Ask about the journey, not just the destination:
Seeking advice focused on the process, not just the outcome, leads to positive impressions

and boosts advice quality
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Abstract

People frequently seek others for advice when faced with decisional dilemmas.
However, the act of seeking advice can be challenging as seekers aim to receive effective
guidance while also leaving positive impressions. Advice-seekers can play an active role in
managing these tensions through how they frame their advice requests. Advice-seekers
typically focus their request on what decision to make (e.g., “Which job offer should I
accept?”), which we refer to as outcome advice requests. However, we conceptualize process
advice requests, which focus on ow to make a decision (e.g., “What should I consider when
making the decision between the offers?”), as an alternative approach that has benefits for
seekers. In Study 1, job seekers facing decisional dilemmas asked for outcome advice in
60.4% of instances and process advice in only 35.3% of instances. Despite the prevalence of
outcome advice requests, our studies demonstrate that process advice requests yield
significant advantages in terms of impression management and advice quality. Specifically,
advisers perceived process advice-seekers more positively (Studies 2-3), viewing them as
offloading less of the decision to others (Study 3). Beyond these interpersonal benefits,
process advice requests, relative to outcome advice requests, also generated more factual
information, producing advice that advisees evaluated as more helpful (Studies 2 & 4).
Across four studies (Nadvisers = 2,428, Nadvisees = 1,373), our research demonstrates that by
shifting the focus from the destination to the journey, advice-seekers better navigate their

dual priorities to receive useful advice and enhance advisers’ impressions of them.
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Organizational Relevance and Contribution Statement

Advice-seeking is a critical to knowledge transfer in organizations. People frequently
seek advice when faced with difficult dilemmas such as deciding whether to apply for a
promotion, which operational strategy to implement, or which candidate to hire. Our research
highlights that how advice-seekers frame their requests has cascading consequences on what
they receive and how they are perceived. Despite the widespread prevalence of people
focusing their advice requests on outcomes (e.g., “What should I do?”), our studies
demonstrate the benefits associated with shifting the question towards the process (e.g.,
“How should I decide?””). We find this process-oriented approach leads to advantages seekers
value, which include being perceived positively by advisers and receiving factually driven
helpful advice. Given that much experiential knowledge is sought and given in organizations,
a better understanding of how that information can be effectively shared while boosting
interpersonal evaluations is consequential. In addition to thinking about whether to ask for
advice and whom to ask for advice, our findings highlight the practical importance of how to
ask for advice, specifically recognizing the advantages gained when people move beyond
requesting input to narrow their decisional options and instead ask for ways to better

understand the decisional landscape.
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Highlights
e People usually ask advisers what to do, rather than how to decide.
e Process requests enhance advisers’ impressions of seekers and advice quality.
e Outcome seekers are perceived as offloading the decision to advisers.

e Advice from process requests were more factual, increasing its helpfulness.
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People frequently face decisional dilemmas. Should I accept the job in California or
New York? Do I go up for promotion this year or the next? Is it better to buy a house now or
wait and rent instead? When faced with these decisional dilemmas that involve making trade-
offs (Evangelidis et al., 2023; Luce et al., 1999; Tversky & Shafir, 1992; Zhang et al., 2018),
people often turn to others for advice (Blunden et al., 2025; Larrick & Soll, 2006; Levari et
al., 2022; Schaerer et al., 2018).

However, the act of seeking advice carries risks. Seekers often face dual priorities that
are challenging to navigate simultaneously. Seekers not only need to receive effective
guidance that helps them make well-informed decisions, but also want to manage the
interpersonal consequences of asking for advice, including how they will be perceived by the
adviser (Ashford & Northcraft, 1992; Blunden et al., 2019; Brooks et al., 2015; Goldsmith &
MacGeorge, 2000; Reif et al., 2024). For example, seekers often worry that by asking for
advice, they are burdening others with their decision or coming across as incompetent or
incapable of making a decision (Brooks et al., 2015). One way to avoid these interpersonal
costs is simply not to ask, but doing so forgoes the very guidance that decision-makers are
seeking (Lee, 2002; Sherf & Morrison, 2020). The seeker who does ask, then, must find a
way to obtain useful advice while managing impressions.

Advice-seeking is not a passive act. We propose that advice-seekers play an active
role in meeting these dual priorities through how they frame their advice requests. Seekers
often initiate the conversation, and in doing so hold considerable influence over how the
advice exchange unfolds. Yet research on advice-seeking has focused predominantly on
whether advice is sought, who it is sought from, and what consequences follow from those
choices (Larrick & Soll, 2006; Lee, 1997; Levari et al., 2022; Minson & Mueller, 2012; See
etal., 2011; Tost et al., 2012; Zhang et al., 2022). Far less attention has been paid to how the

advice request is communicated, despite the fact that a specific question posed by the seeker
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can set the terms of the exchange (Blunden et al., 2025; Reif et al., 2024), playing a critical
role in determining how the adviser perceives the seeker and what advice is provided.

In this paper, we focus on a fundamental distinction in how people frame their request
for advice. Outcome advice requests seek judgments or recommendations that directly
suggest which option or course of action the seeker should choose (e.g., “Which job offer
should I accept?” or “Who should I hire?”). In contrast, process advice requests seek
guidance that offers criteria, logic, or frameworks the seeker can use to evaluate the options,
focusing on how to make a decision (e.g., “What should I consider when deciding between
these job offers?” or “How should I think about the hiring decision between these
candidates?”’). We propose that this distinction is not a trivial semantic difference but a
consequential orientation that shapes not only how seekers are perceived by advisers, but the
quality of advice provided.

Across four studies, we test and demonstrate that orienting a request toward the
process rather than the outcome advantages dual priorities: advisers form more positive
impressions of process advice-seekers who appear to offload less of the decision to their
advisers than outcome advice-seekers. Furthermore, process requests, relative to outcome
requests, generate advice that seekers find more helpful in part because advisers provide more
factual information. In doing so, our work makes the following theoretical contributions to
the advice literature.

First, we introduce outcome versus process advice requests as theoretically distinct
constructs of how advice requests can be communicated to resolve decisional dilemmas. By
integrating the advice literature with foundational work on process and outcome orientation
(Baron & Hershey, 1988; Earley et al., 1990; Nadler, 1998; Sezer et al., 2016), we highlight
that these constructs, which have been mostly studied as cognitive frames at the individual

level, have interpersonal consequences in the domain of advice. In particular, we highlight
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how advice-seekers, typically people in positions of lower positional power and expertise,
can influence the decisional orientation of their advisers through the questions that they ask.
Additionally, we illuminate how re-focusing the request—from outcomes to processes— not
only influences the quality of the content that is shared, but also provides interpersonal signal
value about the extent to which the seeker takes ownership over the decision in which they
are seeking advice (Blunden et al., 2025; Reif et al., 2024).

Second, we help advice-seekers navigate the dueling tensions between impression
management and advice quality. Prior work has highlighted how these priorities can be
inherently at odds, highlighting how advice-seekers who act to appear more competent do so
in ways that undermine advice quality (Rader et al., 2017; Reif et al., 2024; Sah et al., 2019).
For example, Reif and colleagues (2024) found that people tend to include anchors when
seeking advice (e.g., “Do you think 8 hours is enough time for this project?”) to signal
competence to their adviser, even though doing so reduces the accuracy of the advice they
receive. We demonstrate that seekers can play an active role in not merely managing but
simultaneously advancing both priorities through how they frame their requests for advice.

Third, we advance the advice literature to focus on how the seeker, not just the
adviser, plays a critical role in the quality of the advice that is generated. Prior research has
largely focused on advisers as determinants of advice quality (see for review Bonaccio &
Dalal, 2006), examining how their relevant expertise, perspective-taking ability, and
communication skills connect to their ability to offer useful guidance (Feng & MacGeorge,
2010; Rader et al., 2017; Sah et al., 2013; Sniezek & Van Swol, 2001; Zhang et al., 2022).
However, we build on a growing body of work to suggest that how seekers frame their
request is a consequential determinant of advice quality (Blunden et al., 2025; Reif et al.,
2024), in addition to adviser characteristics and the seekers’ choice of adviser.

Advice Seeking
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Through integrating different traditions in the advice literature, we examine the active
role that advice-seekers play in advancing dual priorities of receiving high-quality advice
content and maintaining positive impressions (Blunden et al., 2019; Reif et al., 2024; Sah et
al., 2019). The advice literature has largely studied these priorities in siloes. Traditional
advice research has emphasized factors that affect the quality of the advice content. For
example, prior research has examined factors that might improve the accuracy of the advice
and advisees’ integration of that information into their decisions (Feng & MacGeorge, 2010;
Larrick & Soll, 2006; Minson & Mueller, 2012; Sniezek & Buckley, 1995; Tost et al., 2012;
Yaniv & Choshen-Hillel, 2012). More recent work has highlighted the importance of
interpersonal concerns, documenting that seekers are acutely aware of the impressions they
are making in the eyes of their advisers based on what decisions to ask about and what advice
they follow (Blunden & Steffel, 2023; Brooks et al., 2015; Huang et al., 2017; Schaerer et al.,
2018). Thus, most papers focus on either advice content or interpersonal dynamics with the
adviser (e.g., advisers’ impressions of advisee) as the focal point of interest.

Research that has studied these priorities in tandem has found that people often make
trade-offs between receiving high quality input and maintaining positive impressions. For
example, if advice is sought from multiple advisers (a widely recommended strategy for
leveraging the wisdom of crowds), seekers could be penalized relationally by advisers who
are concerned their own advice will not be followed (Blunden et al., 2019). Seekers who aim
to signal their competence by including an anchor in their advice end up receiving less
accurate advice (Reif et al., 2024). Advisees have also been documented taking poor quality
advice to signal that they still trust the relationship (Sah et al., 2019).

The trade-offs that people tend to make between these instrumental and interpersonal
concerns is particularly problematic as people care to advance both priorities when they seek

advice. A set of pilot studies we conducted (Appendix A & B in the Supplement) revealed
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that advice-seekers are interested in getting both helpful input and maintaining positive
impressions (e.g., avoid burdening the adviser or being judged as incompetent). In this paper,
we seek to understand the active role that seekers play—through the questions they ask
advisers—to advance both interests of enhancing advice content quality and positive
impressions.

Outcome vs. Process Advice Requests

We distinguish between two types of advice requests that seekers commonly employ
when faced with decisional dilemmas. Outcome advice requests directly solicit an
endorsement of what decision to make, typically through asking advisers to narrow the
contemplated options by endorsing or eliminating choices. In contrast, process advice
requests solicit guidance on sow to make the decision, thereby asking advisers to help
understand the criteria, logic, or frameworks that can be deployed to make a decision.

The distinction between process and outcome reflects a general tendency for people to
separate how a decision or task is carried out from what result it produces, a separation that
appears across many decision-related domains (Allison et al., 1996; Baron & Hershey, 1988;
Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996; Dweck, 1986; Hastie & Dawes, 2001; Sezer et al., 2016). In
these domains, this distinction has been utilized to represent individual-level cognitive
frameworks for evaluating others, such as their decision-making, work performance, ethical
behaviors, or dispositional inferences. Most of this work demonstrates an outcome bias, in
which people overweight the importance of end results when making such evaluations. When
assigning blame or reward, the nature of the outcome determines how much the decision-
maker is punished or praised, with little regard for underlying intentions or actions (Baron &
Hershey, 1988; Brockner & Wiesenfeld, 1996; Cushman, 2008). When assessing
performance, people tend to provide outcome feedback, despite process feedback being more

helpful in illuminating how to adjust behavior to enhance performance (Earley et al., 1990).
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In sum, prior work utilized this framework to highlight a pervasive cognitive bias in which
observers heavily weight final results while neglecting the underlying processes when
evaluating others.

By studying the distinction in the dynamic context of advice exchange, we move
beyond evaluations of individual decisions or behaviors to investigate the interpersonal
consequences of communicating with an outcome versus process focus. Prior work has found
that people who are held accountable to their process, rather than outcomes, are more
thorough in their information search and complex thinking (Lerner & Tetlock, 1999). We
move beyond these findings to highlight that this process versus outcome distinction is not
only a structural feature of organizational systems and evaluation, but also a communicative
resource available to individuals in interpersonal exchanges such as advice seeking. In advice
exchange contexts, when seekers frame their request in process terms, they may prompt
advisers toward more thorough and elaborated thinking, thereby influencing the quality of
information that flows through the exchange.

Furthermore, the orientation of a request in advice-exchange contexts is not only
informational but also social, because a request is addressed to another person who reads
meaning into how it is framed. We propose that how a seeker frames an advice request,
choosing between asking for what decision to make versus how to make the decision, can
convey important signals about the seeker to the adviser. These signals are grounded in work
showing how an organization’s choice of accountability system (evaluating their employees
based on outcomes versus the process) sends implicit messages about what kind of work is
valued (Tetlock, 1992; Tetlock et al., 2013).

Investigating the interpersonal consequences of the outcome versus process
framework in advice exchange contexts highlights how seekers have agency in influencing

not only the information they receive, but also how they are perceived. Beyond the
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information benefit that process requests can afford, we advance the idea that how a request
is framed also carries social meaning: a process request signals to advisers that seekers are
taking ownership of their own decision and not merely looking to offload their decision to the
adviser. In this way, we position the outcome versus process framework as a resource for
how advice-seekers, usually those in lower status or power roles within an organization, can
set the terms of the advice exchange allowing them to manage how they are perceived while
enhancing the value of the guidance they receive.

To gauge how frequently seekers make outcome versus process requests when faced
with real decisional dilemmas, we analyzed how people ask for advice in a popular online
forum. We investigated r/makemychoice, a popular Reddit forum in which people describe a
dilemma involving a choice among multiple options and solicit input from others. We
scraped 200 posts from this forum,! and two trained RAs independently coded each post as
containing an outcome request, a process request, both, or neither. The two RAs agreed
78.5% of the time and the first author served as a tiebreaker in cases of disagreement.

Of these posts, 73% were coded as outcome advice requests, in which people directly
asked others to recommend one option, such as asking, “Should I spend a month this
December and January in Spain or Puerto Rico?” Only 3% of posts were coded as process
requests, in which people sought guidance on how to evaluate their options by describing the
dilemma and asking, “I guess I just need help and advice about how to make the right choice
and execute it.” An additional 15% of posts were coded as “both” when they asked multiple
questions spanning both categories. A closer look at these posts indicated that most of these
posts (87%) were actually outcome-oriented, in that they led with an outcome request and

typically used a process request as a secondary question. Finally, 9% of the posts were

' We scraped the subreddit on October 12, 2025, collecting 500 posts sorted by the platform’s “Top” function
(which is sorted by score, i.e., upvotes minus downvotes) that contained at least one comment using the official
Reddit API. From these, 200 posts were randomly selected for analysis.

11
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categorized as “neither” when no clear advice request was present or when the intent of the
request was too ambiguous to determine (e.g., simply asking “Advice?” after describing the
options). These initial findings from a popular advice forum suggest that while seekers do
vary in how they frame their advice requests when faced with a choice amongst various
decisional options, the strong default is oriented toward initiating outcome requests.
Outcome vs. Process Advice Requests: Interpersonal Impressions

Research on the interpersonal consequences of seeking advice has yielded mixed
findings. On one hand, asking for advice could signal incompetence, vulnerability, or an
inability to handle one's own problems (Ashford & Northcraft, 1992; Goldsmith &
MacGeorge, 2000). On the other hand, research has shown that advice-seekers are often liked
more by those they seek guidance from, as asking for advice is perceived as a form of flattery
that signals trust in the adviser's judgment (Brooks et al., 2015; Huang et al., 2017; Zhao &
Epley, 2022). We propose that this tension may partly reflect the fact that not all advice
requests are alike, and that how a request is framed could influence whether asking reads as a
signal of incompetence or as a mark of thoughtful engagement.

Asking for outcome advice (i.e., “What should I do?”) can be viewed as turning the
decision over to the adviser rather than seeking input on how to make the decision. Research
on help-seeking indicates that direct solutions are often given when help providers perceive
recipients as lacking the ability to solve problems independently (Nadler, 1998; Nadler &
Chernyak-Hai, 2014). Similarly, directly asking what to do might be perceived as a signal of
low competence or greater neediness, resulting in unfavorable judgments. Advisers could
also feel that outcome advice-seekers are more instrumental, “cutting to the chase” without
properly engaging in the thought process required to make a good decision (Blunden &
Steffel, 2023; George, 1992). Beyond what the request conveys about the seeker, being asked

to make an explicit endorsement may leave advisers uncomfortable about offering advice that
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could prove inapplicable, biased, or ineffective, and this discomfort may generate negative
views of the seeker, who placed them in that situation. Indeed, advisers can vary in the degree
to which they feel comfortable having seekers fully adopt their advice depending on how
certain they feel about the advice (Ache et al., 2020), and this unease may stand in the way of
a positive impression.

Asking for process advice, on the other hand, essentially splits the decisional dilemma
into two parts, in which advisers are asked to provide criteria, logic, or frameworks (given
their expertise) enabling seekers to ultimately make their own choice after taking into account
the underlying knowledge and analytical framework (provided by the advisers) as applied to
the seekers’ personal situation. Such framing in the advice request can convey confidence in
the seekers’ ability to reach their own conclusion once equipped with the necessary process
knowledge, and so may make seekers appear more decisive and competent (Nadler, 1998;
Nadler & Chernyak-Hai, 2014). Furthermore, because a process request seeks input rather
than an endorsement, it does not ask advisers to commit to a particular course of action they
may be uncertain about, which can make the exchange feel more collaborative and lead the
seeker to be seen more positively. In this way, advice-seekers that seek input on the process
rather than the outcome, could appear to be better decision-makers and overall generate more
positive impressions.

While an outcome advice request, such as asking “What should I do?” may be a
common and intuitive way to gather advice, a process request is less expected, which can
invite advisers to think twice about the request. When advisers encounter a request that
departs from the more typical outcome-oriented format, they may reflect on why (Kahneman
& Miller, 1986), and infer that the seeker has carefully considered how to solicit information
that will be most useful rather than simply asking for an answer. Being asked for criteria,

logic, or frameworks rather than a recommendation further suggests that the seeker intends to
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weigh that input and reach the decision themselves. Such effort can result in more positive
impressions of the seeker, as people have a tendency to associate the effortful behavior of
others as signaling greater competence and motivation (Celniker et al., 2023; Dik & Aarts,
2007). Advisers may therefore read a process request as the act of someone seeking guidance
to inform their own choice, rather than looking to others to supply the choice for them, and it
is this interpretation that we expect to shape the impression advisers form.

We, therefore, predict:

Hla: Advisers will form more positive impressions of advice-seekers who ask for

process advice, compared to those who ask for outcome advice.

H1b: Advice-seekers requesting process advice will be perceived more positively than

those seeking outcome advice because process advice-seekers are perceived to offload

less of the decision to others.

Outcome vs. Process Advice Requests: Advice Quality

People exhibit a general tendency to focus on outcomes, over process, in many
decision-related domains, leading to sub-optimal consequences (Baron & Hershey, 1988;
Sezer et al., 2016). Advice-seekers faced with a decisional dilemma may similarly over-
emphasize the importance of end results by focusing the conversation on what is most top of
mind. Research from these different domains, however, showcase that such a myopic
outcome orientation can be detrimental (Allison et al., 1996; Baron & Hershey, 1988; Hastie
& Dawes, 2001; Sezer et al., 2016). The outcome bias is known to distort our ability to learn
properly as we cannot distinguish between good decisions that led to bad results and bad
decisions that led to good results (Allison et al., 1996; Hastie & Dawes, 2001). In the context
of decisional dilemmas, when advice-seekers receive outcome advice, such as “You should
take the offer from Company A, not Company B,” they may be similarly hindered in their

ability to understand why Company A is favored by the adviser (or why Company B is not)
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and importantly whether the reasons would apply to the seeker’s own situation. In other
words, in the advice domain, asking for outcome advice may overlook the fact that what
works for someone else might not work for them.

Outcome requests can also compromise the quality of the advice itself. When asked to
give outcome advice, advisers may resort to what they did, what they would do, or what they
believe is the popular decision, overlooking what fits the seeker’s unique situation. Seekers
may have different values, priorities, risk tolerance, constraints, or long-term goals—factors
that fundamentally shape what the most helpful decision looks like for them. Ignoring, or not
being aware of, these differences can lead to mismatched or less helpful advice. Indeed, prior
research identifies perspective-taking failure as one of the key components of unhelpful
advice because guidance that ignores the seeker's particular situation cannot be reliably
followed (Yaniv & Choshen-Hillel, 2012; Zhang et al., 2022; Zhou et al., 2017).
Furthermore, once a particular option is endorsed, the adviser may—consciously or
unconsciously—emphasize information that supports their chosen recommendation while
downplaying alternatives. This confirmation bias could also limit the scope of the expertise
being shared, potentially reducing both the richness and objectivity of the advice (Nickerson,
1998). As a result, the seeker may receive a narrow and potentially misleading view of the
decision landscape.

Asking for process advice, on the other hand, invites the adviser to engage in a
fundamentally different mode of thinking. When asked how fo approach a decision rather
than what decision to make, advisers are not asked to take a definitive stance or defend a
particular choice. This reduces the motivation for confirmation bias and encourages a more
balanced and comprehensive consideration of relevant factors (Nickerson, 1998). At the same
time, process requests can help shift the adviser’s attention away from their own preferences

and toward the normative criteria and evaluative standards relevant to the decision,
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encouraging guidance that reflects domain knowledge and underlying decision logic rather
than personal opinion. We predict that being able to see more transparently and
comprehensively how advisers are appraising the decision options will positively enhance the
advice-seekers’ understanding of how to think about their own decision. Similar to how a
learning orientation is useful in feedback-seeking because the emphasis is placed on seeking
diagnostic input (Butler, 1993; Tuckey et al., 2002; VandeWalle, 2003; VandeWalle &
Cummings, 1997), we posit that asking for process advice will unlock helpful information
that provides seekers with critical insights to consider their dilemma thoughtfully and proceed
with the path appropriate for them.

Given that process advice does not require the adviser to take a stance, it also creates
an opportunity to share information vital to making the decision without revealing the
adviser’s own personal preferences. Without needing to recommend a specific option—which
might implicitly reveal their personal values or preferences that are not relevant to the
seeker—advisers may feel more at ease offering the criteria, logic, or frameworks underlying
how they would consider the decision (Ache et al., 2020; Loewenstein et al., 2011). Doing so
is particularly important when advisers feel their own values may not align with the seekers’
or when they are unsure whether their preferences are appropriate to share. By removing the
expectation to endorse a particular outcome, process advice can allow advisers to share
information helpful for making a decision, without placing expectations or pressure for the
advice-seeker to pick one path over the other. We, therefore, make the following set of
predictions (see Figure 1 for the full conceptual model):

H2a: Advisees will evaluate advice derived from process requests as more helpful

than advice derived from outcome requests.
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H2b: Advice from process requests will be evaluated as more helpful than advice

from outcome requests because it contains more factual information (versus personal

opinions).

Overview of Studies

We tested our hypotheses across four pre-registered experimental studies. First, to
establish the prevalence of each request type in a naturalistic setting, we recruited job-seekers
actively making decisions amongst job offers to ask for advice and then coded their advice
requests as being outcome versus process oriented (Study 1). Next, to test Hla, we examined
whether advice-seekers who asked for process advice were perceived more positively than
those who sought outcome advice in three different workplace-related contexts (Studies 2a,
2b & 3). We then examined whether advisers’ positive impressions of seekers were driven by
perceptions of decisional offloading, testing H1b (Study 3). In addition to these interpersonal
benefits, to test H2a, we examined whether advisees evaluated process advice as more helpful
than outcome advice when faced with decisional dilemmas (Studies 2a, 2b & 4). Finally, to
test H2b, we examined whether process advice requests, in comparison to outcome advice
requests, generated more factual information, rather than personal opinions, leading to
stronger evaluations of advice quality (Study 4).

We report all sample sizes, data exclusions, manipulations, and measures in the
studies. All studies were pre-registered on AsPredicted before data collection began. Pre-
registrations, raw and clean data, and study stimuli are saved to Research Box #4009. We

conducted our analyses using SPSS, R version 4.3.3 and Jamovi version 2.3.28.0.

Study 1: Prevalence and Frequency of Process vs. Outcome Advice Requests

We began by investigating the different ways in which job seekers sought advice

when faced with their own decisional dilemma about which job offer to take. Based on our
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content coding of the opening advice request seekers planned to ask their advisers, we
examined the frequency of outcome versus process advice requests. We focused our attention
on the opening advice request because in many real-world exchanges, particularly those
occurring asynchronously or in writing, one focal request is made. Additionally, the opening
request has the potential to frame the entire exchange: it shapes what the adviser attends to,
how they organize their response, and the impressions they form of the seeker before any
further dialogue unfolds.

Method

Participants. We aimed to recruit 200 participants on Prolific for an academic study
about advice, in which they played the role of advice-seekers. Screening for participants who
were currently choosing between multiple job offers yielded 216 participants. Following our
pre-registration, twenty participants who failed the attention check were excluded from
analysis, leaving a final sample of N =196 (Mage = 36.99 years, SD = 11.08 years; 49.5%
male, 48.0% female, 2.6% other).

Design and procedure. By creating a custom filter on the Prolific platform, we
specifically recruited participants who were actively job-seeking and indicated they were
currently deciding between two or more job offers. Our job-seeking participants began by
listing descriptions of the job offers they were considering and then, for our focal measure,
we asked participants to write down what advice they would ask for in order to help with
their decision. Afterwards, we asked participants whether they considered it more important
to receive an adviser’s recommendation based on personal opinion versus factual information
about what criteria to consider when making a decision.

Our primary interest was identifying the type of advice participants sought—
specifically, whether their questions reflected an outcome focus, which asked for a definitive

recommendation favoring one option versus another, versus a process focus, which invited

18



Ask about the journey

criteria, logic, or frameworks without explicitly requesting a specific choice or conclusion.
Our focus was not on the particular wording of a question but on the broader orientation of
whether the advice request was focused on the outcome or process. In this way, the outcome
request of “What should I do?” could take various forms: “Which offer is better? Should I
join Company A or Company B? Which job should I pursue?” Similarly, the process request
of “How should I make this decision?”” could also be represented as: “What factors should I
weigh when comparing these offers? How should I prioritize the strengths and weaknesses of
each company? What considerations matter most when deciding between jobs?”

We recruited two coders to categorize whether the advice request sought outcome
advice, process advice, or both. The agreement rate between the two coders was 91.0%.2 A
third coder was brought in to evaluate 17 pieces of advice in which there was disagreement.
For these cases, we categorized the advice based on what two of the three coders agreed
upon.

Results

On average, our job-seekers sought advice on making a decision that involved an
average of 2.51 job offers. Of the advice requests collected, 60.4% sought outcome advice,
directly asking the adviser to make a direct endorsement on which job offer was better or
what job type to pursue. For example, one advice-seeker asked, “Should I go into industry or
stay in academia?”, while another one asked, “What job do you think would lead to more
opportunities in the long run?” By contrast, 35.3% of questions sought process advice,
seeking criteria, logic, or frameworks on how to make the decision. For example, one advice-
seeker asked, “What are the top 5 things I should consider when evaluating job opportunities

from different employers?”, while another asked, “What are the pros or cons of working as a

2 Nine participants were excluded for not following instructions in asking for advice, in accordance with our
pre-registration.
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Analyst or a Receptionist in Retail vs Healthcare?” A small minority of 4.3% asked for both.
An example of a request categorized as seeking both outcome and process advice includes an
advice-seeker who asked, “Which position would you choose? Why would you make that
choice? What benefits and pluses do you see for each option?” Additional examples can be
found in Table 1, and the complete set of advice requests is available in the ResearchBox.

Although participants more often asked for outcome advice, 70.4% reported, when
asked directly, that they preferred to receive objective information rather than
recommendations based on the adviser’s personal preferences.
Discussion

Our investigation demonstrated that most advice-seekers gravitated towards asking
for outcome advice rather than process advice when seeking guidance on a common but
important decisional dilemma. We conducted a conceptual replication of this study in which
university students recalled questions asked during their most recent advice-seeking exchange
involving a decisional dilemma and also found that the majority of these recalled requests
were oriented towards receiving outcome advice - please see Appendix C in the Supplement.

At the same time, while participants were more likely to communicate their advice
request with an outcome orientation, they expressed a general preference for receiving
objective information or analyses to help understand the decision they were making. Building
on these findings, our subsequent studies test how outcome and process advice requests differ

in the interpersonal and informational benefits they provide.

Study 2a: Consequences of Process vs. OQutcome Advice Requests: A Career Choice
Dilemma
Next, we investigated whether process requests, relative to outcome requests, generate

more positive impressions of advice-seekers (H1a), and produce advice that is evaluated as
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more helpful in the context of a decisional dilemma (H2a). To do so, we conducted a two-part
study involving both adviser and advisees: people with working experience in both start-ups
and large corporations gave advice to a seeker deciding between job offers in both contexts.
We varied whether the adviser received a request for outcome or process advice, and then
advisees evaluated the helpfulness of the advice.

Method

Participants. We determined the target sample size a priori using G*Power (Faul et
al., 2007). For a one-tailed independent-samples #-test with a. = .05 and 80% power, sensitive
to a small-to-medium effect (d = .30; Cohen, 2013), the analysis indicated 139 participants
per condition (278 total). We aimed to recruit 200 participants per condition to conduct
studies with large samples (Simmons et al., 2011) and to allow for exclusions based on a
work-experience eligibility filter. This yielded 385 eligible participants, of whom fifteen
failed the attention check and were excluded, leaving a final sample of N = 370 (Mage = 41.72
years, SD = 12.52 years; 47.6% male). Participate were recruited for an academic study on
advice, in which they played the role of advisers.

Next, we recruited a separate group of workers on Prolific for an academic study on
advice, in which they played the role of advisees. We planned to recruit 200 so that each
piece of advice would be evaluated five times. Following our pre-registration, three
participants who failed the attention check were excluded, leaving a sample of N = 199 (Mage
=45.12 years, SD = 14.39 years; 41.2% male).

Design and procedure for advisers. For advice collection, we created a custom filter
on the Prolific platform to recruit participants who had experience working both at a start-up
company and a larger corporation. Participants provided information on the type of start-up in
which they worked, the size of the larger corporation, as well as their tenure at both

organizations. Our 370 advisers had on average one to two years of experience at early- or
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growth-stage startups and three or more years at a larger corporation, with most working at
companies with over one thousand employees.

Participants then read about an advice-seeker who had recently graduated from a
master’s program and received two job offers: one from a smaller start-up and the other from
a larger, well-established corporation. Participants were informed the two offers were the
same in terms of starting salary and job description. We customized the details of the job
offers to tailor to each adviser’s prior work experience to boost realism of the advice context
and so that advisers would feel they had directly relevant knowledge to impart. For example,
the advice-seeker’s start-up offer was described as early-stage, growth-stage, or late-stage to
match the adviser’s own reported start-up experience. Also, the corporation the advice-seeker
was considering joining was described as being approximately the same size as the company
where the adviser had been employed.

We randomly assigned participants, as advisers, to one of two conditions, in which the
advice-seeker asked them, “I am undecided on what to do. Should I join the start-up or the
corporation? What is the better option between the two? What should I choose?” (outcome
advice request) or “I am undecided on what to do. What are the important factors I should
think about and consider when deciding to join the start-up versus the corporation?” (process
advice request). The prompts, which were created based on the types of questions participants
asked in Study 1, were chosen to be matched on length.?

Participants responding to the outcome request gave advice such as, “Personally from
my experience, I would join the start-up. Although it may be riskier, from my experience they

treat you a lot better than a big corporation does. I enjoyed my time there so much more and

3 We note that the number of questions differed between the two conditions in which the outcome advice request
consisted of 3 questions while the process advice request consisted of 1 question. In Study 2b, the difference is 2
questions (outcome) versus 1 question (process). In Studies 3 & 4, there are no differences as 1 question is asked
in both conditions. We find similar effects, regardless of the number of questions in our stimuli, suggesting that
the number of questions asked does not appear to be driving potential differences between the two conditions.
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I was treated significantly better. Also, if the start-up is successful, there is a chance you can
get good rewards.”

Participants responding to the process request gave advice such as: “Important things
to consider about deciding to work at a start-up versus an already established corporation
are that the start up could flop and go under and the corporation is already up and running.
Although at a start up there’s so much room for growth and improvement to move up within
their company as they grow. It just depends how much you re willing to give. I think a start
up could be way more fun by small achievements met.” Additional examples can be found in
Table 1, and the complete set of advice is available in the ResearchBox.*

Measures for advisers. Immediately after reading the advice request, we asked
participants to provide their impressions of the advice-seeker on how diligent, responsible,
thoughtful, indecisive, needy, likeable, ambitious, confident they appeared, based on how
they communicated their advice request, using a 5-point scale from “Not at all” to “A great
deal,” where “indecisive” and “needy” were reverse-coded (a = .76). These dimensions were
selected to capture the social image concerns that prior research has identified as salient when
advice-seeking occurs (Brooks et al., 2015; Fisher et al., 1982; Reif et al., 2024). Participants
then wrote their advice in a textbox and completed the study by answering basic demographic
questions.

Design and procedure for advisees. Next, a separate group of participants, as
advisees, were asked to take the perspective of someone who was deciding between working
for a start-up or a large corporation. All participants were shown two pieces of advice
simultaneously which were randomly selected from the advice we had collected, with one

piece of advice from the outcome condition and one piece of advice from the process

4 Additional and exploratory measures for Study 2a can be found in Appendix D in the Supplement.
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condition. Participants had no knowledge about the experimental condition that elicited the
advice.

Participants rated five different pairs of advice and indicated within each pair which
advice they found more helpful on a 11-point scale, where -5 represented “Advice A is much
more helpful”, 5 represented “Advice B is much more helpful” and the midpoint 0
represented “Both are equally helpful.” All participants completed this evaluation five times,
meaning each participant saw ten pieces of advice (five outcome advice and five process
advice). Since we had collected 370 pieces of advice, each piece of advice was evaluated
approximately five times.

Participants rated the five pairs of advice across five rounds. In Rounds 1, 3, and 5,
the advice from the outcome condition was presented as Advice A and in Rounds 2 & 4, the
advice from the process condition was presented as Advice A. We then reverse-coded the
ratings from Rounds 2 & 4 such that positive ratings indicated that advice from the process
condition was more helpful. Participants then completed the study by answering basic
demographic questions.

Results

Advisers’ global impressions of seekers. In support of Hla, participants, as advisers,
perceived process advice-seekers more positively than outcome advice-seekers, My ocess =
3.73, 8D = 0.57 vs. Moucome = 3.58, SD = 0.58, #368) =-2.57, p = .005, d= -.27, see Figure 2.

Advisees’ evaluations of advice helpfulness. Because each participant made five
evaluations, we used a linear mixed model regression to account for random effects at the
participant level using the /me4 package in R (Bates et al., 2015) to account for the advisees
giving multiple ratings. We predicted that the intercept coefficient would be positive,
indicating that advisees perceived process advice to be more helpful than outcome advice in

making the decision between working for a start-up versus a corporation.
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As predicted and in support of H2a, we found that advisees evaluated advice
prompted through a process request as more helpful than advice prompted through an
outcome request. Perceived helpfulness was modeled as the dependent variable, with a
random intercept for participants to capture individual differences. The results showed that
the intercept was significantly different from zero, b = .30, SE = .11, 95% CI[0.09, 0.51],
#(193.18) =2.82, p = .005, indicating participants evaluated process advice as being more
helpful than outcome advice.’

Discussion

In this two-part study, we found initial evidence to suggest that how advice is
requested affects how advisers perceive seekers, as well as the kind of advice that is
provided. In support of H1a, advisers perceived process advice-seekers more positively
compared to outcome advice-seekers. In support of H2a, process advice was evaluated to be

more helpful by advisees than outcome advice.

Study 2b: Consequences of Process vs. Outcome Advice Requests: A Work
Arrangement Dilemma
Study 2b aimed to replicate the effects of process vs. outcome advice requests

documented in Study 2a featuring a different decisional dilemma: choosing between a fully
remote or hybrid job. Whereas Study 2a tested evaluations of the advice helpfulness in pairs,
Study 2b tested the evaluation of advice one at a time in order to determine whether these
effects were robust to the method of soliciting perceptions of advice. Doing so also allowed
us to control for advice length and tone positivity, two dimensions that could independently

drive positive evaluations of advice.

5 The ICC revealed that 1.2% of total variance in perceived helpfulness was attributable to between-participant
differences, justifying the use of multilevel modeling.
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Method

Participants. We aimed to recruit 400 participants per condition, based on
recommendations to use large samples (Simmons et al., 2011). After applying a work-
experience eligibility filter, we retained a sample of N = 752 (Mage = 42.57 years, SD = 12.99
years; 46.9% male, 51.9% female, 1.2% other), who participated in an academic study on
advice in which they played the role of advisers.

We then recruited a separate group of workers on Prolific to participate in an
academic study on advice, in which they played the role of advisees. We aimed to recruit 200
and reached a final sample of N = 184 after excluding thirty-three participants who failed the
bot check (Mage = 42.49 years, SD = 13.11 years; 51.6% male).

Design and procedure for advisers. We created a custom filter on the Prolific
platform to recruit participants who had experience working both fully remotely and in a
hybrid arrangement. Participants provided information on the industry where they had such
experience, the duration of their remote work experience, the number of days they were
required to be in the office during their hybrid arrangement, as well as their commute time.
Our 752 advisers had on average one to two years of fully remote work experience and a
typical hybrid schedule of about three days in the office, across industries spanning
technology and software, customer support and outsourcing, and education and e-learning.

All participants then read about an advice-seeker who had recently graduated from a
master’s program and received two job offers: one fully remote and the other hybrid
(requiring three days per week in the office). Participants were informed that the two offers
were identical in starting salary and job description. As in Study 2a, we customized the
details of the job offers to match individual participants’ reported work experience, allowing
advisers to perceive their expertise as directly applicable to the advice they were asked to

share. For example, the fully remote offer was described as being in the same industry as the
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adviser's own experience. The hybrid offer was described as requiring three days in the
office, which matched the most frequently chosen hybrid schedule reported by advisers.

We randomly assigned participants, as advisers, to one of two conditions, where the
advice-seeker asked them, “Is the company that requires me to work fully remotely or the one
with a hybrid schedule better? Which job should I choose?” (outcome advice request) or
“What are the important factors I should consider and prioritize when deciding to join the
company that requires me to be fully remote versus the one with a hybrid schedule?” (process
advice request).

Examples of advice generated from outcome requests include, “In my opinion since
you are a new graduate you should take the hybrid role. It's good to get facetime with other
coworkers especially as a new employee.” Participants responding to the process request gave
advice such as, “You should consider commute time and how it will effect what time you have
to wake up, etc. You should consider if you want an environment where you are close with
your coworkers or work more independently.” The complete set of advice is available in the
ResearchBox.°

Measures for advisers. Next, participants, as advisers, rated the advice-seeker on the
same global impressions scale as in Study 2a (a = .86). Participants then wrote their advice in
a textbox and completed the study by answering basic demographic questions.

Design and procedure for advisees. Next, we recruited participants interested in
receiving advice about remote work arrangements to serve as advisees. They were asked to
take the perspective of someone choosing between working fully remotely versus in a hybrid
arrangement. Participants then evaluated four pieces of advice, one at a time, rating each on
helpfulness. Advice was randomly selected from the data collected in the prior stage, with

two drawn from the outcome condition and two from the process condition, presented in a

¢ Additional and exploratory measures for Study 2b can be found in Appendix E in the Supplement.
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random order. Participants were not informed which experimental condition had elicited each
piece of advice.

Measures for advisees. Participants rated advice quality based on the helpfulness,
quality, and value of each piece of advice using a 5-point Likert scale from “Not at all” to
“Extremely” (a = .96; adapted from Feng & MacGeorge, 2010; MacGeorge et al., 2016).
After evaluating the four pieces of advice, participants responded to an open-ended
exploratory question about what makes advice helpful. Participants then completed the study
by answering basic demographic questions.

Results

Advisers’ global impressions of seekers. We replicated the main effect from Study 2a,
supporting H1a. Participants in the adviser role formed more positive impressions of process
advice-seekers than outcome advice-seekers, My ocess = 3.68, SD = 0.67 vs. Moucome = 3.37,
SD =0.76, 1(739.67) = -6.09, p < .001, d= -.44, see Figure 2.

Advisees’ evaluations of helpfulness. Given the repeated-measures design, we
analyzed the data using a linear mixed-effects model with the /me4 package in R (Bates et al.,
2015), with perceived helpfulness as the dependent variable, advice type (process vs.
outcome; with outcome advice as the reference level) as a fixed effect, and a random
intercept for participants to account for individual differences.

The results revealed a significant effect of advice type on perceived helpfulness, b =
28, SE =.07,95% CI[0.13, 0.42], #551.66) = 3.83, p <.001. These results suggested that
advisees evaluated process advice as more helpful than outcome advice, see Figure 3. This
finding remained after controlling for advice length and tone positivity, two dimensions that
could independently drive positive evaluations of advice (see Table 2 for robustness check

results).
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As an exploratory measure, we asked participants about their general opinions about
what makes advice helpful and coded the responses thematically. The most commonly cited
feature was balanced advice, that is, advice presenting the pros and cons of the options rather
than advocating for a particular one. Participants also frequently valued advice that was
tailored to their situation, that introduced considerations they had not thought of, and that left
the final decision to them. Please see Appendix E in the Supplement for additional details.
Discussion

We again documented the dual benefits of process requests, compared to outcome
requests, for a different workplace decisional dilemma. In support of Hla, process requests
resulted in more positive impressions of advice-seekers than outcome requests, and in
support of H2a, advice solicited through process requests were evaluated as more helpful than
advice provided as a result of outcome requests. Additionally, evaluations of advice
helpfulness were not driven by superficial differences in advice length or the positive tone

taken by advisers.

Study 3: Exploring Mechanism Underlying Interpersonal Pathway

We next explored a mechanism underlying why process advice requests generated
more positive impressions of advice-seekers compared to outcome advice requests.
Specifically, we tested whether process advice requests, relative to outcome advice requests,
generated more positive impressions by signaling lower perceived decisional offloading.
Method

Participants. We recruited undergraduates from an East Asian university to
participate in an academic study on advice, in which they played the role of advisers. The

sample size was determined by the available student pool. We excluded thirteen participants
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who completed the survey more than once, leaving a final sample of N =523 (Mage = 19.36
years, SD = 1.39 years; 50.3% male, 49.3% female, 0.4% other).

Design and procedure. All participants read about a third-year undergraduate student
facing a choice between two opportunities: a one-semester exchange at a highly selective
university abroad or an internship at a competitive local tech company. Participants were
provided with detailed advantages and disadvantages of each option to ensure they had a
thorough understanding of the choices involved in the dilemma. We randomly assigned
participants, as advisers, to one of two conditions, in which the advice-seeker asked them,
“What do you think I should do?” (outcome advice request) or “How should I think about
making this decision?”(process advice request).’

Measures. Immediately after reading the advice request, participants rated the extent
to which they perceived the advice-seeker as offloading their decision using a 6-item scale
adapted from George (1992; a = .90), in which they evaluated the seeker for statements such
as, “Does not do his/her fair share of the decision-making work” and “Tries to get the advice-
giver to make his/her decisions” on a 7-point scale from “Strongly disagree” to “Strongly
agree.” Next, participants rated the advice-seeker on the same global impressions scale as in
Studies 2a & 2b (a = .75). Participants then wrote their advice in a textbox and completed the
study by answering basic demographic questions.

Results
Advisers’ global impressions. We replicated the main effect from Studies 2a & 2b,

supporting H1a. Participants in the adviser role formed more positive impressions of process

7 In addition to each request being represented by one question, we specifically worded the outcome request to
be more “open” in the sense that open questions prompt respondents to provide self-generated answers, whereas
closed questions can prompt shorter responses from a limited number of possible responses (Dohrenwend,
1965). Given that we are in the context of decisional dilemmas in which people are seeking advice on a limited
number of options, the universe of options is limited, but the outcome questions can vary on a continuum of
being more closed (i.e. Should I study abroad or accept the internship?) to being more open (i.e. What should I
do?).
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advice-seekers than outcome advice-seekers, Mprocess = 3.10, SD = 0.57 vs. Moutcome = 2.92,
SD =0.60, #(521) = -3.46, p < .001, d=-.30, see Figure 2.

Advisers’ perception of seeker decisional offloading. Participants in the adviser role
also perceived that process seekers had offloaded less of their decision onto them than
outcome seekers, Mprocess = 3.53, SD = 1.17 vs. Moucome = 3.83, SD = 1.27, t(521)=-2.77,p =
.003, d= -.24. Furthermore, in support of H1b, perceived decisional offloading mediated the
relationship between advice request type and seeker positive impressions (see Figure 4).
Including perceived decisional offloading in the model reduced the effect of advice requests
(from B = .18, p <.001 to B = .13, p = .008). Perceived decisional offloading was a
significant predictor of favorable impressions (f =-.16, p <.001) and the 95% CI for the
indirect effect excluded zero [.01, .09].%

Discussion

Replicating the interpersonal findings from Studies 2a & 2b and in support of Hla, we
found in a different decisional dilemma that process requests resulted in more positive
impressions of advice-seekers than outcome requests. Importantly, we documented a
potential mechanism underlying this effect: advisers perceived process-seekers as offloading
less of the decision onto others. In our final study, we further tested how process advice

requests generated content evaluated to be more helpful relative to outcome advice requests.

Study 4: Exploring Mechanism Underlying Advice Content Pathway
In addition to replicating the findings about advice quality in Studies 2 and 3, Study 4
sought to investigate the mechanism explaining why advice generated from process requests
was evaluated as more helpful by advisees than advice generated from outcome requests. In

Study 1, we found that when seeking advice, people preferred advice that gave them factual

8 Exploratory measures for Study 3 can be found in Appendix F in the Supplement.
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information rather than personal opinions, despite the greater tendency to ask for outcome
oriented advice. Furthermore, in Study 2b, exploratory analyses revealed that participants
self-reported that higher quality advice presented information about the pros and cons about
options rather than advocating for a particular option. Based on these findings we predicted
that advice generated from process requests would consist of more factual information rather
than personal opinion relative to advice generated from outcome requests (H2b).

Method

Participants. We aimed to recruit 800 participants for an academic study on advice,
in which they played the role of advisees. Following our pre-registration, we excluded
nineteen participants who failed the attention check, leaving a final sample of N =794 (Mage
=42.40 years, SD = 12.69 years; 47.2% male, 51.6% female, 1.1% other).

Design and procedure. We specifically recruited Prolific participants who expressed
interest in learning about working for alternative gig economy platforms, specifically mTurk
and Uber. We asked them to take the perspective of someone deciding between working for
one of the two platforms, and evaluate advice given to them about this dilemma. All
participants viewed two pieces of advice on the same screen and rated each piece separately
on two dimensions. The two pieces of advice were randomly selected from advice that had
been collected from a separate group of experienced mTurk participants (N = 783, Myge=
43.25 years, SD = 13.22 years; 42.4% male, 56.9% female, 0.6% other), who were prompted
to give advice to an outcome request (“Should I work for MTurk or Uber?") or a process
request ("What are different things I should think about when deciding between working for
MTurk versus Uber?"). After excluding six responses that did not contain genuine advice

(e.g., nonsensical or off-topic text), 777 pieces of advice were retained for evaluation.

° For advice collection, as we wanted to recruit advisers with experience on the mTurk platform as the
decisional dilemma involved working for mTurk or Uber, we specifically filtered for participants who had
approval ratings over 98% that had successfully completed a minimum of 500 HITs.
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Participants, as advisees, were shown one piece of advice from the outcome condition and
one piece of advice from the process condition. They had no knowledge about the
experimental condition that elicited the advice.

Each participant completed this evaluation task four times, resulting in exposure to
eight unique pieces of advice. Across participants, the full set of 777 pieces of advice was
evaluated approximately eight times. In two of the four rounds, advice from the outcome
condition was presented first (as Advice A); in the other two rounds, advice from the process
condition appeared first. The sequence of these four rounds was randomized.

Measures. First, participants rated the extent to which the advice was composed of
factual information (versus the personal opinions of the adviser) using a 5-point Likert scale
from “Entirely personal opinion” to “Entirely factual information.” Second, as in Study 2b,
they rated advice quality based on the helpfulness, quality, and value of each piece of advice
using a 5-point Likert scale from “Not at all” to “Extremely” (a = .96; adapted from Feng &
MacGeorge, 2010; MacGeorge et al., 2016). Participants then completed the study by
answering basic demographic questions.

To account for repeated measures within participants, we analyzed the data using
linear mixed-effects regression models with random intercepts at the participant level. We
predicted a positive fixed effect of condition (coded with outcome advice as the reference
level), indicating that participants would perceive process advice as containing more factual
information and as being more helpful.

Results

Evaluations of helpfulness. Participants evaluated process advice as being more
helpful than outcome advice, in support of H2a (Figure 3). Given the repeated-measures
design, we analyzed the data using a linear mixed-effects model with the /me4 package in R

(Bates et al., 2015). Perceived helpfulness was entered as the dependent variable, with advice
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type (process vs. outcome) as a fixed effect and a random intercept for participants to account
for individual differences. The results showed a significant effect of advice type on perceived
helpfulness, b = .14, SE = .03, 95% CI [0.09, 0.18], #(5557) = 5.51, p < .001.'° This effect
held when controlling for differences in advice length and tone positivity, b = .07, SE = .02,
95% CI10.02, 0.11], #(5561.58) =2.91, p = .004 (Table 3). These results suggested that
advisees evaluated advice from process requests as more helpful in making a decision than
advice from outcome requests (see Figure 5).

Evaluations of facts vs. opinions. We conducted a similar multi-level analysis using
participants’ ratings of the extent to which each piece of advice contained factual information
(versus personal opinions) as the dependent variable. As predicted, the results showed that
advisees perceived process advice as providing more factual information than outcome
advice, b= .18, SE = .03, 95% CI [0.13, 0.23], 1(5557) = 6.45, p < .001 (see Figure 5).!!

Mediation. In support of H2b, we found that perceptions of factual composition
mediated the relationship between advice type (process vs. outcome) and perceptions of
helpfulness. We estimated a Bayesian multilevel mediation model using the brms package in
R (Biirkner, 2017), which simultaneously modeled the mediator and outcome equations while
accounting for random effects at the participant level. The Bayesian framework provided full
posterior distributions for both indirect and direct effects, enabling robust estimation of
uncertainty through the credible interval (Crl). The model showed that advice type predicted
perceptions of factual composition (b = .18, 95% Crl [0.13, 0.23]), which in turn predicted
perceived helpfulness (b = .53, 95% Crl [0.51, 0.54]). The indirect effect was estimated at b
=.09, 95% Cr1[0.07, 0.12]. Because the credibility interval for the indirect effect excluded

zero, there was strong evidence supporting mediation (see Figure 6).

10 The ICC indicated that 16.0% of the variance in perceived helpfulness was attributable to differences between
participants, justifying the use of multilevel modeling.

' The ICC indicated that 17.9% of the variance in perceived composition of factual information was attributable
to differences between participants, justifying the use of multilevel modeling.
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Discussion

Advisees again rated process advice as more helpful than outcome advice (H2a).
Supporting H2b, process advice contained a greater proportion of factual information relevant
to the decision and fewer personal opinions from the adviser, compared to outcome advice,
suggesting that process advice was perceived as more helpful in part because of its greater
objective content. This result aligns with both the direct preferences indicated in Study 1, in
which advice-seekers expressed a greater desire to receive factual information over the
advisers’ personal recommendation when resolving a decisional dilemma, and the opinions
solicited in Study 2b in which people identified advice that provided information about all the
options rather than advocating for one option as an important feature of helpful advice.

General Discussion

While prior research has largely overlooked how advice requests are communicated
with respect to interpersonal consequences and advice quality, our results show that how a
request for guidance is framed can meaningfully shape the advice exchange. When advice
requests are focused on the process, rather than the outcome, advice-seekers are viewed more
positively, as they are seen to be seeking external input to inform their own decision rather
than offloading the decision to the adviser (see Figure 2 for impressions of advice-seekers in
Studies 2-3). Critically, these interpersonal benefits are not gained at the expense of advice
quality. On the contrary, seekers who ask for process advice can receive helpful advice rich
in factual information, in contrast to outcome advice that is composed of personal opinions.
Together, these findings suggest that the tension between impression management and advice
quality in the advice exchange is not an inherent feature of seeking advice, but one that can
potentially be attenuated by how the advice request is framed.

When seekers directly ask the adviser to endorse an outcome, they risk being

perceived as bypassing the deliberation their decision requires, which can lead to negative
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impressions. Furthermore, when asked to endorse a specific outcome, advisers may
selectively share information that supports their preferred recommendation, assuming seekers
simply want a narrowing of options rather than a framework for working through the decision
on their own. Both of these negative consequences can be alleviated by changing the way in
which the advice request is communicated, in which the request focuses less on the outcome
and more on the process underlying the decision.

Our results demonstrate that process requests signal that seekers are not simply
offloading their decisional dilemmas to the adviser, but seeking to better understand the
decision landscape. These perceptions, in turn, generate more positive impressions of the
seekers and can thereby help alleviate some of the interpersonal concerns that often cause
seekers to hesitate in asking others for input. Additionally, when process advice is requested,
advisers provide more factual information and fewer personal opinions, which is evaluated to
be more helpful overall by advisees compared to advice provided in response to outcome
requests.

Theoretical Contributions.

We contribute to advice research by shifting attention to an understudied antecedent
of the advice exchange: how the advice request is communicated. Prior research examining
common failures in the advice exchange has often pinned the source of poor advice on the
adviser (Feng & MacGeorge, 2010; Levari et al., 2022; Rader et al., 2017; Sah et al., 2013;
Sniezek & Van Swol, 2001). When attention was placed on the seeker, it has usually focused
on whether advice was sought at all or whether the right person was consulted (Lee, 1997;
Minson & Mueller, 2012; See et al., 2011; Tost et al., 2012; Zhang et al., 2022). We change
the focus to how the advice-seeker asks for advice, demonstrating that different advice

requests affect both impression management and advice quality.
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Importantly, our research conceptualizes process versus outcomes advice requests as a
meaningful framework for how we think about seeking advice in the context of decisional
dilemmas. The process and outcome distinction has a long pedigree in research on individual
cognition affecting how we evaluate others, whether its assessing their performance,
decision-making, morality, etc. (Allison et al., 1996; Baron & Hershey, 1988; Cushman,
2008; Dweck, 1986; Earley et al., 1990; Hastie & Dawes, 2001; Sezer et al., 2016). By
investigating this distinction in the dynamic context of advice exchange, we can extend this
line of work to capture the interpersonal consequences of seekers utilizing different
orientation in requesting advice. By asking for process advice, seekers can play an agentic
role in shaping how advisers perceive them in addition to enhancing the helpfulness of the
advice. As seekers are focused on the end result, they may frequently default to requesting
outcome advice, yet this approach can lead to a narrower set of advice. Asking for process
advice can instead lead to more objective information and a clearer understanding of how an
adviser is thinking through various components of the decision landscape, providing advice-
seekers with the diagnostic criteria, logic, or frameworks needed to make their own decision.

We study the effects of our advice request framework on impression management, as
well as advice quality, because we acknowledge that seekers often hold dual priorities when
they consider asking for an adviser’s input — they want to be perceived positively while
receiving helpful information (Ashford & Northcraft, 1992; Morrison & Bies, 1991). Indeed,
our pilot studies asking people to identify their concerns when seeking advice (both generally
and in the context of decisional dilemmas) demonstrated the importance of these dual
priorities, and the necessity for us as advice researchers to study both consequences.
Critically, while prior work has often implied that these two priorities are difficult to satisfy
simultaneously, as seeking more useful advice may come at the cost of appearing less capable

or more dependent on others (Brooks et al., 2015; Lee, 1997; Nadler, 1998), we find that
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requesting process advice can advance both priorities, as seekers are perceived as offloading
less decision-making leading to positive impressions, at the same time they receive more
factual, helpful information.

Limitations and future directions.

Future studies can investigate the boundary conditions and moderators of our effects.
In our studies, advisees evaluated process advice to be more helpful for resolving decisional
dilemmas than outcome advice. But in what contexts and for whom might outcome advice be
more useful? It could be that outcome advice is helpful when advice saturation is high, when
the personal opinion of the adviser matters, when the pool of options is extensive and needs
to be culled, or when the goal is to benefit from the wisdom of crowds. One potential
downside to process advice is that it may prolong decision paralysis or fatigue. For relatively
small decisions, “overthinking” the decision by constantly asking for process advice may take
more cognitive energy than is necessary.

As for when and for whom process advice is most helpful, it could be when seekers
are relatively new to the decision, when the adviser has unique knowledge, or when it is
particularly important the seeker is able to make their own decision. When seekers know little
about the decision options, it may be particularly helpful to get pointers on what to prioritize
in making the decision, rather than receiving one-sided, or option-specific, information. If a
specific adviser is sought out because they have unique underlying knowledge, requesting
process advice may be more effective than outcome advice in prompting the adviser to share
a wider breadth of relevant information. When seekers are asking for input from someone
who has a lot of influence, but it is important to maintain their independence, it may be
especially critical to frame their request around how fo make the decision rather than what
decision to make, so they can get the advice they need without the pressure of having to

follow in their footsteps.
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While our studies examine both seeker and adviser reactions to outcome versus
process advice, one potential limitation of our studies is that the seekers and advisers had no
prior relationship. While it is true that we frequently seek advice in one-time interactions,
both online and in person, it is interesting to consider how our effects may be moderated by
the strength of the seeker-adviser relationship. It is plausible that advisers, in this situation,
are more likely to provide outcome advice (because they feel they know what’s best for the
seekers) and also hold greater expectations that seekers follow their advice. If so, it may be
more imperative that seekers ask for process advice to receive objective information and
reduce pressures to adopt the advice.

Additionally, our studies examined single, one-time advice requests, but advice-
seeking can unfold as an interactive conversation in which both types of requests may be
communicated over time. We believe that the nature of the initial request will serve as the
strongest anchor for both the impression management and advice quality effects we
documented, but this is an interesting empirical question to explore. Future work could
explore how the sequencing of these requests shapes the advice exchange, for instance,
whether opening with a process request before following up with an outcome request
produces different consequences than the reverse order, and whether one sequence better
serves the dual priorities of managing impressions and eliciting helpful information.

In our studies, the decisional dilemma involved a pre-determined set of options from
which the seeker was requesting guidance, such as deciding between working for a start-up
versus a larger corporation. While we believe this mirrors many decisional dilemmas people
face in reality (e.g., people deciding between a concrete number of job offers), we
acknowledge the possibility of dilemmas in which people seek advice for an undefined set of
options (e.g., “Where should I live?” “What kind of job is best for my personality?”’). When

the dilemma involves a pre-determined set of options as in our studies, the outcome request
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can be considered as relatively “closed” in nature (i.e. limited by the number of pre-
determined options) while a process request, by definition, remains “open” (Dohrenwend,
1965). We have attempted to vary the extent to which the outcome request was “closed” in
our studies by having the wording of the request explicitly tied to the outcomes (“Should 1
Jjoin the start-up or the corporation?”) or not (“What do you think I should do?”). Future
research can extend our findings by exploring the potential interactive effects of open/closed
and process/outcome questions when people seek advice on decisional dilemmas without pre-
determined options.

Practical implications.

Advice-seeking has often been thought of as a two-step process: 1) Should I ask for

advice (or not)? And then 2) Who should I ask? Our research adds a critical third step — 3)
How should I ask for the advice? Aside from asking with the conversational goals of clarity
and politeness in mind, our results indicate that when seeking guidance on a decisional
dilemma it is also important to think about whether to ask for advice by focusing on the
outcome versus the process. Our research proposes this orientational framework in how
advice is solicited can address the dual priorities advice-seekers hold, which is to manage
positive impressions and receive helpful guidance. While future research can help delineate
the moderators and boundary conditions of our effect, we believe that asking for advice on
how to think about the decision, instead of advice on what decision to make, can positively
affect the impressions made on advisers, by signaling willingness to take decisional
ownership rather than offloading to advisers. In addition to these interpersonal benefits,
asking for process advice, instead of outcome advice, can result in more helpful factual
information rather than biased personal preferences that advisees can more effectively utilize
to make a decision that is best for them. Shifting the advice request focus from the destination

(i.e. “What should I do?”) to the journey (i.e. “How should I make the decision?”) is a
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practical recommendation that allows seekers to benefit both in terms of the impressions they
make and the quality of the advice they receive.
Conclusion

Seeking advice is inherently fraught, as advisees often struggle to balance the goal of
minimizing potential negative interpersonal consequences while obtaining useful input. In
this paper, we examine how the nature of the advice requests shape, and alleviate, this tension
when people are seeking guidance on a decisional dilemma. We reveal that despite people’s
natural tendencies to ask for outcome advice, those who seek process advice are more likely
to benefit from receiving favorable impressions and helpful information. By shifting the
focus from the destination to the journey, advice-seekers are better equipped to navigate the

challenging dynamics of advice exchange.
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Table 1. Examples of Outcome versus Process Advice Requests and Advice Examples

Orientation Outcome Process
“Should i take a job closer to “What are the important factors
home with more customer I should consider when
interaction but also more tips, or choosing between a career as a
closer to where you want to Data Scientist at Howard
move and also deal with putting University, a Cybersecurity
together orders?” Analyst at World Bank of
America or a Digital Marketing
“Should I stay at a low paying Specialist at Five Star First-
job I don't like because of the Class Hotel?”
Request consistency, or pursue
(Study1) something more risky that I “What are the considerations I
enjoy?”’ should think about when taking
on a full time job that is
“Which do you think will be a outdoors?”’
more stable position for me?”
“What are some values or goals
I should think about when
choosing a register retail job, an
office HR clerk role, or a school
HR desk position?”
“The corporation has more “I would encourage you to look
incentives and is more stable for at the option you think fits your
long term.” demeanor. Are you outgoing
and sociable? Probably choose
“I would advice [the advice- corporate. If you are shy and
seeker] to work for the start up,  introverted the smaller startup is
there is room for growth career  a better choice.”
wise.”
“I would recommend joining “Personal and long term goals.
Advice the established corporation. The Job sustainability for the future.
(Study 2a) company has a proven track Reputation of the company.

record in operation already and
will likely provide more job
stability. After a few years at a
stable company, it might make
sense to join a start-up.”

Work culture within the
company.”

“Some key factors are your
determination and confidence.
Are you able to be determined
in the face of unforseen
challenges? Also, are you able
to remain confident and assured
in the face of instabilitly?”

Note. This table presents examples of outcome and process advice requests collected in Study 1, alongside
examples of the advice collected (in response to the different advice requests) in Study 2a.
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Table 2. The Effect of Process Condition on Helpfulness in Study 2b

) 2 A3)
Process condition 0.28%** 0.28%** 0.28***
(0.07) (0.06) (0.06)
Advice length 0.002%** 0.002%**
(0.000) (0.000)
Advice tone positivity -0.01
(0.01)
N 736 736 736
ICC 0.21 0.32 0.32

Note. Advice length was operationalized as character count. Tone positivity was derived from text
analysis of each advice piece using the LIWC-22 dictionary. Model 1 includes only the condition variable
(process vs. outcome advice) as the predictor. Model 2 adds advice length as a covariate, and Model 3
further controls for advice tone positivity. Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05,**p <.01, *¥**p <
.001.

Table 3. The Effect of Process Condition on Helpfulness in Study 4

M 2 A3)
Process condition 0.14%** 0.08%** 0.07**
(0.03) (0.02) (0.02)
Advice length 0.002%** 0.002%**
(0.00) (0.00)
Advice tone positivity _0.Q2
(0.01)
N 6352 6352 6352
ICC 0.24 0.25

Note. Advice length was operationalized as character count. Tone positivity was derived from text
analysis of each advice piece using the LIWC-22 dictionary. Model 1 includes only the condition variable
(process vs. outcome advice) as the predictor. Model 2 adds advice length as a covariate, and Model 3
further controls for advice tone positivity. Standard errors in parentheses. *p < .05, ** p < .01, ***p <
.001.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Model
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Figure 2. Global Positive Impressions of Advice-Seekers in Studies 2-3
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Note. Global positive impressions measure includes the traits of being diligent, responsible, thoughtful, likeable,
ambitious, and confident, with indecisive and needy reverse-coded (error bars show standard errors).

53



Ask about the journey

Figure 3. Helpfulness of Advice in Studies 2b & 4
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Note. Perceived helpfulness is a composite of three items measuring how helpful, useful, and valuable the
advice is (error bars show standard errors).

Figure 4. Mediation Analysis Results from Study 3
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Figure 5. Advice Evaluation: Perceptions of Factual Information and Helpfulness in Study 4
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Note. Perceived factual information and helpfulness of advice received as a result of outcome and process
advice requests (error bars show standard errors).

Figure 6. Mediation Analysis Results from Study 4
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