Goals Need Implementation Intentions:

The Model of Action Phases Tested in the Applied Setting of Continuing Education

Veronika Brandstitter Dorte Heimbeck
University of Munich, University of Giessen,
Munich, Germany Giessen, Germany

Juliane T. Malzacher
Bundeskriminalamt

Bonn, Germany

Michael Frese
University of Giessen,

Giessen, Germany

Running head: ACTION PHASE MODEL

Publisched in: European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology
Link: http://www.tandf.co.uk/journals/authors/pewoauth.asp

Mailing address: Veronika Brandstitter, Institut fiir Psychologie, Universitit Miinchen,
Leopoldstrasse 13, 80802 Miinchen, Germany. Electronic mail may be sent to

brandstaetter@psy.uni-muenchen.de


http://www.tandf.co.uk/journals/authors/pewoauth.asp

Action Phase Model 1
Abstract

In the present study, the model of action phasesKhbusen & Gollwitzer, 1987) was
applied to the area of continuing education. A sabple of 136 East German
participants in the larger study ‘Active ActionsdarRadical Change Situation’ rated the
expected value of further education, indicated waethey had taken a decision to
continue their education (goal intention) and wkethey were planning goal-directed
actions (implementation intention). Two years latiewas ascertained whether
participants had initiated vocational retrainingidings support the core assumptions
of the model. Post-decisional participants endotBegositive aspects of further
education more strongly (implemental mindset) thesdecisional participants, who
looked at its pros and cons impartially (delibemtnindset). Second, participants were
more successful in initiating vocational retrainimigen they had a goal intention that
was additionally furnished with an implementatiatention. Findings are discussed
with respect to theoretical and practical implioat of the distinction between goal

setting and goal implementation.
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Goals Need Implementation Intentions:
The Model of Action Phases Tested in the Applietlisgof Continuing Education

In this article, we examine processes of goalrsgtind goal implementation
over the course of time in an applied setting. Mepecifically, we analyze the intention
to continue one’s education in a situation (Easn@ay after the collapse of
communism in 1990) where improving one’s chancetheriabor market by acquiring
new knowledge and skills was and still is crucldde theoretical framework for this
longitudinal study is based on the model of acphbases (Heckhausen & Gollwitzer,
1987; for a summary, see Gollwitzer, 1990; Golleit& Bayer, 1999) which offers a
time perspective on goal striving and thus takesraprehensive view by analyzing
both goal setting and self-regulatory processe®al implementation.

In a survey conducted in East Germany shortly @fiereunification of East and
West Germany, the majority of people expresseadhtmdst in continuing their
education. However, only 26% of those personsvigered who had intended to
receive further education actually participated imaining course within the next six
months (Frese & Immler, 1994). Obviously, havingrgention is not a sufficient
condition for implementing the respective goal.

In traditional theories on goal striving, the intien to achieve a certain goal is
seen as an immediate determinant of goal achievefR@ndecades, research dealt with
the factors that determine the formation of striomigntions (goal setting theories:
Ajzen, 1985; Atkinson, 1964; Fishbein & Ajzen, 19Heckhausen, Schmalt, &
Schneider, 1985; Vroom, 1964) and little attentiaas paid to the self-regulatory
processes mediating the effects of intentions dvaber. As Gollwitzer and Bayer

(1999) put it, “theories ..., which have traditiipanalyzed issues of goal setting ...,
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are ... ill-suited to describe and predict phenaartbiat occur at later phases of goal
pursuit” (p. 404). It is modern self-regulation dhies (e.g., Bandura, 1991; Carver &
Scheier, 1990; Gollwitzer, 1993, 1996; Hacker, 198hl, 1984, 1992; Wright &
Brehm, 1989) that are concerned with the self-ie#guy processes supporting goal
implementation. These theories stress the facts#tiihg a goal is just one prerequisite
for successful goal striving as there are a hostibequent implemental problems that
need to be solved. The core assumption of selflaégn theories according to Kuhl
(2002) is that “a person can believe in his ordaf-efficacy or can be highly motivated
and still might not be able to enact intention®ohshe is committed to if self-regulatory
abilities are insufficient” (p. 114).

The Model of Action Phases
One approach that stands out is the model of aptiases by Heckhausen and
Gollwitzer (1987; for a summary, see Gollwitzer Q9&ollwitzer & Bayer, 1999) as it
encompasses both theoretical views by analyzingsgng and self-regulation in goal
implementation within a single theoretical frameklvdt extends from the awakening of
a person’s wishes and their setting a goal, thrabgtself-regulatory processes
necessary for successful action initiation, toahaluative thoughts people have once
goal striving has led to some outcome. The courg@al striving is construed as
consisting of four action phases with their spediinctional characteristics:
predecisional, preactional, actional, and postaatiphases (see Figure 1). There are, of
course, other models of action regulation (e. g:Kdg 1986) that could be taken into
account in the present context. However, it istioglel of action phases that deals most

clearly and explicitly with the sequence of intens (goal intention and
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implementation intention) and the cognitive proesssvolved that seem essential in
transforming what people want to do into what tleyactually do.

Pre-decisional phase

As people normally harbor more wishes and dedlvas they can possibly
realize, the first task is to choose among thosepating wishes and turn some of them
into binding goals (i.e., forming so-called goakintions). Goal intentions have the
structure “I intend to reach Z!” whereby “Z” maylate to a certain outcome or behavior
to which the individual feels committed. Goal irtiens are the type of intentions that
theories on goal setting have traditionally beemceoned with (e.g., Ajzen, 1985;
Atkinson, 1964; Bandura, 1991; Feather, 1982; Latkatham, 1990; Vroom, 1964).
As in these theories, an expectancy-value framevgogknployed to explain the
forming of a goal intention. People are thoughdétiberate on the feasibility and
desirability of relevant action outcomes and, finatommit themselves to a valued
outcome when the subjective probability of achiguvins sufficiently high (i.e., high

expected value of the goal).

Forming a goal intention represents a crucial itemmspoint as it causes a
thorough change in the cognitive functioning (metii®f a person. The cognitive

orientation in the predecisional phase, the seedalkliberative mindseis

characterized by an impartial analysis of a gdeisibility and desirability. In contrast,

the so-called implemental minds#te predominant cognitive orientation in the pre-

actional and actional phases, is characterizeddigsed perception of the goal’s
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desirability and feasibility (Gollwitzer, 1990; Gwitzer & Bayer, 1999). The cognitive
characteristics of the different mindsets are timbtig be functional for the solution of
the specific task at hand (i.e., goal setting wsl gmplementation). There is ample
evidence for the postulated characteristics ofitlderative and implemental mindsets
(e.g., Gollwitzer, Heckhausen, & Steller, 1990; I&aker & Kinney, 1989;

Heckhausen & Gollwitzer, 1987; Taylor & Gollwitzer995; for a summary, see
Gollwitzer & Bayer, 1999). For example, in a stumyTaylor and Gollwitzer (1995,
Study 3), participants were asked to report theughts after deliberating on either an
unresolved decision or a goal they already feltmatted to. While predecisional
participants listed an equal number of advantagddeadvantages with respect to the
goal in question, postdecisional participants tiggnificantly more advantages than
disadvantages (see also Heckhausen & Gollwitz&7)19

Preactional phase

After forming a goal intention, the second taskisating goal-directed actions.
Getting started on a goal pursuit is rather simyglen the necessary actions are well-
practiced or routine and the relevant situatiooaltexts release the critical behavior in
a more ore less automatic fashion. Often, howehe fails to be the case as many
behaviors are not part of an everyday routinetfef.concept of levels of action
regulation in Hacker's [19§@&heory). Also, goal intentions often cannot bdized
immediately and people procrastinate. There areraéveasons for this. First, relevant
opportunities to act may not yet be available (eng.courses for the desired training are
currently offered) or may sometimes escape a p&rsdtention (e.g., one is absorbed
by a competing goal pursuit; one is wrapped upeimanding ruminations). Moreover,

one may fail to seize opportunities because onadiidespond in time (e.g., when the
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opportunity to enroll in a course is available ofulya short period of time). Second,
there may be conflicts between alternative coun$estion towards achieving the goal
intention (e.g., one cannot make up one’s mind ambich kind of training one would
like to participate in).

It is assumed that these implementational probimeg be alleviated by the
self-regulatory tool of forming implementation inteons (Gollwitzer, 1996, 1999).
They represent a specific type of intention ane tdle form of “If situation X is
encountered, then | will perform behavior Y!” In emplementation intention, a mental
link is created between a specific future situatiad the intended goal-directed
response. Holding an implementation intention cotsmiperson to the performance of
a certain goal-directed behavior once the critttaiation is actually encountered.
Implementation intentions are formed in the seratgoal intentions and specify the
when, where, and how of goal-directed responsesnEtance, a possible
implementation intention in the service of the go&tntion “to enroll in a course for
vocational retraining” would link a suitable sitizatal context (e.g., next Wednesday at
3 p.m. at home) to an appropriate behavior (ealling the enroliment office of the
school).

With respect to the functional characteristicsngpiementation intentions,
Gollwitzer (1993, p173) speaks of a general principle called the ‘gkgien of control
to the environment” that is associated with crufgatures of automatic responding.
The situational context specified in the implemé&ataintention is thought to elicit the
respective goal-directed behavior immediately cedfitly, and without conscious intent

(Brandstatter, Lengfelder, & Gollwitzer, 2001).
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There is converging evidence from both laboratowy &eld experiments for
diverse goal intentions that implementation int@msi support swift action initiation
(Brandstatter et al., 2001; Gollwitzer & Brand=#ttl 997, Study 3) and thereby
promote goal achievement (e.g., Gollwitzer & Braattsr, 1997, Studies 1 and 2;
Chasteen, Park, & Schwarz, in press, Milne, Orlgefbheeran, 1999, Oettingen,
Honig, & Gollwitzer, 2000; Studies 2 and 3; Orbélhdgkins, & Sheeran, 1997; Orbell
& Sheeran, 2000; Sheeran & Orbell, 2000; Verplankdraes, 1999).

Actional and postactional phases

The third task is bringing goal-directed actionsteuccessful end. Especially in
the case of long-term projects, the individual teedeal with repeated interruptions and
possible setbacks. As research conducted by LeMdi®G) and colleagues (e.g., Mahler,
1933; Ovsiankina, 1928) shows, once an intendebtipyrauit has been initiated,
interruptions do not lead to withdrawal but to magtion of the respective behavior.
Finally, in the fourth task, the individual haseealuate what s/he has achieved and to
decide whether further action is necessary. Thitore by comparing the intended
outcomes with the actually achieved outcomes (afv€r & Scheier, 1990).

In summary, then, the model of action phases sp&fakg#o crucial transition
points in the course of traversing the differeritcacphases: the forming of a goal
intention and the initiation of goal-directed aoso The forming of a goal intention
(goal setting) is thought to be determined by #dasibility and desirability (i.e.,
expectancy and value) of the goal in questionotmfng a goal intention the individual
commits him/herself to a desired end-state, whiely be defined rather abstractly (e.g.,
continuing one’s education) or concretely (e.gttip@ating in a language course). The

consequence of having formed a goal intentionfeelhng of commitment to achieve



Action Phase Model 8
this end-state. Forming a goal intention sets thgesfor a variety of self-regulatory
mechanisms (e.g., discrepancy reduction, Band9&i ;laction control strategies,
Kuhl, 1984, 1992). Thus a goal intention suppoutscessful goal striving over and
above the expected value of the goal at hand.

Moreover, it is postulated that forming a goal imien causes a thorough
change in the cognitive orientation of the indivafjuhat is, a change from the
deliberative to the implemental mindset. The itibia of relevant actions (goal
implementation) is thought to be regulated by im@atation intentions specifying the
when, where and how of goal-directed behavior.

The Present Study

Even though there has been abundant research ieidiral facets of the model
(e.g., on the cognitive characteristics of predens and postdecisional phases,
Gollwitzer & Bayer, 1999; on the effects of implemi&ion intentions on action
initiation, Gollwitzer, 1999), to date the posteldtsequence of goal setting and goal
implementation processes has not yet been testpilieafly. In this longitudinal study
we set out to fill this gap by analyzing the intagpof the expected value of the goal,
the forming of a goal intention and of implemerdatintentions as well as their effect
on the initiation of goal-directed actions afteplementation intentions have been
formed.

A second aim of this study is to apply the actibage model originating from
basic research to a complex everyday context df pigctical relevance, that is, the
intention to continue one’s education. Following tamous tenet of Kurt Lewin “There
is nothing so practical as a good theory” we aimmaambining basic and applied

theoretical work here by testing a basic theorketicadel in an applied context.
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In doing so, we have formulated hypotheses on éisestof the model of action
phases. Our first hypothesis centers on the chiangéndset after having formed a goal
intention. We predict that individuals who have yet taken a decision to continue
their education (deliberative mindset of the présienal phase) are more balanced with
regard to this goal and will thus report an equaethher of advantages and
disadvantages of continuing their education. Intas, individuals who have already
made up their mind to continue their education (engental mindset of the
postdecisional phase) are predicted to be moredbagh respect to this goal and thus
report more advantages than disadvantages of comgitone’s education (Hypothesis
1.

The second hypothesis focuses on the postulatetiseg of expected value
considerations, goal intention, implementationntittn, and initiation of goal-directed
actions. It is predicted that individuals will beora likely to initiate action in
continuing their education if they not only evakiette goal as highly desirable and
feasible (high expected value), but also commiintbelves to the goal by forming a
goal intention and finally furnish their goal intem with an implementation intention.
The postulated sequence implies that the porticran&nce accounted for in action
initiation increases continuously by adding expeécstalue, goal intention, and
implementation intention step by step (Hypothe$is 2

Because the incentives as well as the opporturigresontinuing education are
presumably higher for people of higher socio-ecoiestatus and younger age, both
had to be included as covariates for controllingndgraphic characteristics.

Ideally, each person’s action phases should bkddaloy means of repeated

observations that capture the individual transgirom stage to stage and reveal how
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far he or she gets (what stage he or she readras)is virtually impossible. We had to
rely on a more realistic approach by assessingxpected value of the goal of
continuing one’s education and by asking all pgréints at the same time (as part of the
interviews of wave 5), whether they had alreadynied a goal intention and an
implementation intention, and (in wave 6) whettmeythad initiated goal-directed
behavior since. In the present study we interviewegpresentative sample in an East
German city on their intentions to continue theilueation. Two years later it was
probed whether they had acted on their intention.

Method

The present study is part of the project AHUS, wési Handeln in einer
Umbruchsituation [*Active Actions in a Radical ClygnSituation™], a larger
longitudinal study. The main objective of the langiinal study was to document the
work-related changes that took place in the treomsitom tight bureaucratic socialism
to a social market economy.
Sample

The longitudinal study was carried out in Dresdbe,capital of Saxony, in
former East Germany. The data we present in thidystre based on interviews
conducted during the fifth (1993) and the sixth9@Pwave of the longitudinal study,
which began in 1990 directly after the monetaryiaation of East and West Germany.
The sample for the general longitudinal study warsegated by randomly selecting
streets, then selecting every third house, anditheach house, every fourth apartment
(in smaller houses every third one). Native Gerntsta/een the ages of 18 and 65
were invited to participate. The refusal rate d¥@B&as quite low for a study of this

kind. Further details on the random sampling pracesliand general sample
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characteristics have been reported by Frese, K8agse, and Zempel (1996) as well as
Garst, Frese, and Molenaar (2000).

The sub-sample of this study consists of 136 imldigls who participated in the
AHUS project (with the total number of participabtsing 478). In wave 5 of the
interviews, all 478 participants of the longitudistudy were asked about their job-
related plans. The decision whether to includeviddials from the 478 participants in
the fifth wave of the longitudinal study in our ssémple (investigating the intention to
continue one’s education) was based on participanssvers to the following two
questions. First, “What are your plans for the rigaure with respect to your
professional career?” and second, “Have you earght of continuing your
education?”. We included those participants insur-sample who either
spontaneously mentioned further education whendaieefirst question, or gave an
affirmative answer to the second question. Thiddetthe inclusion of 136 individuals
in the sub-sample.

Of the 136 participants who were included in olb-sample, 57% were female.
Their mean age was 39 years, ranging from 20 tge@#s. Of the participants, 74% had
a job, 11% were unemployed, 3% were in early netéet, 1% worked less than 10
hours a week, 2% studied at the university, 5% \parécipating in a (vocational)
retraining course, 2% were on parental leave, &adPthe participants were in
unclassified situations. The following facts giveiadication of the radical changes
people went through in East Germany: 59% of thégiants had already experienced
unemployment during the last four years, and 65%ha$e who had a job expected to

lose it sometime in the future.



Action Phase Model 12

We compared the 136 participants who indicatechtarest in continuing their
education with the remaining 342 individuals whd dot with respect to the following
demographic and job-related variables. Unlessat@tgerwise, the differences were
significant (p< .05, two-tailed). Our sub-sample included mocemen (57% in the
sub-sample compared with 43% in the other sample)yaunger people (M, = 39
years versus bher = 44 years). Participants in our sub-sample hagroomplex jobs
(Msup= 3.6 versus Mher= 3.4) and jobs with a higher degree of control (v 3.8
versus Mmer= 3.6). Participants with the goal of continuihgit education expressed a
stronger desire for a better job {IM= 2.4 versus Mner= 2.1) and had more frequently
participated in some further education in the @8% in the sub-sample versus 39% in
the other sample). However, there were no sigmifidi#ferences with respect to their
level of education and to their prior occupatiamaining. Both samples had equal
experiences with unemployment and job changes gltinie last year. Participants from
both samples reported the same level of expect@inogcoming unemployed in the
near future.

Those 134 participants who declared they had cereidcontinuing their
education without actually engaging in such adasiat the present time were
interviewed in more detail. Two years later, in $itdh wave of the study, we were able
to contact 126 (94%) of them. They were asked drahey had actually started some
skill improvement training in the past two years.

Interview Procedures

The complexity of the whole study’s research questis well as the
heterogeneity of the sample (i.e., a representativeple of Dresden) called for a

flexible research methodology. An interview allotiese aspects that are relevant for a
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specific participant to be tapped more flexibly.o&k all, compared with a
guestionnaire an interview seemed more conducivederstanding how participants
experience the change in the transition to a régiddferent socio-economic system
and how they cope with the hardships of such ag#anterviewers took part in a two-
day course, training every step of the interviewhwie help of a role-playing
procedure. They were given a detailed manual wighstandardized questions and
rating scales, and practiced the use of the irdervhanual several times under the
supervision of an experienced interviewer.

Participants were interviewed in their homes byargtaduate and graduate
students who had been thoroughly trained in gigiingctured interviews. Besides a
variety of questions on participants’ occupaticgiflation, the interview covered
differentaspects of intentions to continue their educatatditionally, participants
filled out a questionnaire tapping a number of peadity dimensions and demographic
information. They were paid for participating iretbtudy (approximately $ 25 per
wave). Here, we are only reporting that part ofittierview that is relevant for the
present study. Participants’ answers were writt@mrdby the interviewers in a short
form? that was later typed and used as the basis faruttrerical coding system. In
order to facilitate the cooperation of the respanslén answering sensitive questions in
a difficult time of socio-economic and politicaatrsition, the interviews were not tape-
recorded. Short transcripts of the interviews werged by the interviewer him/herself
and by a second coder according a detailed guaelhich included rating anchors to
every item (see below). The median inter-rater@agent for the items analyzed in the
present study is .78. The means of the scale valuasth raters were the measures

used in our analyses.
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Measures
In order to tap the different theoretical constsuaitthe action phase model, a number
of questions were asked. The order in which thesstipns are described here differs
somewhat from the order in which they were addikgs¢he interview.

Advantages and disadvantages of continuing oneisathn Participants were

asked to spontaneously name the advantages antyatages of receiving further
education. Their open answers were rated as absalumbers of pros and cons.

Expected valueThis scale included perceived feasibility (expecl) and

desirability (value) of participants’ goals to cionie their education. Interviewees’
answers were coded on a five-point scale (1 =tall,&2 = somewhat, 3 = medium, 4 =
much, 5 = very much). Four questions addressetetd®bility aspect of the goal: (a)
How certain is it that you will successfully finishe training program once you have
started it?, (b) How likely is it that you will hawto face difficulties?, (c) How
successfully do you think you will cope with thel#iculties? and (d) How many
opportunities for further education are there inryoeighborhood? These items were
averaged to form an index of the goal’s feasib{i@yonbach’sa = .64). Similarly, we
measured the perceived desirability of the godh witee items: (a) How important is it
for you to continue your education?, (b) How impaottis further education for your
professional development? and (c) How likely igét further education will lead to an
improvement of your professional situation? Thésms were averaged to form a
desirability scaleq = .41}. Finally, we formed a composite score called tgeeted
value of the goal by multiplying the indices of $eility and desirability’ Feasibility
and desirability ratings did not correlate; r01, nswhich replicates a well-known

result of research in the tradition of expectanalsg theories (e.g., Feather, 1982).
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Goal intention In order to ascertain whether subjects had ajréadhed a goal
intention to continue their education or not, theyre asked to mark an 80-millimeter
horizontal line with “I have the idea to do so’tlé beginning of the line, “l am
determined to do so” at 45 mm, and “| already sthtd do so” at the end of the line. In
the action phase model, a goal intention is con@jzed as a discrete transition point.
Using a continuous line instead of asking partictpalirectly whether or not they had
made up their minds to continue their educationeratswering easier for our
participants (cf., Gollwitzer, Heckhausen, & Ratajk, 1990). According to the
theoretical view of a goal intention as a disctedesition point, we dichotomized this
variable at the point “I am determined to do s&ating a group of people who had
already made up their minds (i.e., having formeggal intention) and another one who
had not made up their minds yet (i.e., not havorgied a goal intention). Only two out
of the 136 participants indicated that they hadaaly started activities towards
continuing education. They were excluded from tiréhier analyses.

Implementation intentiorAll participants were asked the following two

questions: (a) Have you already committed youtselthen you will start to act on the
goal to continue your education? (answers codea 34point scale ranging from 1 =
not at all, 2 = rough idea of the time, 3 = comnaitinto an exact time) and (b) Have
you already committed yourself to where you wili aa the goal to continue your
education? (answers coded on 3-point scales rafgingl = not at all, 2 = rough idea
of the place, 3 = commitment to an exact placeg fHted answers to these two items
were averaged for the implementation intentiones@ak= .48Y. In line with the
theoretical propositions, we dichotomized the impatation intention scale for the

analyses. Participants with a value equal to 1 ghatl) on this composite scale were
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regarded as lacking an implementation intentiorntjggpants with a value greater than 1
were regarded as having formed an implementati@miion. Conceptually, there is a
clear distinction between goal intention and impatation intention that to some
extent parallels Hacker’s (1986) distinction betwémsels of action regulation. As we
will see in the results section, the constructsnateonly distinct in a theoretical sense;
they can also be separated in terms of uniqueibatittns to action initiation.

Action initiation. Two years later, in the sixth wave of the longitad study, it

was ascertained whether participants had initiitegorocess of obtaining further
education. Again, an interview approach was usedidipants were asked whether
they had started to act on the goal to continuie dtication. Additionally, it was
probed what kind of continued education they wettirgy. Courses covered all kinds
of different vocational areas (e.g., technical, ro&ldlanguage, behavioral training
courses etc.) varying a lot in the time investexdswers were coded on a 5-point scale
(1 = no further education whatsoever initiated, 2 course of at most a few days
initiated, 3 = a course of a few weeks initiated, @ course of several months initiated,
5 = a course of at least one year initiated). Tie&idution between the five categories
was 36, 12, 28, 30, and 22 participants. AgaintHeoretical reasons, we dichotomized
this variable resulting in two groups of participgr one group which had not initiated
getting further education (participants with a wa&qual to 1), and one group that had

initiated getting further education (participantshawalues greater than 1).

Socio-economic statuSocio-economic status was measured as the avefrage
the z-transformed level of occupation (e.g., uhs#ilvorker, skilled worker, senior

employee etc.) and z-transformed monthly net inc@me.73) .
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Results

Cognitive characteristics of pre- and postdecidiphases (Hypothesis 1)

Our first hypothesis focused on a specific cogritivientation (mindset;
Gollwitzer, 1990; Gollwitzer, Heckhausen, & Stell&890; Gollwitzer & Kinney,
1989) of participants in the pre- and postdecidiphases. We expected that
participants who had already formed a goal inteni#ould spontaneously list more
advantages (pros) of further education than disatdges (cons) compared with those
participants who had not yet formed a goal intantithis pattern should result in a
more positively tuned ratio of advantages to disatlvges. There was an overall
tendency in participants to name more advantagesdisadvantages. Therefore, we
calculated the natural logarithm of the advantatieadvantages ratio for each person.
An ANOVA was run with this ratio measure as theatggent variable and the
dichotomized measure of having formed a goal idendr not as the independent
variable. An equal number of advantages and disddgas was represented by
In(advantages/disadvantages) = 0. Predecisionasnatre closer to zero (M 0.92)
than postdecisional ratios (M1.46); K1,134) = 4.91, g .05. This result speaks for a
more positively biased cognitive orientation intmapants during the postdecisional
phase — implemental mindset.

Prediction of action initiation based on expectatlig, goal intention and

implementation intention (Hypothesis 2)

Means, standard deviations, and correlations ofdleyant variables are given
in Table 1 together with age and socio-economiistaf the participants. Age is
negatively correlated & -.17) with action initiation, whereas socio-ecomc status is

positively correlated with goal intention#r.18) and implementation intention<r.25),



Action Phase Model 18
and action initiation (= .32). Therefore, age and socio-economic statisised for
covariance control. The participants’ gender isauredated with any of the action phase

variables and will not be included in the regressinalysis presented belSw.

As the action phase model proposes, the independenables expected value,
goal intention, implementation intention, and tlependent variable action initiation
are all positively correlated (Table 1). Howevég trucial point is to show that
expected value, goal intention, and implementatibention, each make a unique
contribution to the prediction of action initiatiohhus, the portion of variance
accounted for in action initiation should increasatinuously when expected value,
goal intention, and finally implementation intemtiare successively added in.

The hypothesis was tested by way of a logistican@ical regression analysis
with action initiation as the dependent variablegkher & Lemeshow, 1989). Table 2
presents the results of this analysis with agesaatb-economic status as control
variables in the first block, expected value in$leeond, goal intention in the third, and
implementation intention in the fourth block. Loongiat the second column from right,
one can see that adding goal intention and thefemmgntation intention significantly
increases the portion of variance accounted faction initiation by 2%, from 15% to
17% (by adding expected value to the control véeshby 4% to 21% (by adding goal
intention), and finally by 4% to 25% (by adding ilmentation intention).

insert Table 2 about here
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The results of an ordinary least square path aisalyith the variables of Table 2
(goal intention, implementation intention, and awtinitiation dichotomized) are
presented in Figure 2. The sequence of variabfgdajied in Figure 2 follows the
theoretical assumptions of the action phase m&aslio-economic status has a direct
positive influence on action initiatiofs (= .27; p= .000) and an indirect positive
influence through the paths to goal intentifr=(.18; p=.017) and implementation
intention (3 = .22; p=.005). The only significant path from age gaeadtion initiation
(B = -.25; p=.000). Younger people more often initiate atidd in continuing
education. Expected value exerts some direct infla®n goal intentior3(= .13; p=
.061). Goal intention has a direct influence omoacinitiation 3 =.17; p=.016) and
an indirect influence mediated by the path of goi@ntion on implementation intention
(B = .18; p=.017) and by the path of implementation intemtim action initiation(§ =
.24; p=.001). This result underlines the importanceaif-regulatory processes (i.e.,
forming implementation intentions) for successftti@n initiation beyond goal setting.
Overall, 25% of the variance of action initiatiore &xplained by the set of independent

variables.

Discussion
In the present study we successfully applied thdehof action phases
(Gollwitzer, 1990; Heckhausen, 1991) to a comphergday goal such as the intention

to continue one’s education. The results of thegmelongitudinal field study
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corroborate the basic propositions of the actiosmsphmodel with respect to goal setting
and goal implementation processes.

First, we demonstrated that participants who hachéal a goal intention perceived the
goal’s desirability differently than participanthiavhad not yet formed a goal intention.
As predicted, predecisional participants in thebdehtive mindset were more balanced
with respect to pros and cons of further educatiam post-decisional participants in
the implemental mindset who showed a strongertbiaard positive aspects of
continuing their education. The impartial analysfig goal’s desirability in the
deliberative mindset favors the effective choicgadls (goal setting), whereas the
implemental mindset’s focusing on the positive atpef the goal at hand supports
effective goal implementation by creating an unegecal action orientation that hinders
calling the goal into question again. Alternativeipe might argue that the prevalence
of advantages in the postdecisional phase is notush an effect as a cause for
forming a goal intention. Even though we cannog it this possibility on the basis of
our data these differences in the cognitive ort@neof pre- versus post-decisional
participants is in line with earlier mindset restafsee Gollwitzer & Bayer, 1999).
Indeed, it seems unlikely that people would forgoal intention if the deliberation of
pros and cons did not come up with some positiVaiea. Even if forming a goal
intention is in part facilitated when the positagpects of the goal outweigh its negative
aspects, it is a fact well established by expertalegmsearch that after a person has
decided to pursue a goal, its positive aspectsexgerienced as being more frequent and
more important than its negative aspects. Sincexperimental literature on mindsets
(e.g., Taylor & Gollwitzer, 1995, Study 3) and ras#h in the tradition of dissonance

theory on postdecisional dissonance (e.g., Festingé7) clearly supports the
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postulated causal path from goal intention to atpdy bias, we are prepared to take it
as supporting our hypothesis if we find that pedpteis more strongly on the
advantages after having formed a goal intention ffeople who have not yet formed a
goal intention.

Second, we have empirical evidence for the assomphiat expected value,
goal intention, and implementation intention, respely, make a unique contribution
to the prediction of action initiation. The amowfitvariance explained in action
initiation increased by 4% when taking into consadi@n not only expected value but
also goal intention, and by another 4% when impleatéon intention was included.
The latter result underscores that goal intentimhienplementation intention are
conceptually distinguishable constructs. The cannsalel presented in Figure 2 is
based on theory and fits the data better than ey sequence of independent variables
as analyses not presented here in detail have siM@neover, since neither goal
intention nor implementation intention were cortethwith personality measures of
action vs. state orientation (Kuhl, 1984, 1992) gaderalized self-efficacy (Bandura,
1977), we can be sure that the relationships betweal intention, implementation
intention, and action initiation are not causedlmpmmon variance with personality
dispositions. Because we controlled for influentage and socio-economic status, it
can also be ruled out that these variables prodinedbserved effects.

Socio-economic status may affect the action phagables goal intention,
implementation intention, and action initiationtwo principal ways. First, it is very
likely that continuing education is more familiargeople with higher socio-economic
status (commonly connected also with more yeaselodoling). Consequently, they are

better prepared for taking advantage of the opparés of continuing education.
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Second, in our industrial society, characterize@amyccelerating technological
development with its increasing complexity of wookportunities for acquiring new
knowledge and skills are mostly and more extengiofered to and used by people
with higher socio-economic ranking (OECD, 2000)affblder participants start skill
improvement training less often than younger ohasdo not differ in their goal and
implementation intentions, could indicate that tkegounter fewer opportunities and
less encouragement. The results are remarkable&gtrd to the rather long time-
frame in which the data were collected as well @bk regard to the heterogeneity of the
sample used. Action initiation was measured twas/adter the interviews on the
anteceding conditions (i.e., expected value, gaahtion, implementation intention).
Thus, the idea that participants just tried to deststent with previously expressed
intentions when reporting on their educationahaiiéis, can be excluded. Moreover,
the first years after the reunification of Germavgre times of dramatic change in all
areas of public and private life in East GermartysTnakes it all the more remarkable
that expected value, goal intention, and implentertantention were predictive of
goal-directed behavior initiated later.

Participants for the study were drawn from a regméstive sample of the city of
Dresden. Obviously, the action phase model’s assangpcan be generalized from the
usual student samples to a more representativelsaanering a great variety of
occupations and social background variables.

The relationships examined here have receiveea geal of attention under
various theories (e.g., dissonance theory, Festiigé7; theory of reasoned action,
Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; theory of planned behavigeen, 1985; action regulation

theory, Hacker, 1986; action control theory, Ku884, 1992; goal setting theory,
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Locke & Latham, 1990; valence-instrumentality-expacy theory, Vroom, 1964).
However, unlike these theories, the action phasgefrtakes a comprehensive view on
goal striving while at the same time consideringlg®tting and goal implementation
processes with their specific cognitive and sedfufatory characteristics (cf. Ajzen,
2001, p. 47). Having shown that the postulateddy between variables related to
goal setting and goal implementation holds eves @omplex applied context lends
further evidence to the validity of the theoretipabpositions of the action phase model.
Although we do not contend that other expectandyesenodels like those of reasoned
action or planned behavior would be less viableredicting the realization of
intentions, we see an advantage in the theordiaizdground of the action phase model.
It goes beyond prediction by directing experimenégkarch on the mediating processes
(Brandstatter, Lengfelder, & Gollwitzer, 2001; Gualizer, 1999). Elaborating and
testing the hypotheses of our study is based arkthd of experimental research, even
if the field setting and interview approach is betuited for prediction than for process
analysis.

In addition to their theoretical significance, dimdings have several interesting
implications for applied areas. The postulated sage of action phases offers a rich
perspective for developing practical interventibtmpromote successful goal striving.
For example, in the realm of continuing educatibane wants to encourage people to
continue their education they do not only neededntiormed about potential courses
but also to be provided with training in formingajintentions and implementation
intentions. Most importantly, people who have pgesiattitudes toward further
education but are still undecided should be engmardo form a binding goal intention.

This might be achieved by stressing the advantaesther education and the
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disadvantages of refraining from getting furtheneation (Brandstétter, in press).
Beyond that, people should be instructed to forplémentation intentions with respect
to a concrete situation when they intend to irgtigbal-directed actions. As
experimental research shows, even short instrigtmiform implementation intentions
were successfully adopted by the participantsdfaeview, Gollwitzer, 1999).

Limitations and Future Directions

A number of limitations of this study should b&maowledged. First, because we
were primarily concerned with testing the core agstions of the action phase model,
we focused on global assessments of expected \giakintention, and
implementation intention as predictors. Yet, irttier studies, it would be worthwhile
to examine the antecedents of the valence andfligsdf continuing one’s education.
For example, one might speculate that individutiecence variables such as motives
(e.g., achievement motive, McClelland, 1985), walated values (Holland, 1997; cf.
Spiel3 & Wittmann, 1999), and personal work goalgai@vi& Brunstein, 2001) might
determine the attractiveness of participating inatmnal retraining. In the same vein,
situation-specific determinants (e.g., distanctéoschool, attitude of important others
toward continuing education) might influence théemae of continuing one’s education
as well.

Second, although our study provides preliminargence for the postulated
sequence of expected value, goal intentions, aptementation intentions as
predictors of action initiation, the correlatiomature of the data do not allow for
definite conclusions about the direction of caugali is the first time that the action
phase model has been tested in a field settingioD$ly, inferences about antecedent

conditions and consequences are less convincingeviee the alleged causal variables
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(expected value, goal intention, and implementaitibention) are not experimentally
manipulated, but assessed by interview or questioginAs already mentioned, we
cannot completely rule out the possibilities thet preponderance of positive expected
values with people who have formed a goal intenfgmmpared to those who have not)
is not an effect, but at least in part also a cafigmal intentions. Moreover, it is quite
possible that goal intention, though generally pdéng implementation intention, is
strengthened and made more explicit after and Isecaiuhaving elaborated on an
implementation intention. There might also be sather third variables beyond those
assessed that could have affected both the antgcsmteditions of action initiation and
action initiation itself. Finally, it cannot be cqhetely ruled out that the answers to the
goal intention question (on a graphic rating sealehored in the verbal labels “I have
the idea to do so” — “| am determined to do soT alfeady started to do so”) influenced
the interviewers’ interpretation and coding of #mswers to the implementation
intention question.

A third limitation of the present study is thawiés solely based on respondents’
self-reports. Research on the motivational deteants of continuing one’s education
might substantially benefit from multimethod appes, including observational and
experimental methods. In future studies one mighéct more objective data, for
example, asking participants to show a confirmatibenroliment in a training program
or their notes taken in the courses. Also, theafiskary studies might be a promising
avenue of approach to illuminate how expected vajaal intention and
implementation intention affect participants’ engaggnt in continuing their education

over time.



Action Phase Model 26

Finally, in the sixth wave of the longitudinal syude inquired solely whether
participants had begun a vocational retraining,\wadave no data on whether they
have finished it or have in fact broken it off. At initiation is one of the crucial
transition points on the way to goal accomplishmé&here is evidence that, once goal
pursuit is under way, disruptions caused by diffies or barriers do not lead to retreat
but to resumption of goal pursuit (Lewin, 1926; Mah1933). Nevertheless, in future
studies one might want to collect more detaile@ dat the degree of goal realization
and the performance of participants in a vocatiogihining course.

In conclusion, the purpose of our research wamkothe model of action phases to
the study of continuing education in East Germdter éhe collapse of communism in
1990. The study yielded encouraging results, suggethat expected value, goal
intention, and implementation intention have a oonjinfluence on initiating
vocational retraining. We therefore regard the eptigal distinctions drawn in the
action phase model between goal setting and ggaémentation as being a very
important one to apply to the field of continuirdueation. It helps to shed light on
basic motivational mechanisms involved in pursiangmportant goal such as

advancing one’s professional career.
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Table 1

Mean, Standard Deviation, and Correlation Coeffitdef the Control and Action Phase

Variables (N = 126)

M sSD (1) 2 3 4

(1) Age 36,81 10,23
(2) Socio-economic Status  -,06 90 ,17
(3) Expected Value 15,24 4,32 -,02 -,06
(4) Goal Intention ,59 49 14 18 12
(5) Implementation Intention .70 46 ,06 ,25 16 ,22

(6) Action Initiation 71 45 -17 32 ,13 24 34

Note Goal intention, implementation intention, and@tinitiation are dichotomized in

congruence with theory. Correlation coefficientsX7 are significant (p < .05).
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Action Initiation Predicted by Age, Socio-Econorfitatus, Expected Value, Goal

Intention, and Implementation Intention (LogistiedRession)

B S.E. Wald df p Exp(B) Delte pchang
R2
Step 1 Age -,05,02 6,62 1,00 ,010 ,95
Socio-economic Status 1,0227 14,13 1,00 ,000 2,78
Constant 3,09 ,85 13,36 1,00 ,000 22,04 .15 .00C
Step 2 Age -,05,02 6,50 1,00 ,011 ,95
Socio-economic Status 1,0527 14,68 1,00 ,000 2,85
Expected Value ,09,05 2,85 1,00 ,091 1,09
Constant 1,791,12 2,56 1,00 ,110 6,01 .02 .08¢
Step 3 Age -,06 ,02 7,67 1,00 ,006 ,94
Socio-economic Status 1,0128 12,82 1,00 ,000 2,74
Expected Value ,08,05 2,03 1,00 ,154 1,08
Goal Intention 1,05 ,46 5,29 1,00 ,021 2,86
Constant 1,68L,15 2,12 1,00 ,145 5,34 .04 .01¢
Step 4 Age -,07,02 8,19 1,00 ,004 ,94
Socio-economic Status ,9129 9,76 1,00 ,002 2,49
Expected Value ,06,06 ,97 1,00 ,325 1,06
Goal Intention ,87 ,48 3,37 1,00 ,066 2,39
Implementatio 1,23 ,49 6,32 1,00 ,012 3,41
Intention
Constant 1,481,20 1,51 1,00 ,219 4,40 .04 .011

Note. The Wald statistic is the square of the ratio of B to its standard error S. E.

and follows a x?~distribution with 1 degree of freedom (d. f.). Exp(B), i. e. the

antilogarithm of B, indicates that the odds for the probability of action initiation p,

(i. e., pa/[1- pa]) are, for example, 3.41 times higher with than without

implementation intention.
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Figure Captions
Figure 1 Postulated sequence of action phases with theaific cognitive
characteristics (mindsets)

Figure 2 Path diagram of demographic and action phasahas
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Expected
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A3
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A
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24
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Note Path analysis was run with goal intention, imptatation intention, and action

initiation as dichotomized variables.
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Footnotes

! Other publications within this project are Fres@98), Frese, Kring, Soose, and Zempel (1996), $paid
Frese (1997), Frese, Fay, Hilburger, Leng, and(I8§7), Garst, Frese, and Molenaar (2000), Rybovalst,
Frese, and Batinic (in press). Training was notayeissue.

2 For reasons of research economy, we did not uatien transcriptions of the interviews. Howevée t
interviewers were thoroughly trained in decidingaivto write down in order to make coding possible.

% The three questions tap different aspects of #sirability (value) construct (i.e., different imtves associated
with continuing one’s education, which do not neseely go hand in hand). Therefore, the ratheriloernal
consistency does not really pose a problem. Iigjsige common misunderstanding that low internalsistency
implies low stability.

* Multiplying feasibility and desirability instead adding them fits the model of expected value.

® Since the two questions tap different aspectspfémentation intentions (i.e., time and place chido not
necessarily coincide), the rather low internal cstescy coefficient does not preclude validity eTfighest
alpha coefficients would have been achieved hagahticipants been asked the same question contnt
somewhat different words — a quite common, but rikeéess highly problematic practice (see Cortir®93, for
common misunderstandings and misuses of coeffieikphia).

® This is also true for the personality measuresidaoss. state orientation” (Kuhl & Beckmann, 19%4)d
“generalized self-efficacy” (Bandura, 1977). Thitgan be excluded that the effects of action phase caused
by personality differences.

" Because the direction of the effects had been iextiiwe are reporting one-tailed significancestdsidicating
exact probabilities for type | errors is preferatighe traditional significance levels and is gasingly

becoming accepted practice (American Psycholodisabciation, 2001, pp 24-25)



