







Eyes on the Prize: The Preference to Invest Resources in Higher-Order Goals



Supplemental Study 1: Paying More for Goals 
In Supplemental Study 1, we manipulated, within a given pair of products, which item was perceived to be the goal and which item was perceived to be the means. We then elicited actual willingness to pay (WTP) for the items in a real auction. Specifically, we conducted a second-price auction (Vickrey, 1961) for both a yoga mat and a yoga DVD set. We predicted that participants would offer greater WTP for the yoga mat than the yoga DVD set when the yoga mat was perceived as the goal and greater WTP for the yoga DVD set than the yoga mat when the yoga DVD set was perceived as the goal.
Method
Participants. We opened a HIT for 100 assignments on MTurk. A total of 101 workers participated in exchange for $0.50. Additionally, prior to analyzing the data, we excluded responses from those who failed an instructional manipulation check (Oppenheimer, Meyvis, & Davidenko, 2009), which we established a priori (e.g., “Hopefully you have been reading carefully. If so, please do not answer this question”). Ninety-eight participants (Mage = 37.31; 50 females, 48 males) remained in the study after we applied the exclusion criterion.
Procedure. Supplemental Study 1 employed a 2 (goal: mat vs. DVD; between-subjects) × 2 (valuation target: mat WTP vs. DVD WTP; within-subjects) mixed design. In order to manipulate which product would be perceived as the goal, all participants read at the outset that the study was intended to gauge consumer demand for a target product: either a yoga mat (in the mat condition) or a yoga DVD set (in the DVD condition). We expected this subtle manipulation to lead participants to adopt the focal item in the study as their goal. In the mat (DVD) condition, participants further read, “as a benefit of participating in this survey, we will provide you with the opportunity to actually purchase the yoga mat [DVD set].” Participants then evaluated a picture and corresponding description of the goal (i.e., either the yoga mat or the yoga DVD set). We next introduced the means, along with a picture and corresponding description. Specifically, in order to present the yoga DVD set (mat) as a means for the yoga mat (DVD set), the instructions stated: “In order to use the yoga mat [DVD set], you should also have a yoga DVD set [mat]. Therefore, we will auction off a yoga DVD set [mat], as well.” These instructions implied that the yoga DVD set (mat) should serve as a means.
Next, participants reviewed the auction procedure for each item. In the mat (DVD) condition, participants read: “We are providing you with the opportunity to actually purchase this yoga mat [DVD set] from us. Specifically, we will be auctioning this yoga mat [DVD set] to the highest bidder, from among all people participating in this study today.” Participants learned that the person who won the auction would pay only the price of the second-highest bidder: “This form of auction is called a ‘second-price auction’ and incentivizes you to offer your true willingness-to-pay.” After submitting their WTP for the goal (“How much are you willing to pay to acquire this yoga mat [DVD set]?”), participants then repeated the same procedure for the means (either the DVD set or yoga mat). We subsequently contacted the winning bidders for each of the two auctions to facilitate the sale according to the procedure outlined above.
Results and Discussion
Prior to analyzing the data, we removed three outliers. We defined an outlier as any observation exceeding the predetermined cutoff of three standard deviations above the mean for each product. This exclusion criterion was similarly applied to all subsequent studies with open-ended measures of WTP, prior to any data analysis.
An ANOVA of WTP on goal (mat vs. DVD) × valuation target (mat WTP vs. DVD WTP) revealed the predicted two-way interaction, F(1, 93) = 22.54, p < .001, and no main effects, Fs < 1. Pairwise comparisons showed that, in the mat condition, participants offered greater WTP for the yoga mat (M = $6.75, 95% C.I. = [$4.95, $8.55]) than the DVD set (M = $4.06, 95% C.I. = [$1.99, $6.14]), F(1, 93) = 12.99, p = .001, d = .52. In the DVD condition, however, participants offered less WTP for the yoga mat (M = $4.15, 95% C.I. = [$2.37, $5.94]) than the yoga DVD set (M = $6.44, 95% C.I. = [$4.39, $8.50]), F(1, 93) = 9.65, p = .003, d = .45. Thus, overall, participants offered greater WTP for the item perceived to be a goal, compared to the item perceived to be a means.
In a real auction for real products, participants offered greater WTP for items perceived to be goals, compared to items perceived to be means. In fact, participants reversed the pattern of valuation for identical products, depending on which item was perceived to be the goal and which item was perceived to be the means. 
Supplemental Study 2: Paying Sooner for Goals
We designed Supplemental Study 2 to explore whether people prefer to delay paying for costs associated with means, compared to equivalent costs associated with goals. Delaying payment for an item effectively reduces its cost, due to temporal discounting (Frederick, Loewenstein, & O’Donoghue, 2002; Urminsky & Zauberman, 2016). Therefore, we predict that people will prefer delaying the cost of a means, more so than the cost of a goal, farther into the future. This would allow people to effectively shift resource investment from means to goals, consistent with our account. Specifically, we presented participants with equally priced items (e.g., beach towels and a tote bag), which either formed a goal-means configuration (e.g., the tote bag served as a means for delivering the beach towels) or would be purchased for two different people and hence, were unrelated. We also offered participants the opportunity to actually purchase the items from us, predicting that they would prefer delaying payment for the tote bag only when the tote bag served as a means (i.e., as opposed to when it was unrelated to the beach towels). 
Method
Participants. We opened a HIT for 200 assignments on MTurk. A total of 211 workers participated in exchange for $0.25. Additionally, prior to analyzing the data, we excluded responses from those who failed an instructional manipulation check (Oppenheimer, Meyvis, & Davidenko, 2009), which we established a priori (e.g., “Hopefully you have been reading carefully. If so, please do not answer this question”). One hundred ninety-nine participants (Mage = 33.68; 109 females, 90 males) remained in the study after applying the exclusion criterion.
Procedure. Supplemental Study 2 employed a 2 (product relationship: goal-means vs. unrelated; between-subjects) × 2 (item: beach towels vs. tote bag; within-subjects) mixed design, in which participants considered purchasing beach towels and a tote bag. In the goal-means product relationship condition, the beach towels and tote bag were to be purchased for the same person, and the tote bag served as the means by which the beach towels would be delivered. In the unrelated product relationship condition, the beach towels and tote bag were to be purchased for two different people and were thus unrelated. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Specifically, in the goal-means condition, participants read: “Your goal is to purchase the following product as a gift for a friend or family member.” We presented an image and a brief description of a beach towel set (priced at $45.49), and participants subsequently answered: “If your goal is to purchase these beach towels as a gift for a friend or family member, which person would you choose?” After identifying and listing the name of a gift recipient, participants read: “You also realize that in order to carry the beach towels, you need to purchase a tote bag.” We presented an image and a brief description of a tote bag (same price as the towels). In the unrelated condition, participants read: “You need to purchase two separate gifts for two different people.” We presented the images and brief descriptions of each product (e.g., beach towels and tote bag), and participants identified and listed the name of a friend or family member for each, resulting in two different gift recipients. 
All participants next read: “Suppose that after acquiring the beach towels and tote bag, you have the opportunity postpone paying for either the beach towels or the tote bag (or both), interest free, for up to six months.” Participants then rated: “How likely are you to pay for the beach towels now or later?” and “How likely are you to pay for the tote bag now or later?” (“Definitely pay now” = 1; “Definitely pay later” = 7). The order of these questions was counterbalanced. These choices were also consequential. Participants read that one randomly selected person would be able to actually purchase the beach towels and tote bag from us, interest free, for up to six months. We contacted the winning participant to facilitate the sale.
Results and Discussion
An ANOVA of delaying payment on product relationship (goal-means vs. unrelated) × item (beach towels vs. tote bag) revealed no main effect of product relationship, F < 1, and a main effect of cost delayed, indicating a greater preference to delay paying for the tote bag, F(1, 197) = 21.31, p < .001. However, as predicted, this main effect was qualified by a significant interaction, F(1, 197) = 9.50, p = .002. Within the goal-means product relationship condition, participants were more likely to postpone payment for the means (i.e., the tote bag; M = 3.38, 95% C.I. = [2.91, 3.86]) than for the goal (i.e., the beach towels; M = 2.30, 95% C.I. = [1.88, 2.72]), F(1, 197) = 28.91, p < .001, d = .51. No such difference persisted within the unrelated product relationship condition (Mtote = 2.97, 95% C.I.tote = [2.51, 3.44]; Mtowels = 2.75, 95% C.I.towels = [2.35, 3.16]), F(1, 197) = 1.21, p = .273, d = .12.
Only when the products formed a goal-means relationship did we observe a difference in preferences for payment timing, consistent with our theorization: People are more willing to invest resources in goals than in means. Thus, they prefer to pay sooner for goals and postpone payment for means because delaying payment for an item effectively reduces its cost (due to temporal discounting). 
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