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Abstract The factors that motivate commitment to
behavioral change (e.g., quitting smoking) are important in
understanding self-regulation processes. The current
research examines how an individual’s motivational orien-
tation during deliberation affects the likelihood that they will
commit to change. Building on the insights of regulatory
mode theory (Higgins et al. in Advances in experimental
social psychology. Academic Press, New York, vol 35,
pp 293-344, 2003), we propose that increased commitment
to change can result from increased locomotion motivation
in the deliberation phase. Three studies provide evidence that
increased commitment to change is related to locomotion
motivation arising either from a chronic orientation or from a
movement-focused deliberation tactic that intensifies that
orientation. Although locomotion motivation is typically
associated with goal pursuit, the current work highlights the
impact that locomotion motivation can have on commitment
to change in the initial deliberation phase.

Keywords Regulatory mode - Goal commitment -
Change - Deliberation - Motivation

Introduction

As most of us can attest, change is hard. Quitting smoking,
starting exercising, and changing careers are all examples of
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difficult self-regulatory decisions in which individuals must
decide whether to continue with their current state (smoking,
not exercising, working in a cubicle) or change to some new
state (not smoking, exercising, pursuing one’s art). Fur-
thermore, as most of us also can attest, we sometimes fail to
change despite our desire to do so. While some people start to
change but fail to stick with it (failures of goal pursuit), there
are also the quieter failures of those who desire change but
never muster the courage to commit to it (failures of delib-
eration). The current research explores how an individual’s
motivational orientation affects the likelihood that people
will commit to change in the deliberation phase of self-reg-
ulation, particularly when deliberating about difficult,
ambivalence-evoking change decisions.

Traditional phase models of self-regulation distinguish
between the preactional, deliberation phase and the actional
goal pursuit phase, each involving different self-regulatory
concerns (e.g., Gollwitzer and Moskowitz 1996; Gollwitzer
1990; Heckhausen and Gollwitzer 1987; Lewin et al. 1944,
Prochaska et al. 1992; Rothman et al. 2004; Weinstein et al.
1998). Within these models, the primary concern of the
deliberation phase is seen as comparing and evaluating
options; deliberation is about thoroughly engaging with the
content of the decision in order to decide whether or not to
commit to action. The primary concern of the goal pursuit
phase is seen as action; goal pursuit is about movement
from a current state towards some desired end-state (or
away from some undesired end-state) (Gollwitzer 1990;
Heckhausen and Gollwitzer 1987).

The distinct concerns linked to each phase suggest that a
motivational orientation related to comparison and evalu-
ation (i.e., assessment) would be most relevant in the
deliberation phase, whereas a motivational orientation
related to movement (i.e., locomotion) would be most
relevant in the goal pursuit phase.
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Building on the insights of regulatory mode theory
(Higgins et al. 2003; Kruglanski et al. 2000), however, it is
possible to decouple assessment and locomotion concerns
from specific self-regulatory phases. Regulatory mode
theory argues that locomotion (concern with moving from
state to state) and assessment (concern with comparing and
evaluating different options) are functionally independent,
and that both locomotion and assessment can be involved
in both deliberation and goal pursuit. Furthermore, indi-
viduals can differ (chronically or momentarily) in the
emphasis that they place on one mode over another, such
that people can be predominantly concerned with loco-
motion or predominantly concerned with assessment. In
other words, while assessment is certainly an important
part of the deliberation phase, it is possible that some
people, or that some deliberative processes, would place
more or less emphasis on locomotion during the delibera-
tion phase and that this would subsequently affect com-
mitment to change. Thus, we propose that: (a) locomotion
motivation may play an important role during deliberation
when individuals are facing difficult change decisions; and
(b) a deliberation approach specifically designed to activate
locomotion concerns will be particularly helpful to people
who have chronically high locomotion motivation,
strengthening commitment to change.

Factors affecting commitment to change

Classic approaches to understanding what matters for
decision commitment have argued that the extent to which
individuals will commit to change is dependent on the
content of deliberation; that is, what factors they consider
as they weigh whether or not to commit to change. In
particular, these approaches have focused on expectancy
beliefs (e.g., the likelihood that a new exercise regime will
produce a svelte body; the belief that an individual is
capable of giving up cigarettes) and subjective outcome
value (e.g., the value of a svelte body; the value of a life
without cigarettes) as the primary and often sole predictors
of commitment to a decision. Specifically, the expec-
tancy x value framework is at the core of most models of
decision commitment (e.g., Ajzen 1991; Ajzen and Fish-
bein 1980; Gollwitzer 1990; Janis and Mann 1977; Kru-
glanski et al. 2002; Locke and Latham 1990; Prochaska
et al. 1992).

Given the dominance of expectancy x value approa-
ches for understanding commitment to a decision, it is not
surprising that most interventions designed to increase
behavior change target some aspect of this deliberative
content (i.e., information about outcomes; identifying
barriers related to expectancies) (for reviews, see Abraham
and Michie 2008; Webb and Sheeran 2006). Less attention

has been paid to the deliberative process itself—the way in
which individuals engage with that content. However,
when individuals are facing difficult change decisions, an
individual’s motivational orientation while engaging with
that content may play a particularly important role in
commitment to change (cf. Latimer et al. 2008; Oettingen
et al. 2001; Spiegel et al. 2004).

How people deliberate: Assessment and locomotion
dynamics

Both traditional phase models and regulatory mode theory
include locomotion and assessment as essential compo-
nents of self-regulation. Although the ways in which they
define these concepts are similar, they differ in their
underlying assumptions about why people assess or loco-
mote. According to traditional phase models, people assess
(deliberate) in order to locomote (implement) their desired
goals (e.g., Carver and Scheier 1981, 1998; Gollwitzer
1990; Heckhausen and Gollwitzer 1987). In other words,
assessment and locomotion occur at different self-regula-
tory phases and are completely interdependent within self-
regulation. According to regulatory mode theory, in con-
trast, people can value both assessment and locomotion as
ends in themselves (Higgins et al. 2003; Kruglanski et al.
2000).1 In other words, both assessment and locomotion
may play a role in both pre-actional and actional phases of
self-regulation.

A person in assessment mode values the process of
making comparisons as an end in itself (Higgins et al.
2003). For an assessor, contemplating the pros and cons of
joining the YMCA vs. Health & Racquet is more important
than the outcome itself. Due to the assessor’s concern with
the full consideration of all options, assessment is associ-
ated with a preference for a full evaluation strategy that
allows for all possible comparisons in a decision-making
task (Avnet and Higgins 2003) and with a preference for
stasis over change (Kruglanski et al. 2007; Mannetti et al.
2010). In other words, assessors prefer no change (no

' A thorough review of the convergent and discriminant validity of
regulatory mode theory in relation to related psychological and
motivational constructs is described in Kruglanski et al. (2000). It is
worth pointing out, however, that assessment and locomotion modes
are distinct from state and action orientations as defined by Kuhl
(1994). In Kuhl’s model, action orientation captures aspects of both
locomotion and assessment (in that action orientation involves
locomotion in relation to a specific end-state) and is related to the
actional phase of self-regulation. In contrast, locomotion in regulatory
mode theory is simply movement (not tied to a specific end-state) and
can be involved in all phases of self-regulation. In addition, whereas
state orientation in Kuhl’s model is generally related to ineffective
self-regulation, assessment is seen as a vital and important aspect of
effective self-regulation within regulatory mode theory.

@ Springer



116

Motiv Emot (2012) 36:114-129

action) over a potentially wrong change (Higgins et al.
2003). Indeed, putting off commitment to change allows an
assessor to perseverate in what they love the most—com-
parison and critical evaluation.

In contrast, locomotion is a motivational orientation that
is about the value of movement as an end in itself (Lewin
1951). Locomotion is concerned with movement from state
to state (e.g., “changes in position in the life space”).
Consequently, locomotors prefer dynamic action over sta-
sis (Kruglanski et al. 2007; Mannetti et al. 2010) and
exhibit a decision-making preference for a progressive
elimination strategy, where the poorer option for a given
criterion is discarded at each step (Avnet and Higgins
2003). Such an approach allows them to “get on with it”
and maintain movement. While this movement may be in
service of a goal, it is not advancement per se that is valued
in locomotion motivation, but the experience of movement
or change itself (Higgins et al. 2003).

It has often been assumed that increased assessment in
deliberation (e.g., more exhaustive deliberation) may be
beneficial for goal commitment (e.g., Hoyt and Janis 1975;
Janis and Mann 1977). Indeed, under conditions in which
individuals are clearly able to determine that a new state is
better than their current state, exhaustive deliberation may
lead to increased commitment to change. Many interven-
tion approaches thus focus on how to make the content
itself favorable to change (e.g., giving people reasons why
exercise is good or trying to increase self-efficacy about
one’s ability to request safe sex) such that increased
assessment will lead to the logical conclusion: change is
good (e.g., Abraham and Michie 2008; Chatzisarantis and
Hagger 2005). There is also evidence that the experience of
“completed deliberation” may be critical for signaling the
end of the deliberation phase. Gollwitzer et al. (1990)
suggested that “subjects who are made to solve all possible
predecisional tasks should experience a full-blown delib-
erative state of mind and thus feel closer to making a
change decision than subjects who only solved a partial set
of these tasks” (p. 43). They predicted and found that this
“full blown deliberative state of mind” could be achieved
either by having individuals engage in an exhaustive pre-
decisional deliberation exercise or by having individuals
perform exhaustive postdecisional exercises (as if they had
already decided). Individuals who engaged in these
exhaustive deliberation tasks showed greater commitment
to change decisions than individuals who engaged in only a
partial set of these tasks.

However, if one takes seriously the idea that the delib-
eration phase represents a self-regulatory challenge pre-
cisely because sometimes there is no dominating option,
then one must consider the possibility that exhaustive
deliberation could leave some individuals “stuck” in the
trade-offs associated with each choice. Under conditions in
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which the evidence falls in equal proportion on both sides
of changing versus not changing, increased assessment
during deliberation may simply leave some individuals
spinning their wheels. For an individual who is truly
ambivalent about change, exhaustive deliberation about
content may not be enough, partly because an intensified
assessment state could preclude the emergence of a clear
stop signal. In an assessment state, where making com-
parisons is an end in itself, when is enough assessing
enough? This suggests the possibility that when individuals
face a difficult change decision, increased assessment
motivation during deliberation could even make delibera-
tion less effective in instigating change.

In contrast, increased locomotion motivation in delib-
eration could, by itself, increase commitment to change.
The advantage of locomotion motivation, according to
regulatory mode theory (Higgins et al. 2003; Kruglanski
et al. 2000), is that it does not require a clearly superior
alternative-state in order to desire change. Within the
locomotion system, movement itself, i.e., change itself, is
valued (Mannetti et al. 2010). In other words, commitment
to change does not require that a new alternative state be
more desired than the current state or even that the new
alternative state is itself a desirable state (i.e., more pros
than cons). Instead, within the locomotion system, an
option just needs to constitute an opportunity for move-
ment in order to increase the likelihood that the locomotion
system will commit to change. Given this, increased
locomotion motivation during deliberation should increase
commitment to change regardless of whether locomotion
motivation comes from an individual’s chronic orientation,
from a deliberation process that encourages the value of
change itself, or from an intensification of an individual’s
chronic locomotion orientation. Indeed, it’s possible,
though speculative, that the “postdecisional exercise”
condition in the Gollwitzer et al. (1990) study, where
participants acted as if they had already entered the next
phase of implementation, was effective not only because it
led to a “full blown deliberative state of mind” but also
because it induced a locomotive state of mind.

The role of regulatory fit in regulatory mode dynamics

We have proposed that intensifying locomotion motivation
in deliberation may increase commitment to change,
regardless of whether it comes from a chronic orientation, a
deliberation tactic that promotes locomotion, or through
the intensification of an individual’s chronic locomotion
orientation. This latter prediction arises from regulatory fit
theory (Higgins 2000) and is worth developing a bit more,
given that some of the current predictions, although con-
sistent with regulatory fit theory, diverge somewhat from
the typical regulatory fit study in the literature.
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Regulatory fit occurs when people pursue a goal in a
manner that fits their underlying motivational orientation,
intensifying and sustaining that motivational orientation.
Thus, an individual who is chronically high in locomotion
and uses strategies consistent with that system will be more
engaged, such that the tendencies of the locomotion system
are intensified (Higgins 2000, 2006). Because we posit that
locomotion motivation should be generally related to
commitment to change, we should be especially likely to
see locomotion effects emerge under conditions of regu-
latory fit, when locomotion motivation is presumably
strongest. Indeed, it could be that in some cases, the pre-
dicted effects of locomotion will only occur when moti-
vation levels are intensified by regulatory fit.

In contrast, we have argued that assessment motivation
may not have a direct or simple relationship to commitment to
change. As with locomotion, assessment motivation may arise
from either a chronic or state orientation, and can be intensi-
fied through regulatory fit. As we described earlier, increased
assessment in deliberation may effectively lead to commit-
ment to change when the new state clearly wins out. However,
it may also heighten the extent to which these individuals feel
conflicted or stuck (e.g., polarizing pros and cons), potentially
weakening commitment. Intensified assessment could also
increase the likelihood that individuals will want to continue
assessing (or leave the door open for more assessing), reduc-
ing the likelihood of firm commitment to change. While it is
true that regulatory fit could affect how assessors engage in
and experience the decision-making process (cf. Avnet and
Higgins 2003), the predicted effects for commitment to
change are more complex when someone experiences both
change and non-change having both benefits and costs. In
sum, unlike locomotion, assessment is unlikely to have a
simple relation to commitment to change, whether the moti-
vation arises from one’s chronic assessment orientation, a
deliberation tactic that promotes assessment, or through the
intensification of an individual’s assessment orientation.

Overview of studies

Three studies explored how increased locomotion motiva-
tion in deliberation may affect commitment to change.
Studies 1 and 2 examined how chronic locomotion moti-
vation and movement-focused deliberation tactics work
together to produce commitment to change. Study 3 tested
more directly the proposed mechanism for the locomotion
effect by (a) measuring the extent to which individuals high
in locomotion value change in general and (b) examining
whether this mediated an actual behavioral choice to
change or not. Together, the current studies suggest that
locomotion motivation may play a significant role in
commitment to change not just in goal pursuit, but also in
goal deliberation. Furthermore, the studies suggest that

beyond the content of the deliberation, an individual’s
motivational state in deliberation can influence commit-
ment to change.

Study 1

Study 1 examined the effect of chronic motivation and dif-
ferent deliberation tactics on commitment to change. Par-
ticipants deliberated about a change decision using either an
exhaustive-focused deliberation tactic that serves the
assessment system or a movement-focused deliberation
tactic that serves the locomotion system. We predicted that
locomotion motivation should be related to increased com-
mitment to change, particularly when an individual’s chronic
locomotion orientation was intensified by a movement-
focused deliberation tactic. It was less clear whether chronic
locomotion or a movement-focused deliberation tactic
would by itself be enough to produce the commitment effect.
In contrast, we predicted that assessment motivation would
be unrelated to commitment to change, or even negatively
related to change, irrespective of the source of the assessment
motivation (chronic, exhaustive-focused deliberation tactic,
or the combination of the two).

Method
FParticipants

Participants included 90 students who were paid for their
participation.” Of these participants, five participants were
excluded for not following the deliberation instructions
(e.g., skipping sections, writing detailed paragraphs about
pros of current state when asked to simply list pros). Of the
remaining 85 participants, 43 were female, 42 were male,
and the mean age was 22.9 years. There was no main effect
of gender, nor did it interact with other variables, so it will
not be discussed further.

There was no significant difference between included and
excluded participants on commitment to change,
F(1,88) = 1.41, p = .24 (Minclugea = 6.41, SD = 2.18;
Mexclugea = 7.60, SD = 1.95). Participants who were
excluded because they did not follow the instructions were
significantly ~ higher in  assessment  motivation,

2 To meet the criterion for participation, participants had to be able to
provide a change decision for which they had not yet reached
resolution using a measure adapted from Gollwitzer et al. (1990).
Participants had to indicate on a 13 cm line how close they were to
the act of making a change decision. Participants who indicated that
they were “past having made a decision” did not meet the criterion
for participation. In Study 1, 8 participants failed to meet the criterion.
No one failed to meet the criterion in Study 2. The number of
participants described in each study were those who met the criterion
for participation.
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F(1,88) = 10.03, p <.01 (Mincugea = 4.24, SD = .65;
M exciudea = 5.71, SD = .18). There was no difference in
locomotion motivation, F(1,88) = 2.35, p = .13, although
there was a tendency for excluded participants to be lower
in locomotion motivation (Miyciugeqa = 4.40, SD = .71;
Mexctudea = 3.59, SD = 2.24). The pattern of results remains
the same with and without these excluded participants.

Procedure

Participants were recruited for a social psychology study.
When they arrived for the experimental session, they were
told that they would be participating in a study examining
how people figure out where they stand with regards to
making a decision to change. Participants first completed
the 24-item regulatory mode scale that measures chronic
locomotion and assessment motivation (Kruglanski et al.
2000) and other personality scales unrelated to the current
study before reading the first instructions regarding the
change decision. After reading a description of the type of
difficult, ambivalent change decisions in which we were
interested, participants indicated what change decision they
would be deliberating about. In order to ensure that par-
ticipants understood the instructions, participants indicated
where they currently stood with regards to making this
decision. Participants were then given a packet containing
the deliberation manipulation. After completing the delib-
eration, participants completed a final questionnaire
assessing commitment towards the change goal, were
debriefed, paid $8, and thanked.

Materials
Regulatory mode scale

To measure locomotion and assessment, participants indi-
cated their agreement with statements reflecting both sys-
tems on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly
agree). Assessment was measured with 12 items such as “I
often compare myself with other people” and “I like eval-
uating other people’s plans.” Locomotion was measured
with 12 items such as “I am a doer” and “I enjoy actively
doing things, more than just watching and observing.” Scale
reliability was comparable to that reported by Kruglanski
et al. (2000): assessment subscale Cronbach’s o = .74,
locomotion subscale Cronbach’s o = .81. The two scales
were uncorrelated, r = —.02, p = .88 (Mjocomotion = 4-40;
SD = .71; Mssessment = 4.24; SD = .71).

Instructions regarding change decision

Participants were told that the purpose of the study was to
investigate “how people figure out where they stand with
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respect to whether they should pursue particular personal
goals, especially significant life changes.” Participants
were given several examples of relevant change decisions
in which we were interested—decisions that “involve a
change in state, from the current state, sometimes called
the status quo, to a different state, a ‘new state.” One might
think of these decisions as ones in which you are con-
templating ‘Do I want to make a change? Should I pursue
something new or continue with where I am/what I am
doing now?’” Examples included cases in which a change
from the current state required starting some new behavior
(e.g., beginning to exercise) and cases in which a change
from the current state required stopping some current
behavior (e.g., quitting smoking).

Manipulation of deliberation tactics

In the Exhaustive-focused deliberation condition, four sets
of prompts (pros of current state; cons of current state; pros
of new state; cons of new state) asked participants to
consider thoroughly all of the pros and cons of both the
current state and the new state. Participants always
received prompts for the current state prior to prompts for
the new state, but the order of pros/cons within state was
counterbalanced across participants. All four prompts in
the Exhaustive-focused condition were designed to get
participants to fully elaborate on issues related to their
decision (e.g., to discuss the “importance of each of the
pros of the new state and weigh them; for each, is this a
major or minor factor? How strongly do you feel about
each pro? How much does it impact your decision
regarding the proposed new state?”). For these prompts,
participants were instructed to take as much time and space
as they needed to respond to each prompt.

In the Movement-focused deliberation condition, par-
ticipants received the elaboration prompts for the cons of
the current state and the pros of the new state, but they
received less elaborate prompts for the pros of the current
state and the cons of the new state (i.e., “simply list the
pros [cons] of your current state [new state]. Just list the
first things that come to mind and then move to the next
page”). Thus, the Movement-focused condition was biased
towards initiating change because participants elaborated
fully on the cons of the current state and the pros of the
new state while only minimally considering the pros of the
current state and the cons of the new state.

Commitment to change

The dependent variable was commitment to the goal of
changing, assessed using a validated, unidimensional
5-item goal commitment scale developed by Klein et al.
(2001). The scale captures several elements of
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commitment: determination to persist, intention to devote
effort, and an unwillingness to abandon the pursuit (see
also Austin and Vancouver 1996; Brunstein 1993;
Hollenbeck and Klein 1987; Locke and Latham 1990).
Commitment was assessed on an 11-point scale ranging
from O to 10, with higher numbers indicating greater
commitment to the goal of changing. Examples of items
include “It would not take much for me to abandon this
goal” (reverse-scored) and “I am strongly committed to
pursuing this goal.” The mean of the five items served as
the measure of commitment to the goal of changing.

Results and discussion

Deliberation type, locomotion, and assessment were all
entered simultaneously in the multiple regression analyses.
That is, analyses involving locomotion and assessment
always controlled for the other. Locomotion and assessment
were mean-centered, and deliberation was effect-coded
(Exhaustive-focused = —.5, Movement-focused = .5).

There was no significant main effect of deliberation
type, standardized f = .14 (95% confidence interval
[CI] = —.06, .34; all subsequent Cls refer to 95% cover-
age), #(79) = 1.33, p =.19 (Movement-focused M =
7.53, SD = 1.66; Exhaustive-focused M = 7.09, SD =
1.74). However, there was a significant main effect of
chronic locomotion orientation, f = .32 (CI = .10, .54),
1(79) = 3.00, p = .004, such that as locomotion increased,
commitment to change increased (Muigh (+1 SD) Locomotion =
7.87, CI =732, 833; Miow (-1 SD) Locomotion = 0.73,
CI = 6.25, 7.25). As predicted, there was no significant
main effect for chronic assessment orientation, ff = .17
(CI = —.03, .37), ((79) = 1.59, ns.

As predicted, there was also a marginally significant
locomotion x deliberation type interaction, f = .20
(CI = —.02, 42), 1(76) = 1.90, p = .06. To clarify the
nature of this interaction, the relevant contrasts (simple
slopes) were tested for one standard deviation above and
below the mean on locomotion. Consistent with our pre-
dictions, as chronic locomotion increased in the Exhaus-
tive-focused deliberation condition, there was no effect on
commitment to change, f = .30 (CI= —.28, .88),
1(76) = 1.03, p = .31, but as chronic locomotion increased
in the Movement-focused deliberation condition, commit-
ment to change significantly increased, f = 1.04
(CI = 42, 1.66), t(76) = 3.52, p < .001. Moreover, high
chronic locomotors in the Movement-focused deliberation
were significantly more committed to change (M = 8.44,
CI = 7.70, 9.18) than high chronic locomotors in the
Exhaustive-focused deliberation (M = 7.30, CI = 6.61,
7.98), p = .67 (CI = .07, 1.27), #(76) = 2.26, p < .03. In
contrast, there was no difference between low locomotors
in the Movement-focused deliberation (M = 6.83,
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Fig. 1 Effect of locomotion and deliberation type on goal commit-
ment (Study 1). The figure displays predicted goal commitment for
low (one standard deviation below the mean) and high (one standard
deviation above the mean) locomotors

CI = 5.90, 7.33) and low locomotors in the Exhaustive-
focused deliberation (M = 6.61, CI = 6.12, 7.53), ff =
—.13 (CI = —.71, .45), (76) < 1 (see Fig. 1). There was
no significant assessment x deliberation type interaction,
B =—.04 (CI = —.24, .16), 1(76) < 1.

The results of Study 1 provide initial evidence for the
importance of locomotion motivation during deliberation
in regard to committing to change. At the chronic level,
there was a significant main effect of locomotion such that
commitment to change increased as chronic locomotion
strength increased. In addition, the Movement-focused
deliberation led to greater goal commitment for high
locomotors than the Exhaustive-focused deliberation. This
suggests that increased locomotion motivation in deliber-
ation, arising both from a chronic orientation and from a
deliberative approach which serves that orientation (i.e.,
regulatory fit), can lead to greater commitment to changing
from the current state to a new state. Because the move-
ment-focused deliberation sustains or fits the underlying
motivation (i.e., supports the locomotion orientation
toward movement), locomotors in this condition were more

> There was also a significant three-way interaction between
locomotion, assessment, and deliberation type, f = .23 (CI = .01,
45), «(75) = 2.15, p = .03, suggesting that the locomotion effect on
commitment in the Movement-focused condition was dependent on
high assessment also being present. This result is consistent with
some earlier findings showing a performance advantage for high
locomotion when it is combined with high (vs. low) assessment (e.g.,
Kruglanski et al. 2000), but it was not predicted in the current context.
Furthermore, as this interaction did not replicate in Study 2, it will not
be discussed further.
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likely to commit to change. As expected, the Movement-
focused deliberation produced greater commitment to
change for high locomotors but not for high assessors. In
addition, the results of this study did not support a view
that exhaustive deliberation necessarily results in greater
commitment to change. There was no evidence that either
chronic assessment motivation or the Exhaustive-focused
deliberation led to increased commitment to change
overall.

Study 2

Study 1 supports the proposal that increased locomotion
during the deliberation phase increases commitment to
change. It did not address whether this increased commit-
ment to change lasts beyond the deliberation period. Study
2 addressed this question by measuring commitment to
change 3 weeks after the deliberation period. A second
objective of Study 2 was to replicate the effects of Study 1
using a different manipulation of deliberation type in which
the content of the decision-making process would be the
same for all participants. While all participants were asked
to address the same issues in deliberation, the framing
represented the approach as either serving locomotion
concerns (Movement-focused) or as serving assessment
concerns (Exhaustive-focused).

A third objective of Study 2 was to more fully address
the question of whether it is possible to increase commit-
ment to change using a content-free intervention technique.
As discussed in more detail in the introduction, part of the
added value of the current approach is that it emphasizes
how changing the deliberative process can affect goal
commitment independent of changing deliberative content
(e.g., changing the content of the new state to make it more
appealing). It should be noted, however, that although our
approach does not directly target the content of delibera-
tion, there is still the possibility that the effect of high
locomotion on increasing commitment to change is medi-
ated by its impact on deliberative content, such as sub-
jective value or self-efficacy beliefs. Consequently, in
Study 2 participants also answered questions about the
subjective value of the new state and their self-efficacy
beliefs about the new state. Including these measures
allowed for tests of potential mediation by these content
factors.

Finally, in designing Study 2, there was an additional
consideration. Study 1 involved the implicit assumption
that although ambivalent, most individuals are biased
towards wanting change in these situations (cf. Perugini
and Bagozzi 2004). But what if this assumption was
wrong? What if, instead, some individuals in Study 1 were
biased towards wanting to stick with the status quo? This
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could explain why some high assessors or some of those in
the Exhaustive-focused deliberation condition did not
commit more to change. Perhaps for these individuals, their
commitment to the status quo increased. Thus, the possi-
bility remains that an exhaustive deliberation was effective
for some high assessors by strengthening their commitment
not to change (i.e., more committed than ever to the status
quo). Study 1 was not designed to address this potential
issue. Study 2 addressed this issue by including only those
individuals relevant to the research question— people who
are, indeed, open to the idea of change. Individuals who
want to remain in their current state, i.e., who from the
beginning do not want to change, were excluded in Study 2
(cf. Prochaska et al. 1992).

Method
Participants and design

Eighty-nine individuals (31 females, 57 males, 1 missing,
mean age 22.63 (SD = 4.77) years) participated in this
study for $8. Participants were randomly assigned to one of
two deliberation conditions: Exhaustive-focused frame or
Movement-focused frame. As in Study 1, participants were
recruited for a general social psychology study. It was not
until they arrived for the experimental session that they
were told the more specific purpose of the study.

Prior to deliberation, all participants were asked to
indicate whether they would choose to be in the current
state or the new state if they had a magic wand and could
magically and effortlessly be where they wanted to be.
16% of participants reported that they would choose the
current state, 46% of participants reported that they would
choose the new state, and 38% of participants reported that
they didn’t know. We excluded from all analyses the par-
ticipants who reported that they would choose the current
state with the magic wand (14 participants). The remaining
sample contained 75 participants (25 females, 49 males, 1
missing, mean age 22.9 (SD = 5.09) years).* Including all
participants in the analyses does not change the pattern of
results. In addition, including the magic wand question as a
covariate does not change the pattern of results for either
initial commitment or follow-up commitment.

* There was no difference between included and excluded partici-
pants in terms of locomotion motivation, F(1, 87) = 1.46, p = .23
(Mincludcd = 419, SD = 66, Mcxcludcd = 442, SD = 64) Included
participants were significantly lower in assessment motivation, F(1,
87) = 4.83, p = .03 (Minctudea = 4.13, SD = .68; Mexclugea = 4.61,
SD = 1.10). Included participants were marginally higher on initial
commitment, F(1, 87) = 3.15, p = .08 (Minciugea = 7-26, SD = 1.62;
Meycludea = 6.37, SD = 2.18), but did not differ in terms of commit-
ment 3 weeks later, F(1, 87) = 1.27, p = .26 (Minciudea = 8.14,
SD = 1.84; Mexciudea = 740, SD = 2.68).
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72% of participants completed the online follow-up
questionnaire approximately 3 weeks (M = 20.8 days,
SD = 5.18) after completion of the lab session. There was no
difference between participants who completed the web
follow-up and did not complete the web follow-up in terms of
reported commitment at the end of the first session, F(I1,
73) = 1.99, p = .16, though the trend was that those who
completed the follow-up were more committed initially
M =742 (SD = 1.53) vs. M = 6.84 (SD = 1.80). There
was also no difference between participants who did and did
not complete the web follow-up in terms of regulatory mode
(Assessmentgiq not complete  web M =415 (SD = 44),
Assessmentcompleted web M = 4.12(SD = .75), F(1,73) < 1,
Locomotiongig not complete web M = 4.17 (SD = .68), Loco-
motioNcompleted webs M = 4.20 (SD = .66)), F(1,73) < 1).
There was also no difference in completion rates by delib-
eration type. Of the 21 participants who did not complete the
online follow-up, 11 were in the Exhaustive-focused delib-
eration condition and 10 were in the Movement-focused
deliberation condition.

Procedure and materials

The procedure was the same as Study 1 except that a different
deliberation manipulation was used. In addition, a few new
measures were included which are described below.

Regulatory mode

As in Study 1, scale reliability was comparable to Kru-
glanski et al. (2000): assessment subscale Cronbach’s
o = .77, locomotion subscale Cronbach’s o = .81. The
two scales were marginally significantly correlated, r =
19, p = .10 Miocomotion = 4.19, SD = .66; Missessment =
4.13; SD = .68).

Deliberation prompts

In this study, all participants received an identical deliberation
prompt that asked them to consider the pros and cons of
changing versus not changing from their current state (adapted
from Prochaska et al. 1994). The deliberation prompt asked
participants to consider both the pros and cons of their current
state and the potential new state. Although the deliberation
prompt was identical in both conditions, participants received
one of two messages that framed the deliberation in terms of
“exhaustiveness” or in terms of “movement.”

Movement-focused deliberation frame (Serving locomotion
system)

In the Movement-focused framing of the deliberation, a
banner at the top of the page read “One who moves not

forward goes backward!” (cf. Higgins et al. 2003). Par-
ticipants read a brief paragraph in which the deliberation
was framed as serving movement. As part of this para-
graph, the Director of National Institute of Decision-
Making (NIDM) was quoted: “When individuals are stuck
in an ambivalent state, it’s most effective to adopt a ‘just do
it’ attitude...Deliberation can get you “unstuck” by
prompting action and progress—whether to maintain
action in the current state or to make a change.”

Exhaustive-focused deliberation frame (Serving assessment
system)

In the Exhaustive-focused framing, a banner at the top of
the page read “Think on the end before you begin!” (cf.
Higgins et al. 2003). Participants read a brief paragraph in
which the deliberation was framed as serving critical
comparison. The director of the National Institute of
Decision-Making (NIDM) was quoted: “When individuals
are stuck in an ambivalent state, it’s most effective to adopt
a ‘do it right’ attitude...Deliberation can get you to the
“right place” by allowing for careful contemplation about
whether to stay in the current state or make a change.”

Subjective value of the new state

Participants were also asked two questions to assess the
subjective value of the new state on 11-point scales ranging
from O to 10. Participants indicated how positive making
this particular change would be on a scale from 0 (not at all
positive) to 10 (extremely positive) and how negative
making this particular change would be on a scale from 0
(not at all negative) to 10 (extremely negative).

Self-efficacy beliefs

Participants were also asked two questions to assess their
self-efficacy beliefs regarding their ability to effect the
change (adapted from Sheeran et al. 2005). Participants
indicated how difficult they felt making the change would
be on an 11-point scale from O (not at all difficult) to 10
(extremely difficult). Participants indicated how certain
they were that they’d be able to make the change, if they
decided to, also on an 11-point scale from 0 (not at all
certain) to 10 (extremely certain). These questions were
combined into a self-efficacy beliefs index (reverse scoring
difficulty).

Online web follow-up 3 weeks later

The same 5-item goal commitment scale developed by
Klein et al. (2001) was used in the online questionnaire.

@ Springer



122

Motiv Emot (2012) 36:114-129

Results and discussion

Deliberation type, locomotion, and assessment were all
entered simultaneously in the multiple regression analyses.
In other words, analyses involving locomotion and
assessment always controlled for the other. Locomotion
and assessment were mean-centered, and deliberation was
effect-coded (Exhaustive-frame = —.5, Movement-
frame = .5).

Initial commitment to change

There was no significant main effect of deliberation,
p=.12 (CI = —.12, .36), #(71) = 1.04, p = .30 (Move-
ment-focused M = 7.49, SD = 1.60; Exhaustive-focused
M = 7.01, SD = 1.63). There was no significant main
effect of locomotion, f =.10 (CI= —.14, .34),
t(71) = .86, p = .40, or assessment, f = .05 (CI = —.19,
29), 1(71) = 44, p = .66.

As predicted, however, there was a significant deliber-
ation frame x locomotion interaction, § = .35 (CI = .07,
.63), 1(68) = 2.52, p = .01. To clarify the nature of this
interaction, the predicted values for commitment were
calculated for one standard deviation above and below the
mean on locomotion and the relevant contrasts (simple
slopes) were tested. As chronic locomotion increased in the
Movement-focused frame condition, commitment to
change significantly increased, f = .74 (CI = .08, 1.40),
1(68) = 2.25, p = .03, while as locomotion increased in
the Exhaustive-focused frame condition, there was a mar-
ginally significant decrease in commitment, § = —.67

11

Deliberation Frame
~+#=Exhaustive-Focused

10 ——Movement-focused ||

Goal Commitment
o

Low Locomotion High Locomotion

Fig. 2 Effect of locomotion and deliberation frame on initial goal
commitment (Study 2). The figure displays predicted goal commit-
ment for low (one standard deviation below the mean) and high (one
standard deviation above the mean) locomotors
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Fig. 3 Effect of locomotion and deliberation frame on follow-up goal
commitment, 3 weeks later (Study 2). The figure displays predicted
goal commitment for low (one standard deviation below the mean)
and high (one standard deviation above the mean) locomotors

(CI = —1.47, .13), #(68) = —1.70, p = .09. High loco-
motors in the Movement-focused frame were significantly
more committed to change (M = 8.01, CI = 7.33, 8.68)
than high locomotors in the Exhaustive-focused frame
(M =6.28, CI =5.32, 7.24), f = .99 (CI = .25, 1.73),
1(68) = 2.8, p = .007. There was no significant difference
between low locomotors in the Movement-focused frame
(M = 6.87, CI = 6.14, 7.61) and low locomotors in the
Exhaustive-focused frame (M = 7.42, CI = 6.67, 8.17),
p=-42 (CI =-1.10, .26), t =1.00, p = .32 (see
Fig. 2). The assessment x deliberation frame interaction
was non-significant, f = .19 (CI = —.05, .43), #(68) =
1.61, p = .11.

Commitment to change follow-up (3 weeks later)

There was a main effect of deliberation frame, such that the
Movement-focused deliberation led to greater commitment
(M =784, SD = 1.57) than the Exhaustive-focused
deliberation (M = 6.32, SD = 1.82), f = .38 (CI = .14,
.62), #(50) = 3.09, p = .003. The main effect of chronic
locomotion was non-significant, f = .20 (CI = —.04, .44),
1(50) = 1.57, p = .12. There was no significant main effect
of assessment, f§ = .15 (CI = —.07, .37), #(50) = 1.34,
p = .19.

Importantly, like Time 1, there was a significant
deliberation frame x locomotion interaction, f = .42
(CI = .10, .74), t(47) = 2.55, p = .01. To clarify the nat-
ure of this interaction, the predicted values for commitment
were calculated for one standard deviation above and
below the mean on locomotion and the relevant contrasts
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were tested. As predicted, in the Movement-focused frame,
increasing chronic locomotion was significantly associated
with increased commitment to change, f = 1.01 (CI =
33, 1.69), 1(47) = 2.91, p = .006, while in the Exhaustive-
focused frame, increasing locomotion was unrelated to
commitment, § = —.64 (CI = —1.58, .30), #(47) = —1.45,
p < .16. High locomotors in the Movement-focused frame
reported significantly higher commitment to change
(M = 8.72, CI = 7.89, 9.56) than high locomotors in the
Exhaustive-focused frame (M = 5.70, CI = 4.53, 6.87),
p = 1.58 (CI = .78, 2.38), 1(47) = 3.99, p < .001. There
was no difference between low locomotors in the Move-
ment-focused (M = 7.01, CI=6.18, 7.85) versus
Exhaustive-focused frame (M = 7.02, CI = 5.95, 8.10),
p=—07 (CI = —.87, .73), t < 1 (see Fig. 3).” Study 2
thus provides evidence that the effects of locomotion
motivation on commitment to change persist for up to
3 weeks. The assessment x deliberation frame interaction
was non-significant, f = .09 (CI = —.13, .31), r < 1.

Subjective value of the new state and self-efficacy beliefs

As detailed below, there was no evidence that the effects
on goal commitment of deliberation frame or its interaction
with locomotion were mediated by the subjective value of
the new state or by self-efficacy beliefs. Including both
measures in the model did not change the significance of
the critical deliberation frame x locomotion interactions
on goal commitment immediately or 3 weeks later.

Of three possible subjective value measures (positive
aspects of making a change to the new state, negative
aspects of making a change to the new state, and the dif-
ference score (positive—negative)), only the positive
aspects of the new state emerged as a marginally significant
predictor of commitment 3 weeks later, f = .27 (CI =
—.01, .55), t(51) = 1.95, p = .06. Neither the negative
aspects of changing nor the difference score were predic-
tive of commitment three weeks later (cf. Prochaska 1994).

To evaluate whether the positive aspect of subjective
value might mediate the effects of locomotion and delib-
eration frame, we regressed the positive aspects of the new
state on locomotion, assessment, deliberation frame, and
the two-way interactions. The only significant effect was a
marginal effect of deliberation frame, f = .23 (CI = —.01,
A7), 1(70) = 1.93, p = .06, such that individuals in the
Movement-focused deliberation reported more positivity
about the new state (M = 8.83, CI = 7.33, 8.68) than

5 The fact that locomotion x Movement-focused frame interaction
was even stronger 3 weeks later rules out a possible concern of item
contamination between the Regulatory Mode questionnaire and the
goal commitment scale. If the goal commitment effects were obtained
solely because of item contamination, one would expect the effects to
weaken or even disappear 3 weeks later.

individuals in the Exhaustive-focused frame (M = 8.18,
CI = 5.32, 7.24). The locomotion x deliberation frame
interaction did not significantly predict positivity about the
new state, f = .10 (CI = —.20, .40), #(67) < 1. Further-
more, there was no evidence that this positivity measure of
subjective value mediated the effect of deliberation frame
on commitment 3 weeks later. When included in the full
regression model, subjective positive value was no longer a
significant predictor, f = .11 (CI = —.15, .37), #(46) < 1.

Similarly, although chronic locomotion was a significant
predictor of greater self-efficacy beliefs, f = .29
(CI = .05, .53), #(71) = 2.50, p = .01, there was no evi-
dence that self-efficacy mediated the locomotion effect on
commitment. When the self-efficacy belief index was
included in the full regression, it was not a significant
predictor of commitment, f = .14 (CI = —.10, .38),
1(46) = 1.18, p = .24.

Gender effects

When gender (effect-coded, female = —.5, male = .5)
was included as a predictor in the models, it emerged as a
significant predictor of initial commitment, = —.34
(CI =-.58, —.10), #69) =2.77, p = .007, such that
women showed higher initial commitment (M = 8.02,
CI = 7.36, 8.68) than men (M = 6.86, CI = 6.39, 7.32).
Gender was no longer a significant predictor of goal
commitment 3 weeks later, f = —.19 (CI = —.47, .09),
1(48) = 1.38, p = .17 (Myomen = 7.60, CI = 6.81, 8.39;
M pen = 6.87, CI = 6.26, 7.49). Importantly, gender did
not moderate any of the locomotion and deliberation frame
effects on goal commitment or action.

Study 2 provides further support for the importance of
locomotion motivation in deliberation. In this study, all
participants were given the same deliberation instructions.
However, the deliberation was framed either as a tactic
serving the locomotion system (Movement-focused) or as a
tactic serving the assessment system (Exhaustive-focused).
As in Study 1, high locomotors who deliberated about a
change decision in a way that served the locomotion sys-
tem (Movement-focused) were more committed to change
both initially and 3 weeks later. A notable difference
between this study and Study 1 is that there was no sig-
nificant main effect of chronic locomotion on goal com-
mitment in this study. We believe that this was due to the
nature of the exhaustive-focused deliberation tactic
employed in Study 2. The Exhaustive-focused framing
clearly emphasized the assessment aspects of deliberation;
this may have created a state of nonfit for high chronic
locomotors that actually disrupted and reduced overall
locomotion motivation (Higgins 2000). If so, this would
have eliminated the main effect of high locomotion. In
Study 1, the exhaustive-focused deliberation may have
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allowed for more flexibility in how chronic locomotors
actually engaged in the process. This study suggests that
there may be conditions in which a standard exhaustive-
focused deliberation will not only not help high locomotors
but will actually hurt them in terms of ultimate goal
commitment.

As in Study 1, there was no evidence to support the
traditional notion that a deliberation tactic that serves to
intensify the assessment system, i.e., a deliberation tactic
that increases exhaustive deliberation, leads to greater goal
commitment. Indeed, 3 weeks later, there was evidence
that, overall, a Movement-focused frame led to greater goal
commitment than the Exhaustive-focused frame. Further-
more, because of the inclusion of the “magic wand”
question in this study, all participants were at least open to
the possibility of change. Consequently, the possibility that
the Exhaustive-focused tactic was effective, but simply led
to greater commitment to the current state, is unlikely.
Thus, Study 2 provides even stronger evidence that
exhaustive deliberation, i.e., the Exhaustive-focused frame,
may not always be “enough” when individuals are con-
fronting difficult change decisions.

In addition, there was no evidence that the locomotion
or Movement-focused frame effects were mediated by
aspects related to deliberation content—neither subjective
value nor self-efficacy beliefs. In other words, increasing
locomotion motivation in deliberation did not appear to
have its effect by increasing the subjective value of the new
state or by increasing self-efficacy beliefs. This suggests
that there can be additional contributors to goal commit-
ment beyond those specified in traditional models. This
does not mean that locomotors might not ultimately justify
their goal choices in terms of their subjective value (cf.
Fitzsimons et al. 2009). It does suggest, however, that the
locomotion effect on goal commitment is not driven solely
through deliberation content.

Study 3

Study 3 was designed to investigate the value of change in
general as a possible mediator of the locomotion motiva-
tion effects in deliberation. To investigate these questions,
a change decision in the lab was developed that would
mimic some of the qualities of real-life change decisions
that individuals confront. Doing so provided a measure of
actual choice to change (or not) instead of measuring
reported goal commitment. Additionally, because the goal
of this study was simply to examine whether the value of
change in general mediates the locomotion effect on
choice, there was no framing manipulation of deliberation
process included in this study. Instead, all participants
received a standard, unframed deliberation prompt.
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In order to create a change decision in the lab that
mimicked some qualities of real-life change decisions,
participants engaged in activities for a baseline period that
established the status quo as having both positive and
negative aspects. Participants were then given the choice to
continue with this initial set of activities or to change to a
new set of activities that was also described as having some
positive and some negative aspects. In many real-life
decisions in which individuals struggle to commit to
change (e.g., deciding to start exercising), people are torn
between the positive and negative aspects of the current
state (e.g., sleeping in instead of exercising, but getting
winded walking up the stairs) and the positive and negative
aspects of the potential new state (e.g., fitting into a
favorite pair of jeans, but having to skip happy hour to go
to the gym). Also, just like in many real-life change deci-
sions, participants had first-hand experience with the cur-
rent state but had less complete information about the
potential new state. Although this change decision did not
have the import of the real-life change decisions that par-
ticipants were deliberating about in Studies 1 and 2, it
provided a meaningful analogue to assess the relationship
between regulatory mode orientation, the value of change
in itself, and an actual behavioral choice to change or not.

Method
Participants

A total of 31 undergraduates (22 females) participated for
payment. There were no significant main effects of gender,
nor did gender interact with other variables, so it won’t be
discussed further.

Procedure

The study was described as an experiment about pattern
recognition (“an important skill”’) in order to de-emphasize
the interest in participants’ change decisions. Participants
were told that “from an educational standpoint, it’s
important to learn about how people feel about engaging in
different kinds of learning tasks and games—how this
affects their decisions to spend time doing these activities
and how this affects what they learn from engaging in
them.” Participants were informed that in the first part of
the study, they would be exposed to a combination of tasks
composed of two pattern activities. Participants were told,
“In order to play a really fun game, you’ll also have to do a
more tedious learning task. Both are about the development
of pattern detection skills. It’s the combination of the two
that we’re interested in—you get the really fun, positive
aspects only by also doing the parts that are not so
positive.”
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After being given this general overview, participants
engaged in the two tasks in an alternating manner for 12 min
(3 min fun task, 3 min tedious task, 3 min fun task, 3 min
tedious task). After this initial baseline period, participants
were then told that they would have the opportunity to decide
whether to continue with the same combination of pattern
detection tasks or change to a new combination of pattern
detection tasks. Participants were given deliberation
instructions, engaged in a written deliberation, and then
indicated their choice. Participants also rated each combi-
nation of activities on a number of evaluative scales and
reported their self-efficacy beliefs about both combinations
of activities. Embedded in a number of unrelated background
questionnaires, participants then completed the regulatory
mode questionnaire and a questionnaire that assessed how
much they valued change in general. Participants were told
that they would not need to complete a second set of activ-
ities, were fully debriefed, paid $5, and thanked.

Materials
“Pattern detection” tasks

Participants engaged in two pattern detection tasks in the
first part of the study. The fun task was a computer game
called Bejeweled (PopCap Games) in which participants
had to move “gems” around the screen to create patterns.
The game employs high quality graphics; it is the first and
only puzzle game since Tetris to be inducted into Computer
Gaming World’s Hall of Fame (http://www.popcap.com/
games/bejeweled2). The tedious task involved counting Xs
and Os in a 40 x 40 grid. A pilot study confirmed that the
tasks were, respectively, fun and tedious. In a pilot study,
participants (N = 20) rated both tasks on six 11-point
scales indicating how much they liked and disliked each
task as well as how entertaining, fun, interesting, and
boring the tasks were. An evaluation index of the mean of
these ratings (reverse-scoring dislike and boring) was
computed, with higher numbers indicating greater liking
(Bejeweled M = 8.82, SD = 1.92, Mode = 11; Matrix
Counting Task M = 3.29, SD = 2.14, Mode = 1).

Deliberation prompts

Two types of information about the second combination of
activities were used to represent two kinds of real-world
mixed change options. All participants were told, “You
will now be given the option to do a new combination of
activities, or stick with the combination of activities you’ve
been doing. The new combination teaches the same skills.”
Participants in the “trade-off new state” information con-
dition were told, “It involves a game that is enjoyable, but
pilot testing has shown that it’s not as fun or entertaining as

Bejeweled. The second task in the new combination is still
kind of boring, but not as tedious and negative as the other
task you completed.” Participants in the “ambiguous new
state” information condition were told, “Like the first
combination of activities, it has some positive and some
negative aspects. Pilot testing has shown that some people
like the new game better than Bejeweled, whereas others
like Bejeweled more. Some people find the other new task
less negative, whereas others find it more negative.” We
included two different versions of information about the
new state to mimic the different types of information that
are often available in real-life change decisions. In other
words, we included this manipulation to increase external
validity, but hoped that it would not affect choice to change
nor moderate any locomotion effects on choice to change.

All participants were then given the same deliberation
prompt: “Essentially—you get to decide whether you want
to stick with the first combination of activities (your status
quo or current state) or change to a new combination of
activities. In order to make this decision about whether or
not you want to switch, please think about the change you
are considering. For you, what are the pros and cons of
your current state (the first task) and the potential new state
(the new task)?”

Choice

Participants indicated their choice on both dichotomous
(stay versus switch) and continuous measures. On the
continuous measures, participants indicated how much they
agreed with two statements (I want to stick with the first
combination of tasks, I want to switch to the new combi-
nation of tasks) on a scale from 1 (disagree completely) to
11 (agree completely). A difference score was computed
(switch—stick) as a continuous measure of desire to switch
tasks.

Subjective value

Participants evaluated both combinations of activities on a
number of different 11-point scales. Participants indicated
how positive, negative (reverse-scored), enjoyable, and
interesting the experience of the first combination of tasks
was/they thought the second combination of tasks would be
from 1 (not at all) to 11 (extremely). A subjective value
index was created by subtracting the evaluation of the first
task combination from the evaluation of the second task
combination.

Self-efficacy beliefs

Participants reported how well they thought they had per-
formed on the first combination of tasks/how well they
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thought they could perform on the second combination of
tasks on a scale from 1 (extremely poorly) to 11 (extremely
well). A self-efficacy score was calculated by subtracting
confidence for the first task from confidence for the second
task.

Value of change in general

On a series of nine 11-pt. semantic differential scales
(bad-good, harmful-beneficial, worrying-reassuring, unpleas-
ant-pleasant,  unsatisfying-satisfying,  negative-positive,
punishing-rewarding, foolish-wise, worthless-valuable), par-
ticipants indicated how they would complete the sentence
“Change in general is...” The semantic differential markers
were adopted from previous research (e.g., Sheeran et al.
2001). Cronbach’s « for the scale was .95.

Regulatory mode

Participants completed the regulatory mode scale to mea-
sure chronic locomotion and assessment orientations.
Cronbach’s o was .85 for the assessment subscale and .89
for the locomotion subscale. The two scales were uncor-
related, r = .15, p = .41 (Miocomotion = 4.57, SD = 91;
M gsessment = 4.15, SD = .86).

Results and discussion
Choice

Overall, 77% of participants decided to switch tasks. A
logistic regression was conducted on the dichotomous
choice measure (0 = stick with first set of tasks,
1 = switch to new set of tasks). On the dichotomous
choice measure, locomotion motivation significantly pre-
dicted switching to the new set of tasks, B = 2.11
(SE = 1.05), odds ratio = 8.26, p < .05. The predicted
probability of an individual high in locomotion (+1 SD)
choosing to switch was 98% compared to a predicted
probability of 44% for an individual low in locomotion (—1
SD). In contrast, assessment marginally predicted sticking
with the first set of tasks, B = —1.71 (SE = .90), odds
ratio = .18, p = .06. The predicted probability of an
individual high in assessment (4+1 SD) choosing to switch
was 42% compared to a predicted probability of 97% for an
individual low in assessment (—1 SD).

Locomotion also significantly predicted likelihood of
wanting to switch to the new set of tasks on the continuous
choice measure, ff = .43 (CI = .10, .75), t(27) = 2.69,
p = .01, whereas assessment significantly predicted want-
ing to stick with the first set of tasks, f = .48 (CI = —.80,
—.15), 1(27) = 3.02, p = .005.
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There was no significant main effect of information
version (“trade-off new state” vs. “ambiguous new state”)
for either the dichotomous choice measure, B = .36
(SE = 1.15), odds ratio = 1.42, p = .76, nor the continu-
ous choice measure, f=.17 (CIl=-47, .80),
1(27) = .53, p = .60. Furthermore, information type did
not interact with either locomotion or assessment in pre-
dicting either of the choice variables (all ts < 1).

Subjective Value and Self-Efficacy Beliefs. Locomotion,
assessment, and information version did not predict any
evaluation difference between the first task combination
and the new task combination: locomotion f = .07
(CI = —.33, 47), 1(27) = .38, p = .71, assessment f§ =
—.13 (CI = —.52, .27), t(27) = .64, p = .53; information
version § = —.07 (CI = —.86, .71), 1(27) = .19, p = .85.
They also did not predict any difference in participants’
self-efficacy beliefs on task 1 versus task 2: locomotion
p=.12 (CI = —.28, .52), #(27) = .63, p = .53, assess-
ment f = .00 (CI = —.40, .40), #27) = .003, p = .99;
information version f = —-.23 (CI=-1.01, .55),
1(27) = .61, p = .55. Information type did not interact with
either locomotion or assessment in predicting either sub-
jective value or self-efficacy (all #s < 1). In addition,
controlling for value and self-efficacy in the regression
model did not change the pattern of results.

Value of Change in General. As predicted, higher
locomotion predicted higher value of change in general,
f = .46 (CI = .14, .78), t(27) = 2.92, p = .007, whereas
assessment predicted lower value of change in general,
p=—-46 (Cl=-.78, —.14), 1(27) =293, p = .007.
Information type did not predict value of change, f§ =
—.17 (CI = —.80, .47), #(27) = .54, p = .60. In addition,
information type did not interact with either locomotion or
assessment in predicting value of change in general (all
ts<1).

Mediation By Value Of Change In General. Locomotion
motivation was a significant predictor of the value of
change in general and of choice itself, as reported earlier.
When value of change in general was included in the full
regression model for the continuous choice measure, it was
a significant predictor, f = .50 (CI = .15, .85), #(26) =
2.95, p < .01, and locomotion was no longer a significant
predictor, f = .16 (CI = —.19, .51), #(26) = .94, p > .35.
Thus, all the steps for mediation were met (Baron and
Kenny 1986) and a Sobel test confirmed that the mediation
was significant, Sobel’s Z = 2.07 (SE = .56), p = .04.
The same pattern of mediation was observed with the
dichotomous choice measure. When value of change in
general was included in the logistic regression, it was a
significant predictor, B = 3.4 (SE = 1.67), odds ratio =
30.00, p = .04, and the locomotion effect dropped in sig-
nificance to become marginally significant, B = 1.51
(SE = .91), odds ratio = 4.54, p = .10.
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This study provided support for the value of change itself
(value of change in general) as a mediator of the locomotion
effect on commitment to change. This suggests that the value
of change itself within the locomotion system may be one
reason that deliberative processes that intensify a locomotion
motivation are effective. When individuals face difficult
change decisions, valuation of change in itself may provide
an extra motivational push that increases goal commitment.

General discussion

The present work advances existing ideas about what
contributes to commitment to change when individuals are
deliberating about whether or not to make a change from
their current state to a new state. In contrast to models that
identify the subjective value and expectancies of the
optional states as the sole predictors of commitment to
change, the present studies suggest that an individual’s
motivational orientation during the deliberative process can
also contribute to commitment to change. In other words,
commitment to change can be affected not only by the
content of deliberation, but also by the process of delib-
eration. Specifically, increased locomotion motivation,
arising either from a chronic orientation or from a delib-
eration tactic that intensified that orientation, led to
increased commitment or choice to change.

In addition to suggesting that an individual’s motiva-
tional orientation may be a predictor of commitment to
change, the current work also suggests that locomotion
motivation, often associated with the goal pursuit phase,
can play an important role in the deliberation phase as well.
This is in contrast to perspectives in which the benefits of
exhaustiveness in deliberation, i.e., increased assessment,
have received more emphasis (e.g., Gollwitzer et al. 1990;
Janis and Mann 1977). In addition, the current studies add
to research that has shown that locomotion motivation is
related to openness to change more broadly (e.g., Kru-
glanski et al. 2007) by demonstrating how it can affect
deliberation and goal commitment. Study 2 found that
these effects persisted up to 3 weeks later and were not
mediated by deliberative content (e.g., subjective value;
self-efficacy beliefs). Indeed, Study 3 suggested that
locomotion motivation may lead to increased commitment
to change because it is related to the general value of
change rather than the value of any specific change.

Limitations

The current studies were designed primarily to examine the
role of locomotion motivation in willingness to change
during deliberation. Understanding more about how
assessment operates in deliberation is also be an interesting

question, as we note below, but our studies were not
designed specifically for this purpose. For example, the
relative proportion of positive versus negative conse-
quences of change, and of non-change, should be manip-
ulated in order to test appropriately the role of assessment
motivation. In addition, it will be important to investigate
in the future the conditions under which locomotion
motivation arising from either a chronic orientation or a
situational factor (e.g., deliberation tactic) is sufficient to
increase commitment to change versus conditions in which
both locomotion factors together are necessary (e.g., reg-
ulatory fit). Studies 1 and 3 suggest that at times, chronic
locomotion motivation may be enough; however, Study 2
also demonstrates that a situational constraint can disrupt
the effect.

The present studies are also limited by the measures
used for commitment, especially the self-report scale in
Studies 1 and 2. It will be important in future research to
include additional measures of both the deliberation pro-
cess (e.g., time spent on deliberation) and commitment
(e.g., behavioral indices of commitment). While Study 3
provided a behavioral choice measure that was analogous
to real-world change decisions, it will be an even more
powerful demonstration to show similar effects with the
type of real-world change decisions that participants were
considering in Studies 1 and 2.

Concluding comments

Although failures of goal pursuit are sometimes easier to
identify (e.g., the New Year’s resolutions that are forgotten
by February), failures to commit to a goal to begin with—
failures during deliberation—are also problematic. The
Clinical Guidelines for the Treatment of Tobacco published
by the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services
(Fiore et al. 2000) identified no evidence-based treatments
for smokers during their deliberation stage, even though
80% of all smokers in the United States are in pre-delib-
eration or deliberation stages (Prochaska 2006; Velicer
et al. 1995). Premature termination of psychological
treatment is also a major problem (Walitzer et al. 1999).
One-quarter to one-half of all potential clients fail to attend
even one session following intake and two-thirds terminate
prematurely after less than ten sessions (Garfield 1994). In
a survey of over 20,000 individuals, less than 20% were
ready to take action across a number of unhealthy behav-
iors (e.g., fat intake, sun exposure, exercise) (Rossi 1992,
as cited in Prochaska 2000). The present research suggests
that behavior change interventions that target an individ-
ual’s locomotion motivational state during the deliberation
process may be one way to reduce the initial failures of
commitment.
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In arguing that locomotion concerns play a critical role
in deliberation, we are not suggesting that proposals rec-
ommending exhaustive deliberation are mistaken. In fact,
we think that an exciting direction for future work is to
identify the trade-offs between exhaustive-focused delib-
eration and movement-focused deliberation and to explore
the possibility of a synergy between the two that could lead
to the most effective goal commitment and pursuit. It could
be that two-stage deliberation interventions would be
optimal under some circumstances, e.g., when the new
state has some advantage over the old state. Assessment
motivation could first be increased in order to get indi-
viduals to fully engage with all possibilities and then
locomotion motivation could be increased in order to
increase commitment to the change goal. There is evidence
in the regulatory mode literature that performance is often
contingent on both high locomotion and high assessment
(Higgins et al. 2003; Kruglanski et al. 2000; Pierro et al.
2006); thus, it is likely that taking advantage of the benefits
of both systems will lead to the most effective self-
regulation.
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