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Past research has shown publicizing one’s goal commitment motivates people for goal achievement. However, in this study, we

demonstrated that publicizing a goal decreased goal-consistent behaviors. In two experiments, we established that the adverse effect of

goal publicity and circumscribed the circumstances goal publicity backfired. Specifically, goal publicity decreased goal-consistent

behaviors when goals were associated with symbolic values. In experiment 1, we showed that the students who publicized their

academic goals spent less time on studying.  This happened when students considered how achieving academic success symbolized

who they were (e.g., an intelligent person), but no difference in studying time was apparent when they considered the utilitarian

benefits of academic success (e.g., good marks). In experiment 2, we replicated the result with environmentally friendly goal. People,

considering the symbolic value of being environmental, paid less attention to environmental information after they publicized the goal.
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be compulsive shoppers and vice versa.  Based on the nature of a product, particular shopping contexts, and susceptibility to advertisements, 
this distinction may be relevant to marketers.
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The Influence of Goal Publicity on Goal-Consistent Behaviors
Yuchen Hung, National University of Singapore, Singapore
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People are encouraged to share with the world the goals they want to achieve. For example, World Wild Fund for Nature (WWF) encour-
ages its supporters to “show off “commitments to a better environment by buying its logoed products.  But how does publicizing one’s goal 
affect one’s subsequent behaviors?  Several theory mechanisms predict that goal publicity motivates goal-consistent behaviors. First, people 
may do so because of social pressure. Nyer and Dellande (2010) show that weight losers in a weight management center achieved their stated 
targets when they posted their targets in bulletin. Second, goal publicity may increase goal-consistent behaviors because of an increase in 
intrinsic motivation. Publicizing one’s opinion is shown to increase commitment to the stated position. This is because one attachments self 
to the public attitude so that one enacts one’s belief (Ahluwalia, 2000). In fact, publicizing one’s opinion is typically used as commitment 
manipulations (Nyer and Dellande, 2010).  If so, one should attach a greater goal importance when the goal is public, and experience high 
motivation to carry out goal-consistent behaviors. 

In addition, goal publicity may change self perception. Tice (1992) shows self presentation in public changes self concept. The reason 
is overt behaviors call the individuals’ attention to certain aspects or potentialities of the self, which are then highly accessible and exert a 
powerful influence on subsequent self-assessment. Goal pursuers are typically associated with certain traits, and the associated traits may 
be incorporated to oneself concept due to goal publicity. For example, academic pursuers are associated with intelligence. Announcing an 
academic goal may lead one to see oneself as more intelligent. The change in self perception may self script associated with the goal highly 
accessible (Schlenker , Dlugolecki and Doherty, 1994), and increase goal enactment. 

The above analyses suggest that when a goal becomes public, people are likely to internalize it and act upon it when opportunity arises. 
However, previous research has overlooked the distinctive values that goal achievement delivers. These values may fall into two catego-
ries, utilitarian- and symbolic-related. The distinction between utilitarian and symbolic values is well documented in consumer research. 
Researchers have shown that consumers consider purchasing decisions based on utilitarian values or symbolic values of products (Shavitt, 
1990). Consumer needs are classified as functional needs or symbolic needs (Park, Jaworski and McInnis 1986). The functional needs are re-
lated to specific and practical problems, whereas symbolic needs are related to self image and social identification (Subodh Bhat, 1998).  The 
distinctive values that one focuses on goal achievement predict different consequences of goal publicity. When symbolic value is highlighted, 
goal publicity communicates a desirable self image to others attainment. The communication of such a desirable self image may give a sense 
of temporary goal completion, thus decrease motivation for subsequent goal-consistent behaviors. In contrast, when utilitarian value is high-
lighted, the communication of a desirable self image should make one internalize the goal importance and motivate its enactment. Therefore, 
goal publicity should affect goal-consistent behaviors differently as a function of the values under consideration. 

ExPERIMENTS & RESULTS
To test this hypothesis, we conducted a 2 (goal framing: symbolic vs. utilitarian) by 2 (publicizing: publicizing vs. not publicizing) 

between-subjects design in Experiment 1. The students were instructed to think of how academic success expressed who they were (vs. how 
academic success benefited them) in symbolic (vs. utilitarian) priming. Their answers were read by experimenter in the publicizing condition, 
but not read in the not publicizing condition.  One week later, they were contacted via email and asked to report the time that they spent on 
studying in their own time in the past one week. The results were consistent with our hypothesis. The two-way interaction was significant (F 
(1, 114) = 4.31, p = .04). When symbolic values were considered, the studying time was significantly lower among students who publicized 
their goal than among those who did not publicize (F (1,114) = 3.86, p =.05). In contrast, when utilitarian values were considered, the studying 
time was not different between publicizing and not-publicizing conditions (F (1, 114) = 1.09, p = .30).  

Experiment 2 examined a different goal, environmentally friendly. Similar to experiment 1, the participants were instructed to think of 
how being environmental expressed who they were (vs. how being environmental benefited them) in symbolic (vs. utilitarian) priming. Their 
answers were (not) read by experimenter in the (not) publicizing condition.  Afterwards, they read an article from World Wild Fund for Nature 
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(WWF) on responsible consumption of seafood.  The participants were instructed to read the article as they would read it in the newspaper and 
rate its overall persuasiveness. The article contained information on the ecological impact of overfishing and guideline of seafood consump-
tion. The guideline categorized 18 fish into 3 consumption categories, which were “recommended”, “think twice” or “avoid”, according to the 
level of extinction. After reading the article, the participants were presented with a comprehension task, in which they identified the category 
to which the 18 fish belonged. Motivated individuals should exert more effort on goal-consistent information and remember the information 
to a better extent.  Thus, the number of correct answers was indicative of their motivation of goal pursuit. The results showed that the two-way 
interaction of goal prime and publicizing was significant (F (1, 70) = 7.73, p= .007). The number of correct answers was lower in symbolic, 
publicizing condition than in symbolic, not publicizing (F (1, 70) = 4.83, p= .03), indicating publicizing symbolic goal decreased motivation. 
The reverse was found when participants considered the utilitarian value of environmental goal. Participants answered more answers cor-
rectly in the publicizing condition than in the not publicizing condition (F (1, 70) = 2.99, p= .09).  

CONCLUSION
Past research has shown publicizing one’s goal motivates people for goal achievement. Building on past research, the studies show 

that that goal publicity does not always increases goal-consistent behaviors. Goal publicity may decreases goal-consistent behaviors when 
the symbolic value of goal achievements was considered. In two experiments, we demonstrated divergent behavioral consequences of goal 
publicity when symbolic versus non-symbolic values were salient. The results showed that publicizing academic goal reduced time spent on 
studying, and publicizing environmental goal lowered attention paid to environmental information when symbolic value was highlighted. We 
established the contingency of goal publicity and its enactment. 

Illusory Control as a Determinant of Ambiguity Seeking
Liang Song, National University of Singapore, Singapore

Yih Hwai Lee, National University of Singapore, Singapore

People generally tend to avoid taking risks with vaguely specified probabilities. This tendency, termed as ambiguity aversion, has been 
found robust in a variety of contexts, such as risky gambling, medical, or insurance decisions (Camerer and Weber 1992). Despite the robust-
ness of ambiguity aversion, ambiguity seeking was also observed. Many theories have been put forward to explain what affected people’s at-
titudes towards ambiguity, especially what might lead to ambiguity seeking (e.g., Heath and Tversky 1991; Kuhn 1997). The current research 
examined two new situational variables that contributed to ambiguity seeking, and pointed out a new psychological process.

Study 1 examined the effect of temporal distance on ambiguity seeking in gambling decisions. We propose that, when a gamble is played 
in distant future, as compared to near future, people may demonstrate greater ambiguity seeking. If illusory control is the underlying mecha-
nism, ambiguity seeking should be reflected in terms of the judged winning likelihood. To test these hypotheses, we modified the classic 
Ellsberg’s experimental paradigm (Ellsberg 1961) and asked participants to guess the color of a ball that would be drawn from some bottle(s) 
for a $2 prize. Ambiguity was defined as uncertainty about a probability (Frisch and Baron 1988) and operationalized in many past research 
as a range of interval (e.g., Curley and Yates 1985; Kuhn 1997). Following this definition, participants in one condition (i.e. the condition with 
ambiguous probability) saw two bottles: one was described as containing 30 - 50% more white marbles than blue marbles, and the other 40% 
more blue marbles than white marbles. A die would be tossed to decide from which bottle the ball would be drawn. In comparison, partici-
pants in the other condition (e.g. the condition with precise probability) were presented with one bottle that was described as containing 50% 
white and 50% blue marbles. Temporal distance was manipulated by telling half of the participants that the ball would be drawn in 5 minutes 
and the other half of the participants that it would be drawn on the next day. Then they guessed the color and estimated their own probability 
of winning. Consistent with our hypothesis, the estimated winning likelihood was greater in response to the 1-day delay than to the 5-minute 
delay when the gamble was described ambiguously (0.58 vs. 0.47, p < .001); however, this tendency diminished greatly when the gamble was 
described precisely (0.53 vs. 0.51, p = .413). 

Study 2 examined how having an option to select a product item from a chosen product influence ambiguity seeking. To illustrate, in the 
marketplace, consumers usually either get to select an item amongst similar SKU (e.g., picking up a box of vacuum cleaner amongst similar 
ones at the store floor) or have to rely on a store assistant to get an item for them (e.g., there is only 1 display item for each SKU on the store 
floor and the store assistant have to retrieve available stock from the store storage).We propose that consumers who are allowed to freely 
pick up a product from many others, as compared to those who are not allowed to do so, may demonstrate greater ambiguity-seeking towards 
product information that may be amenable to illusory control. We tested these hypotheses in a lab which simulated a marketplace setting. 
Participant entered a lab one at a time and was asked to make a choice between two brands of MP4 based on constructed product information. 
Ambiguity was manipulated by varying the “failure rate” product information. To explain, in one condition, failure rate of brand-B was given 
as range from 10-26%; in the other condition, failure rate of brand-B was given precisely as 18% (which was the center of 10-26%). Failure 
rate of brand-A was 22% in both conditions. Ratings for two other non-failure-rate attributes (e.g., sound quality) were also calibrated to make 
the two brands relatively comparable. To manipulate how participants pick up a product, in one condition, ten real items of each brand were 
displayed together on the table, and participants were allowed to pick up any item as their choice. In the other condition, only one item of each 
brand was displayed on the table, and participants were told that once they made a choice, the shop assistant (i.e. the experimenter) would 
get them another box of the same item from the storage (participants were told there are 10 “available stock” available). All participants then 
indicated their choice, relative preference (measured from 1-“definitely prefer brand-A” to 10-“definitely prefer brand-B”) and estimated the 
failure rate of the product they would get. As predicted, allowing participants to pick up an item, compared to not allowing them to do so, led 
to a greater preference towards (and also greater choice over) brand-B when its failure rate was described ambiguously (6.58 vs. 5.09, p < 
.05), but not when it was described precisely (5.40 vs. 5.92, p = .49). More importantly, the estimated failure rate fully mediated the interactive 


