIB SAII,] d|qewwue]} 9edeA 0} paau 9jdoag onuw 0s asned ued SAIP[IA 0z

*I0U)0 Y} UO dUOp

9q P[NOYS 10 dUOP 2q 0} SPAdU

‘[e101JoUdq 2q ULd dsnoy Aw punote "MOUS | Jeym pue 9pIs duo uo swojqoid
WOJJ S[eLIdJeW d[qeLUe]} SuLIed]) |  SSI 9q [[IM 2IdY) JBYy) Mouy| JupIp | pey Aoy jey Sunsardu] 61

"S[BIOIJJO [BJUDUULIIAOT

"SONIUNWIWOD PuB S[ENPIAIPUI WO] pUB ‘SanIUNWWOoD ‘S[enpIAIpUl JO "SO3URYD [BJUSWIUOIIAUD

suonoe deudordde yum paonpar | jaed a3 uo suonoe pue ssauparedaid | 01 pan A[2s0[d 21 JudWASEURW
9Q UBD AI1J PUR[P[IM JOJ SYSIY | saambai juowddeurw a1l puBIPIA pue SYSLI 1] PUB[P[IA Q1
"Auuny jou sI | ‘[njared aq 1an2q adoad 211J JO preye we | Ll

({311 AY) 18I 10/pUR JAI| O} JIB)S

$109sUl AY) ISNBIAQ AP 0] S} A} *s1eaK Surwod oy ul
{sa11) JuaAdxd 0y op [ ued Jeym asned $)09sul Ul dseaIdUl YY) S20(] | 21doad Jo $)0] 103yye [[1m SIY L 91

ouop 9q ued

pue pinoys jeym Surziseydwd

Jo peajsur Apuanbaiy 003 J,uom

1oyIeIM JO siedk | oy e Aq Apjeald pajoedwir 9q pinod | pue j,uop 91 SOANEIAU PIsn

0Z-S1 1xau 2y 101paxd A[jear ued | jey) eaIe [BINI B SI YOIyM AJIUNWWOd | "duop 2q ued jeym jnoqe sued
oM I9U1aYM Inoqe syydnoyy [eondays Aw 01 1oedw oY) pa1opisuo) | oy} uo uipiom ayy 1| JupIp Sl

15210J 9y) 10§ Ayjjeay




163

"S9199q
"SOWIOY I19Y) J0J dOURINSUL | JUSWIUOIIAUD 1SAI0J AU} Ul ddUR[RQUIL ould woly sda1 Jo dFewep
a11) aAey 03 asooyd ajdoad adoy | ue 9sned AeW SAI1j PASBAIdU] 9} INOQE PAUIIOUOD WE | 6¢
“Juawdo[oAap Ul aseI0P 9q
Aew 21913 uonnjjod o3 anp*-ajqissod s1eak ¢ s1eoA G| ul pue|
j0u S1 JUdWAO[OAdD PaseaIdul | UIYIM PUB[P[IM JY) 1091J9 [[Im Ady [, PlIM 9Y) 1091J9 Jou Aew A3y} 8T
‘SO PlIM "1S210J a3 Sutkonsop “Juruaem
mnoqe paredard a1ow 9q 0) 9ABY [ | 219YyM STNQ AY) MOY PIZI[BI JOAU | [BQO[S sem Jy3noy 1saiy AN LT
“NOQe NUIY) [[IM ‘SISBISIP 29 s3nq BOIE UBQINGNS B Ul DA
"POOST SI MOUS SSIT | Ul SISBIIOUI DY) INOGE MOUY JOU PIp | [ uaAI3 ‘Apiqeardde pajiwr-g 97
"010 JUOWIUIIA0T "SQIIJp[IM FuIssaippe
*239 ‘suoneisajul 91399q adurd ‘suoneziuedio oiqnd pue 9jeand 10J [Bo1LID S1 93ueyd djBWI[d
Jy3noIp Sse yons sjeary) JyJo YIIM | ‘S[ENPIAIPUL -SIILJ PUB[P[IM JO SHSHI 3uissappe ‘sny [, “AJ119AS
puey-ul-puey JI0M pue SWISAS00d A} 2INPaI 0] IAYIT0) JIoM Jsnu pue Aouanbaiy a11j ur 10)o8)
[BOO] INO USILAIY) SAILJ PUBIPIAN [ sdnoiS pue sjenpiaipul jo KjoLreA v Jofew e st 93ueyd AeWI|) ST
paAonsop 1,ust pug| paseaoul pauigeuw
A1) [ OS JUIWITRUBWI AR 0) POON) aq [[1M S)dSUL NuIYy) 0) AZRID) [ uey) 10yS1y d1e SHSLI AY | vT
(POPIRU L
9JBNOBAD 0] JOU dSOOYD P[NOM
ouo Aym I9puOM du SINBW
ALl 1] "91BNOBAD 0] JOU ISOOYD oYM
Aq 9p1qe QU0 S20P MOH /0P 11 S0P j8wdueyo | 9pdoad suonusw n ‘ydesdered
1BYM (ddMD © ST APoeXd 1By suioned Joyeom oY) a1e Ay 1SB| UOI}D3S puey JY3LI A} u| 7
"211J B WOLJ S Je A[o)unyop
W0y Y} JO SnIpeI Iy OO B Ul [pIm "Sa11J s1 uipying aae syudred
$091) IB9[0 0] PBY NOA MOuy| J,upIp | plIm woiy oyes Anaad s1 uewijng Aul 9snoYy JUdWIAINAI Y ], e




164

asay) Aq pasned aFewrep dy) UIss9|

J0123) (01 UIYIIM Ysniq d[qeLLE]

N0 PaIedd 3q 0] Spadu

0) J91030) 193 JSnuW SANIUNWLWO)) Aue Ino 1ea[d 3snw 9]dodd | ysniqropun pue s3I} peap Y, 8¢
'sally wouy uondold '$93.)
J10J dwoy] INOA 1B UOIBIITIA 18I 3ul[[] Aq [9ny a211) dsned $)0asu] Jsnw e s1 Suruuny | L€
“JUIWIUOIIAUD JY)
djoy Koy moy moys 03 1dwane
‘paom ue ur Auedwod uid3o] e Aq
"J0U 10 dNI) SeM 1 J1IN0qe 1y3Snoy) | 9q 0] PaWdds JuIpIom A JO QWOS | UMM SBM J1 IYSNOY) [ 1811 1Y 9¢
‘saryprim 10y paredard ss9| 20NPAI 2q JOU [[IM NSLI
surejunow ayj [[& A011Sap ued aI1j a1e ued suonp9j0ad ysL1 dIypIMm QIYP[IM ‘S[onj a11j 2onpal 0}
A} 210J9q SuIyIOWOS Op 0] PAdU M | AJIUNWIWO)) B JNOYIIM SINIUNWIWO) | UOIIE I8) JOU Op SIOFeuew JI S¢
-uenodwr st siy) yuIy)
‘puIw 0 dwed [ G NdyuAIye,], pue sairy 93ny ySnouy) uoaq aAeY | "[BANLID SWAIS SIY [, ¥€
"SAIP[IM 's1edk (0]
SLI 9y oonpai djoy 03 awoy Auew se JudAdxd 0] Spoyjow | 1Xau Y} IOA0 BIIE SIY) UI dSIOM
umo Auw je op ued [ sSulyj a1e 219y |, QI0M Q1Y) PAzIeal 210Jaq Jupey [ | 198 01 Su10T AJuo are SaIypIA €€
"193uep
aa1j 10J [enudjod oy unoayye ‘Aaadoird umo Awr Furpunorns [ony a1} d10W FujeAId
SI SUOSEIS AU ul saFueyd o) aAey 1 Op s[any aaiy [enudjod jeyp pue s2a1) Sulj[1y s1sul Z€
19K 211} JOYIOUR peY JUJARY IM owoy 30[ Ino 03 31 SI 2SO[d
pasudins we | Saaypim 10J Surjpuny MOY pue 3snoy dy) punoie
18215 SI Yo1ym ou1j 9[3ed pal oy} WAy YIm S1 UOI1BJIZIA yonw Moy I
woay 2194 [0S St jey) 219y dn daey 2213k | pue AJunod 191983 ul 219y | IY3noy) ISI1y AW 0S JBYMIWOS
am d3earde yonw moy Surdpisuo)) | dn awr dy [[B sa1ly paquasaid 29s | S9017 9 Ul SI dwoy Awl 1€

aAnesau os st 19K} Ay L,

uanum Ap1ood st o8ed puooas ay |,

AJore] Sa11) JO S10] PRy AR A\

0¢




165

‘K11adoad a1ow

pue 210w d3ewep 01 A[9Y1] dI0W
d1B SBAIR SNOPIBZEY d11] 210JIdY)
‘ut Surwos sdoay Juowdojorap

"MOUS/UTRI SSI| Y)IM dIminy © 10
‘$yS11 a11) Inoqe yury) Juop Ajqeqoid
ojdoad ‘um3uiysep\ uIISIM

‘11 JO d1eme
3uraq Ajqeqoid no yum sowoy
1194} punole spIezey 211} dAeY

a1ow pue Juimoad sdooy eare oy, ul Sulel J1 Jonw Moy Jo asneddg BOIR WA\ o) ut 9jdoad Auepy 9%
‘1B9[0 sem
“Bunsaroul Sem UONBULIOUL AY |, ‘ydjoy sem uonewojul ay I, uonejuasald pue noAey oy St
Sa11) saoKkodwd "011J PIIM OFeIdAR O}
prim dogs 03 sajewd 10j 1adeayod i1 SI aroy) Aed Koy op yonw Mo | dois 03 31509 31 SOOP Yonwr Moy A
ieare Aw ur Suruaddey siyy /seaie 103uep
10} o1B S9dURYD A} Jeym Jopuom | | Y31y 03 9s0]o 0s dAl] 9jdoad op Ay as1om 3ured are sguy |, I
"uonde 0] [[Bd B JO d10W
9)BAIO PNOM puUBISIdpUN puUR
peal 0] I9ISB 9q “OSUIS I0W
W pInom [ *9AnE3U A JO
pedsur d2anisod ay) ur udNLIM
u99q JABY P[NOYS UOIIOIS
wPUO(] 29 PINOD) UM, YL, [4y
9J1] 01 dFeWEp dI0W a1y 10w ysu Y3y 8%
K1qe1opIsuod
UdSIOM [[1M uonens ayl 0£0z Aq way) JudAald 01 210w Op UBD M xa]dwoo s1 wajqoad ayy 0¥
"SIBOA ()€ 1XOU oY) UIYIIM "o ojul SIy)
$921) 9Y) JO JSOW FuISO] 2q [[IM Pa1Ba[d> uoNEeIdFaA 9y} 3ud3 | puly 01 AIYM pPue JJAD © PRy
SO0 AY) 1| SWIIS 1 ‘PeS Sem | pue asnoy Aw noqe ysnoyj | K110 Aw J1 mouy| 03 pajuem | 6¢€

SQIP[IM

/ Kadoad oy

SPoOM 31} Jnoysnoay)




166

“OALI) pue MOI3 03 dords umo 1oy
S1SO10J OU) POMO][B PUB SSIUIOP[IM
oY) woly Aeme pasow Ady)

SOIIJ P[IM paseaIoul
JO 9sned Ay} SI UBW $IIINOSAI
I9JeM PUE pUE| JO UOTIBZI[IIN JOAO

T[BJUMOP UMO SIY

J191doad 03 [B191joU2q 9q PINOM J1 | SB JONS SANSSI IpPBUI UBW JO ISNeddg 9q 0} 3u103 S1 pury uew Jey . S
dwoy Aw Jo YOO urgim 1 INOQE PAUIDUOD y3noy
JJMS d[qewIwe]) S,019Y) UIY) 1 Q1B OW punoJe S[BIdIJO J1 JOPUOM 1 1 URY} SNOLIDS QIOW SI SIY) S
"9qeIounA
juepodwil A19A 21 SAUPIIM “djoy (e ues opy KJOA Q1€ SO0y YL €S
SOIIJP[IM PISBIIOUL JO JOIJJD
oy pey Juradg ur ures 210w pue Sursearour A[jenpeid sem
ddA\D © SBY UMO) INO JI 3INS JOU WL,] | JJUIM UI MOUS SSI[ JBY) Mouy| J,upi(] 3SLI 211J JBY) dIBMBUN SEM | .
S91924q JO junowe 1S210J 9 0) JBaIY)
11 IN0QE Op | UBd JBYM Ay} 2onpa1 03 Aem Aue 219y} S| | B SI 219Y) 1By} dw passaidap 1] IS
*9[qno.y ojur Surad noyim
eoIe 3urpunons oY) ut
"[0J3U09 JO INO ysniq Suruury) Jnoge os 0} Moy
A[[e1uapidoe 3uinad aly paquosaxd "dAnRWIOUI pue [nyd[oy pawdds mouy j,upinom | os xo[dwod
B JNOQE SILLIOM JY3I[S 9ARY | 9SIMIOYJO UOTIBULIOJUT ) JBY [, judunede ue ur 2A1] [ 1Ry 0S
suonnesdrd soan
102[qns a1ow 9B} 0] dARY pINOYS umop Fu1no Jo eapl Ay} ey
SIY} UO PIPIAU SI UOIILINPI AUOIA souoz a1iy ur 3urar] opdoad yuiyy [ | [ Inqg ‘Quop 2q 03 Sey 31 mouy | 6t
SANSSI [)[BAY JO JO[B Asned pue
poo3 Aqjeax sary ofeuew Aoy | 9opdoad jo joe jny jsnw djows Ay |, d[qewrwe]) AJISe SI SSeIn) o
aypim e 10y axedaxd prnoys | dATIRULIOJU] pauSIsap [[9M LY




167

1589 JB 10 pajuaAdxd aq pnod i Ay} uo uoneonpa pue ssauparedar 03 91qIsuodsau s1 ouok19AYg €9
{pue[ 15210] ojut dO[oAdp om SE
opeaqauld oY) | uowwod A|SuIseaIoul dwodaq
(0P ] uBd 1eYM 10J s101epaid [eameu Aue 2191)) o1y owoy Juowe SAILf JUOM 79
‘uoissaiddns a1y jo ynsaa
e st dnping ysniqropun) ‘sajel
OSBASIP PUB $)03SUI ISBAIDIP
SaI1J Oy, "9]9Ad [eInjBU
oy jo 1red are a1y pue[prIpy
-a11j orydonseed ‘JNoQe Uy} udyo j,uop nq
"IOIABYDQ YSLI Y31y SI seare ysL y3iy o8Ny e Jo ysu1 oY) 191L2I3 oY) SIBOA 10} umouy dArY | S108)
ur sowoy Surpying jeys mouy 9jdoad | possaiddns are saxrj pyim JoSuo] oy QI1} PIIM JO POPUILLAL SBM | 19
{10919 31q ® yons dAeY ued jiMmous ss9|
jjued uonENOBAD UB DABY 0} PaaU [ | STNQ [NI] [[BUWS YONS MOUY JUPIP | 9q 03 219Y) JUBM J,UOP | MOA\ 09
J29MS pue 110ys [njosn punoy oy 65
"dleme pue QAI] [ d1oyM "o3ewep a1y
AlInja1ed 910W 9q 0] PAdU SIOTRUBIA | INOQE A[[NJOILD IOW YUIY) 0] PAdU | 10J [SLI JB 918 SWOY JO 10] Y 8¢
“189A AI9AD SQIP[IM DIOW PUE dI0W
9q 0] SWAS AIAY) SB ‘SIBAA G| IXdU ‘uonudAaId a1p[Im 03 SaWO09 )1 -onuy AI9A si [[e}
o) Ul SAIYP[IM JO YSLI Y} JNOQe |  UdYM UOIOE aYe) 0} Surpaau djdoad a1 ur mous ssa| 3u1dq 1Y)
W31 Ajqeqoad axe Aoy yeyy wysSnoy) | | noqe jurod pooS e apew 31 NI I[9J | mnoqe ued oy 1ey) ysnoy) | LS
wdy) 29Npal 0}
Op UBD 9M JBUM PUR SI1J P[IM JnOqe
$0913 JO [Jeap 0} pes| a1ow mauy| 1 jey) purw Jo ooead a11j p[im e y3noay) o3
UBd $309SUl AWOS JeY) MOUY JOU PIP | a1ow NI ©I[J) | Suipearsdye | Aep duo 03 JuroF w | jey) Jes) 9¢




168

JAI] [ 20ulg ‘Teuostad pue [enpiaipul
aiow are jeyy suoneredald jnoqe
syl 1 ‘uonoas Auadord mok uQ,
ay) u] “A[eO0[ UOIdE SuneAlowWw

¢ UB[d UO10)01d IJPIIAL
Aunwwo),, ay) suonudw i

‘Kijiqepeal

‘uo1199s , Ajunuiwod oA uj,, Ay uj 10J A[[ensIA pazIue3lio [[om sem 1] "QAIBULIOJUI INQ ‘JOLIQ SBM 1] 69
“pareor|dwod "d|qepueisIopun
0} Aem Inq poo3 SI uoneWIOJUI dY ], 210W J1 dew 0} Aem B 1Y) S| ‘3uo] 31q © Swods SIy 29
*10A]J SIY) peal [ [nun SaIyprim
Kyadoad 1oy 199101d 03 udYEY 0] UOI12dUUOD 113} dpeL
aaey Aew Aoy sdojs jeym jnoqe Jupey | ‘oW punoie s}saloj
1Y3noY) | pue umo) dpISINo pue| SaI1j P[IMm 3SO[d Ul SUOISBAUL 19SUI JNOqe
JARY OYM SIINIOMOD PUe SPUDLL woJly o3e yuow . noqe K110 Aw SIOMIOMOD 1M PBY JA,] 1BY)
9ARY | “AJ10 O} OPISUI SAI| [ I[IYA\ | PUNOIB PRY M JeY) OIS PI[[BIAI [ [  SUONBSIIAUOD InOqe yInoy) | L9
"uB[d | 1By} INOQE UONBULIOJUI IOW PAJUBM
uond0IJ AYPIA Aunwwo)) pue 911 JO 9Sed 9y Ul Op p[nod "90URINSUI AI1 POOT dARY
B pey BaIR AW J1 PAIOPUOM | [ JeYM Ul PIISaIAUI A[[BA1 Sem [ | [ 2Ins ddew p[noys | 1y3noy | 99
SYSLI a11J JO 211} 98Ny © JO 958D
aseasoul ay) ul 1d3uep 0 duoid azow S11j 10J [[NJ 9)BAID Ul ‘UOIBNOBAD 10J SIA[ISINO
aq [[1m am uorsuedxa ano 0 anp [[1M 93e1[0] peap ul aseaIdul AY) aredoid 0y uIdoq isnw oM $9
"SOWIOY 1191} 01 pasned dq ued ey}
"UOSLSIs d3ewep Jo yunowe dy) SuIseardul
a1y 9y uo oedwi 31q € yons pey pue spuej o17qnd I1edu oy} 03 130[d "S[ony a11j JO paIed[d SI pue|
[[BJMOUS SSI] Y JBY) MO J,UpIp | pue 12s0[o Suraow doay ajdoayg Aw Jey) 2InS yeW 0) Padu | 9

"pauIRIUOD

“Jueytoduwr s1 anssi

"19)SeSIp B yons judAdxd




169

PaI1aA02 9q jou prnoys Aayy Auadoxd

2591} JO dI10W Op

SNOUIBIUNOJA A} Ul PIAI] dABY

11oy) 10910ad Jou op ojdoad J | PINOYS 94 DHOM SWING PAQLIDSAI [ "Wyl JO [[B Yim 2213e | LL
*SalI1y Ay} aay
U0 pasn 3u1aq 21 S[BIIWAYD JBYA\ st} ) [onuod day [[1m OYAL | UM PAIRIDOSSE dIB SYSLI JBUAN 9/
SLI
dwoy Aw Jeau “)SLI O} SuISLAIOUL | PAsSBAIdUI 0] peI| SISBISIP pue
UONBIITIA d[RUWILIR]) JBI[D O} JUBM | S1JudwdO[dAIP [BIIUIPISIY S109SUI JeY) SIBME JOU SEM | SL
‘peal 0}
(BaIe AW SI o11) © JO YSUI 18 MO -uepodur s1 Kjoyes a1 | Ased pue paziuedio S1 Id1[J Y L. vL
aseISIpP uonewojul A3oes aseadul
Ul 9SBAIDUI INOQE PAUIADUOD We | | uo pajepdn s1 Ayunwwod Aw adoy | [[1M Pailj puB[p[IM YI] [99) | €L
umop 3u1od si pjaom ay |, 7L
0K M
‘UOLIDATY JO UMOIWOY S WOJA]
"MOous 0} SI "SAO0Y Ay Jo peaysur sordwk|O Aw ur dn paLp 110AI19SY
ISNp snoIdguep Moy JNoge 1yYsnoy) | Jy) ul uIAI] 9q 0} [N UBY) SBM | udsAog MOY PaIdquIALIAL | 1L
‘wajqoad axyy oy
uo Sunpom pue paurdduod djdoad "[BO1LID SI 9SNOY dY) WOLJ *211J JO 123uep ay)
JJudwiddeuew puey,, d1e 19y |, Aeme [anJ a11) 183[0 01 PAdu Y |, Sursearour s1 a3ueyo dewi|) 0L

*10§ paredaid

9q 0] paau | sSTury) I9YJ0 jeyM

noqe SunjuIy) dw 123 I9AIMOY ‘S0P
1| "pue| pa1saloy Suturolpe jou si
Aradoud Aw ‘seare a1yp[im 03 3s0[d
y3noy) ‘A310 e u1 pooyroqy3iou e ul




170

"uBW uey) [NyIomod arow SI dINjeN “Jede Sulj[ej si ppom InQ A[NLAS Ul JAI[ | PR3 W] 8
£8

‘(sowoy 119y} punoJe 19

‘paueIs oAey | (0| Surredd) aredaxd 0y axow

"SQIIJ PlIm jsurede | SoI pIM dIow AYMm dSUdS saew 3f | op pinoys A9y} yuIy) aw sayew

WS1y oy ur wajqoid d31e| B Yyons | "sIedK AuBwl JeY) J0J MOUS SSI| Yonw 1| "SSOUIOP[IAM JSUIP JO SedIe
Q1M S)D3SUI JBY) MOUY| J0U PIP | 1BY) U9dq pey 19y} MOU| JupIp | ut 9A1] oym ddoad mouy | 78

uoj3uIysep ur Ajoje|

Suronou usaq dAey [ Joyjeom

asearoul Jo uroned e s1 SIy) - uoseas

uone[ndod pue da3ueyd djeWI[D a11j 193u0[ B suedw , surids

0] NP JSBAIDUI [[IM JBY) SIJ)SESIP SAIJP[IM 2IMNJ JNOQe | dY) Ul UIRI dIOW pUe [[B] dY) Ul
[BINIBU ISYIO JO JUIY) S SIBW SIY . SNOIXUR J1q B OW IpBw JAAY) Y[ | MOus SS9, JBY) MOud| Jou pIp | I8

Juerd axgpim pajepdn

(AL [ 219ym uaddey pnoos aryprim ue 10 [[e 1e ueld aayj[prim
© Jey) pooy A1 9y} SI JBYA (paredard [ wy B 9ARY AJunwitiod Aw S90(] 08

spue|
oriqnd 1eau Suipping dojs pinoys am | 11j plim 3093je ures Surrds saop moy {21199q durd e s1 jeyMm 6L
"INy AY) Ul dW JJoUdq
‘Sunsaout siy) [[IM STy} YUY J,Uop T “siy) peal

pulj pjnom ‘mouy| [ oym 1opuom [ [ prnoys ajdoad arow [29) [ ySnoyy | siy) peas pynoys djdoad a10j 8L

"doueInsul Aq

“pueyISIy
[[B SIY) Udas dARY pue s1eak

g 1Se[ 9y} 10J BUBUOIA JO Shied




171

ul SAILYPJIM JO UOSBIS d) SISBAIOUI
pue 91| 1S210J $109}Je A[oANRTaU

B JBU) pUB BIIR PI)SII0J B UL dAI]
noK J1 uonendeAs 10j uejd e oAy

‘Aem 9A1R3AU © yons
Ul SAIJPIM 19918 P[Nod 1]

urel pue Mous SuIseaIddp ay |, pINoYs noA jey) moud| 0} poos3 s1| 123sUl AY] JBY) MOUY JoU PIp | 76
$1S09 11 SIXB) YINU MO JPUOM PaIeds JNI| & we I S}I0M paey 9YI] Spunos i 16
sj09sUl
pue SISBISIP Ul dSBAIOUL I}
3uiaey yprom uonuopne | oI ‘uonudadid aiiy 10j Apuey
9q UJAD J0u JyY31w A3y ‘[[ews 08 S, Jopeal a3 p[oy 03 X9} yonuw aq [[1M JBY) 2NNy 9y} INoqe
a1e opIs anyny ay3 uo samyord oy | 003 2q JYIIw 2IAY) INQ SANDBINE S)] | UONBULIOJUI ST 1Y} JBYy) 1] | 06
"211 plim e 10j urredaxd
JO SSOUSNOLIAS A} INIIXD
PIp pue dAIBUWLIOJUI SBM 1] 63
"SILJP[IM PIOAR '$108] JISBq dWOS
pue A1) 0] 110JJ PLIdIUOIIOW Wy 193 pue paI)saIdUIl JOpLaI A}
yonur e ayew pinoys ap | doay] 01 yanoud aanduiosap isnl s1 g JATJBULIOJUT ATIA SI SIY [, {8
"Surudppes si udye)
SAUP[IM 331} | J,udre saunpadoad sadoad ayy Ji1 Ajised "ol 10J dwoy
[IIM JOSUBP 2ONPAI UBD dIM MO 0S 1IB)S UBD AU} MOY| PUR SAIYP[IM [ 0] 2SO[ 1Y JRY) OS JAI] | dIdYM
pue SIy) 3ulyoIedsal SI “19)eW BW[R s suaddey yeym 29s 01 pue punoJe $)sa10j oy ur Aep
Aw ‘oyepy Jo N 1.yl 39S 0) 18I S )] spoom 2y ur dwir Jurpuads A0 | J13uIs A19Ad [[13 9[192q 998 | L8
(03 10 Ae)S A1y punote | 3 00 UM Jjms djqeuiwie])
M PINOM IOPIO SEM UOIIBNIBAD UB J] | SOIIJ P[IM SNOLIdS AUBW 998 J,UOP IM JO 192 j,us1 dwoy AN 08
Iayjeam ul d3ueyo
"Sowoy woij Aeme sprezey ysiy "$1S210J 2} a1 Aq pajoayje 2q pnom
dooy 01 9SUDS UOWILLIOD DI SWAAS I Surkonsop $9[199q durd 1] ,U0p | BUBIUOJA] MOY PAIIPUOM | 8




172

a10w Ojul $qINQNs Y JO N0

peal | jeym SAILJ P[IM UO 1IJJJD UB dARY dAOW 0} 1BIA IXdU ) UM
mnoqe pasudins A[919dwoo j usem | $109SUI JONW MOY POZBWE SEM [ | POpUdIUI PBY [ "PALIIIUOD WE | 66
‘sonaadoad 1oy punoae "011J P[Im 10J
[ SulA] ysnigropun yim sioqysidu "N} s,)ey) ssang | ‘Amous sey] ea1e Aw SYSLI Jo Joqunu
pue SpPUdLL} INOQE PAUIAIUOD WB [ | SSI[ pue Aurel 210w sem 1 jysnoy) | Ay} INOQE PIAUIDJUOD W | 86
SO0y
dwoy e Jedu WIdUMON dY) 3uidey s1a5uep
ued axy Ayrunuwiod SI J1 SS9[UN [BINJRU JOU SI J1 ISNBI2q € 9y} INOQE uoHeWLIOUI
© 9ARY 0} BIPI POOT B SI ] Sunea[d ysniq Jo uej e jou wWe | poo3 s1 9pIs Yo oY L. L6
‘uerd 'sAemysiy oY) Suo[e uaas dAey "Spue| 911 0] 19S0[d
21p[Im B s dn owod 01 pasu | [ S9a13 Juing oy e surepdxa jey | Suraow yuIyal 0} pasu Kew | 96
"SI 11 JUALIND MOY
0S JI pue Qjiunwiwiod Aw ul duo
‘Tong 211y yo adA) Aue jo "SEA ILIDOUOD [199¢] | ST 9I0Y) JI JOPUOM | PUB 210Joq
Tea[0 Ayodoid Aw Surdoay aq [im | dul Y3 1BAIT MOY dZI[BAI JUPIp | ddA\D © JO piedy 19AdU pey | S6
"uing 31 Sumd| pue dwoy
InoA Surdady usamiaq DU
a1} 2q PINOD dWOY B punoIe 329J 00| ‘[9nJ 211} 0) d[qeIdUNA
d[qewIWe]} 9q PINOJ Jey) UOILBIITIA WOY) Surew SaaI) [[I 1By} |  "SAIPJIM ASBIIOUI [[IM eIl
Aeme SuLed|d pue SUIAOA 9SS UD $109sUl Apra|e dIe 19y [, 191eM SS9 0) onp s AI(] 6
"SOUO0Z YSLI 9SA) WoLj Aeme )[Inqg dq "BuIwod suonIpuod Ay} Jo ‘sown
pInoys pajonnsuod Juidq santadold | d1eme 9q 03 210w op prnoys ddoay 3n0) 10J Ul dIe SA0Y YL €6

'SQILJP[IM AQ Pajoajje Seale au)

-aredaid 01 oAy
noA dwin Jo junowe ) aseaIoul
djoy ues 1295 001 Jo sniper paied[o




173

‘Suruem [8qo[3 Yim pajeIoosse
SI ey} 93UBYD JBWI[O JUILIND
oY) Y)IM OP O} dABY P[NOM [[B] MOUS

"d]qeLuwe]) PAIIPISUOD SI

(OSEJIDUL SJoquunu
109sUl pue ISEISIP p[nom

Ul 9SBAIOAP AY) QWINSSE PNOM [ | UONEBIOFIA Ureadd jey) pasudins wi | Aym sem y3noy 1sa1y AN SO1
189
a10W 9q pinom uing paqrosaad *Aouddin jo
Ay Sune)s d[Iym a1y aY) 3urdey ASUDS AI0W SAIAUOD )1 ISNBIAQ
uostad e jo ojoyd y “Apoq siy jo | -aumoid pajejouue-uou e uey) joeduw ‘[eUOIIBAIIOW JIOW 9q P[NOM
OpIS Y2 A3 JO duIpINO [BIISAYd oY) | 210w dABY PINOM UIqed 0] JY) 18U JSTRIA G T UIyIIA,, 1By uIy)
ym aprourod 03 suaddey isnf pjoy $291) 9y 03 Sunuiod smodre a31e] [ ‘OS|Y “(SIoquinu IedseN
QU3 JO duI[ d11J AU, ‘dw 011sed 18 | yum 2amodid uiqed o oy Jo wonoq 1) UOIOW MOYS 0] ‘SII[BII
‘uorsn|[1 [eando ue s31 asneddq ‘A1 oY) Je ,josay) Jed[d,, SpIom A Jey) ur 1x93 Ind ‘uvonuane s,o1doad
uo sem JH 10U 10 JYIOYM dUIULIDP yuiy) [ reuosiod pue Ayunwiwod | 303 03 Juem noA J1 Sunoensip
01 1y3uyaary oy Jo oyoyd doy | “orjgnd :seare ooy ojur Jy3LI AY) uo sem o[ Ay ul ,G1,,
dy) dziunnads A[[ear 0y pey [ ‘Ajeur | umopyeaiq Auadoad oy payi| A[[edy | MO[[dA pue ,uj, SABMIPIS Y], 01
Ajdwoo j,uom ajdoad jo s10] a3ueyd deWI[d Jnoqe Julyjou JSuds sayew €01
10 pue ur jud[eadld dIe saIypIm JAIOE AIDA SI JJI[p[IM Sunsarour 201
sip
I [BIp 01 dARY Juom Ajqeqoad | A1e3s JO puny 1 sIy [, uoneuLIOJul pood 101
"}Ie)S 0] AIYP[IM
‘pauonudw e 10J eate owid e st owoy sjudred "IIJP[IM B JO dSBD A}
so3ueyd ) JO JOUIPIAD UIIS dARY | Aw 183U pue| 1S210] [RUONBU JY |, ur paredaad jou st Ajrwey AN 001

“IOPISU0D 0] JuIyIoWOos
dARY [ MON ‘sued jeana




174

padoss aaey pnopy "Surkouue
POWIAAS ‘SAWI} M B J1 PEAI 0] W

POPUIWILLIODAT YY) Op PINOYS | Aym
01 suosear oy “dn j1 payord | uoym

1S} pue A[owi) e 2j0udp
jou pIp JeY) SpIom pasn ‘31|

paxnnbaix doj oYy uo uonoads apn ay g | ‘roded uo sem 1 J1 ‘papuey S LI w] PoWwdas 1PFULpP UO SNOOJ AY ], €11
'S311J 0] paje[al 3uiy) peq
dIe $109SUl pue SaseASIp yuIy) Juop | | e A[qeqoid are s109sul pue SaSBISI(] "MOUs SS9| NYS Al
ysnigropun Ied[d pue A[n3 osI0M
Ino ur saurd ay) ury) pynoys A\ Jueld Aunwiwio)) B 9ARY dm o(J 198 [[IM uOneNIIS 9[199q Y I, 11
QWO I1dY) PUNOI. WO.lj Uo1e1a3oA
18910 0 s1oumodwoy Surnbal
ul A[3u0nS dAJI[Oq puUe SAIJP[IM
Kq pajoeduir usaq sey surejunow Ay}
Ieou pue ur Ayddoad asoym ajdoad way)
MOWY | "UOITAI AY) UI SAILP[IM ‘Koud e 2q pinom | juaaaxd 03 juswaFeuew aarnbai
JO JoWwwns papudjxa ue Jo umoj ul oqissod Aem Aue ur jey) Surqind 10 sa1ypim 0y 9[qudaosns aq
$§109}J oY) paoudLIddxd pue uoseas JBY) ASUDS yonuwi soyew )1 poedwl | pynom Jey) umo) JO BIIR UB OAI|
a11) SUIUAYISUI[ dY) PISSOUIIM dA,] | 91199q durd ay) Jo dwos udas Juiaey | Aqjeuosiod 03 jou [nyyuey) we | 011
sl "SA1I1J [eIMRU AU}
aquosaxd noAk yuedijiudis 31 st AYAy | dFeurw 0) AIessaoou 1 St AYM 601
801
10108} Sunnquod e
saa1j SOI1J JO JBAIY) AY) | dIB JUSWUOIIAUD dY) Ul SdFueyd
Im 10308) Joyjoue st [merds ueqrn) | udss9 djoy A[jear pjnod spenpraipuj oy} moy Jurnsaidul 1 puyj | LO1
'$yeaIq 11y
ayewW 0) MOY 1| MOuy| ,upIp
[ S3uIy) JO 10] B PI[BIADL ] 901




175

"SOWIOY pue SOAI] AUBLL DARS
[11M 1] "SpPuUd1) 1S9JR[ ASAY) UO d)ep

mouy jou pip [ ‘Surids ayy ur urer
QIOW PUE [[B] AU} UI MOUS SSI[ )

“SIU) 91| spUan)
)M SBAIR JJI[P[IM 0] ISO[D

01dn s, Jdm D Mo 133 03 qol ano s1 | 01 pajea A[ay1] S d3ueyd deWI]) 0s pring jou pnoys ajdoag 0Z1
BOpI p0003 BOPI PO003 BOPI PO00O3 611
"91199q
sogewep ddMD ourd oy ynm wdrqoad a8ny
[BINIONNS JO UONINIISIP SSeu oY1 aepdn 0y A1orepuew 31 soyew © 0ARY ApEOI[E OM S ‘S001)
Sunuaaaid pue Sururejuod ur LA SI 2IMe[SI39] 9)BIS UMO INO JI UIAD AU} Ul SOSBASIP pUB $103sul
SIUMO JWIOY pue pue| JO UONBINPH 10 AJIunuwIwod Ino J1 2Ins jJou We [ | JO 9SBAIdUI JNOGe PIAYI0YS SBA\ Q11
"911J JO 9SBD Ul S)SA10J Y} * §1S910J AU} Ul AI1J AY)
woij Aeme sasnoy ayew pnoys Ady) "BOPI Peq B SI 1Y) dojs 03 Suryowos pasu Loy LI1
LAIPIIM JuoAdld 03 op ued Aem Y3111 Suieuew
SOJul dIOW PAAU | ANUNWILWOD B SB dM SulyiAue d19y) SI AQ pa1omo] 2q ued YSLI I1J 911
seole
Ie2A A19A9 193U0] }SLI 211J NOA 9SBAIOIP 0] 139 AJI[PIM INO SUISLAINAP pue
SMOIS UOSBaS A1) AY) AN J,uB)) 001 189[9 0] pey NOA Mouy| Jou pIp yonw os SurdojoAap are om S11
"ut dwoy Aw
oA A[[e10adsd udaq aARY S9[199q ‘ddMD stpajepdn | JO 193] (00 UIYIM UOIBIOTIA
auid seare I9()0 JeyM JOPUOM | sey Ajunwiod Aw 1 09s 19139q P, d[qeLuLR]) B3] 191399 P, Pl

"J1 Ul dW [[9) 0)
3u1038 219M NOA 19A9 JeYM Op p[NOYS
[ Aym 1no 2In31y 0) Sulkn sem

[ 2[1yMm 1 peaI 0] MOy N0 N1y

0] pey | ‘ooe|d 9y} J9A0 [[B PIWIAAS
‘1 JO JeULIO) AU} 0) NP 11 SUIpedI

"9ARY ApBAI[E | QU0

a3 Jou ‘M3IA Jo jutod ok wouy yse
noA jeym op pinoys | Aym 29s | 0s
“)S11J WAy} peal [ Aem ey oI jou
ApIS Y311 2y} uo 3q pinoys s3uly)

"s193uep a1} 0) asuodsal




176

QUON QUON QUON 971
1018213
piezey a1} dy) Sunjew pue ‘pue| JSLI 211) SueAd[d

uo Suryorosoud s1 udwdojard( pue $15210J FuIK01)SIp B $)OASU| Sumolsd st ysny Szl
Aadoad Aw punoae paied|d SaIypIIm 1e21Y) [BaI B 9sod

oq pinoys Ajqeqoad ey soa1 aAeY | NOQe 2uop 3q ISnu FuIylWog pue SnoIdFuep e SAJPIIA ¥ZI
YSLI Ay Suronpal SaI11J p[Im dY) INogqe

ur 1red 9ye) 0] SPIAU JUOAIIAD [39) | awoy Aw jnoqe patom we | | Supjuiy) Suiazouun 1| B SI 3] €Z1
SaIprIM sfony
JOuaAd ) ur uejd 01 moy Jnoqe a1y 9onpax ued djdoad moy

OJUI 210U IS 0] IJIU 9q P|NOM I] Inoqe 210W Y[B) p[noys Ady L 7Tl
Aqiuey pue 21 SPUdLY pue pooyloqysiou auop 2q

awoy Aw jo A19jes oy) Inoge ALom Aw 9yes Moy Jnoqe ALom | 0} SPadu A[[eal FuIyjowos jey) 121

SNOISUOD AJ[BIUSWIUOIIAUD
9q 0} UOSBAI JAjoue
SN[ “11 JO 1931J9 IdYI0UB Sem SIy) Jey)




	Clark Thesis Final-mod3
	appendix
	Clark Thesis Final-mod2
	Doc11.pdf
	Doc12

