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Study 1: Additional Analyses and Full Materials

Procedural Details

Pre-signaling procedure. The pre-signaling surveys were available “on-demand” for interested participants through our advertisements and informational website. Each Sunday we reviewed the pre-signaling data for new participants and registered their phone numbers for signaling during the subsequent Monday to Friday workweek. If the participant reported that she would not be working on one of the signaling days, we turned off signaling for that day and adjusted her final signaling day. If participants indicated a sampling window greater than 8 hr, we trimmed equal amounts from the start- and end-times to create an 8-hr window.

Makeup signaling. Every participant who had at least one day with only three “working” signal responses (i.e., who missed or reported not working on more than four signals from a single day) was invited to extend their sampling by one additional workday. Of the sample 41% were asked to complete an additional day (n = 76); 76% of this subset complied with the request (n = 58).

Additional experience-sampling items. Following the reasons questions in the experience-sampling protocol, participants responded to the following questions: “Right now, do you feel motivated?” (from 1 = Not at all motivated to 5 = Extremely motivated); “Do you feel any conflict about what you should be working on?” (from 1 = Not at all conflicted to 5 = Extremely conflicted); and “Do you feel satisfied or dissatisfied with how you are spending your time right now?” (from 1 = very dissatisfied to 7 = very satisfied).

Full list of individual difference scales used. This section provides more details on the full battery of scales administered with Study 1, a larger exploratory study. 

Pre-sampling scales.
· Inventory of Polychronic Values (Bluedorn, Kalliath, Strube, & Martin, 1999)
· Brief Trait Self-Control (Tangney, Baumeister, & Boone, 2004)
· Frost Perfectionism: three subscales (Stallman & Hurst, 2011; Frost, Marten, Lahart, & Rosenblate, 1990)


· Passion vs. Purpose: six items assessing overall motivation for work as part of a lab scale development effort; items below. (Response scale 1-5: not at all true of me; slightly true of me; somewhat true of me; mostly true of me; completely true of me)
1. I am motivated because the work we produce can have lasting meaning.
2. I am motivated because the work we produce can serve a higher purpose.
3. I am motivated because the work we do challenges my skills and abilities.
4. I am motivated because the work we produce can benefit other people.
5. I am motivated because the work we do is inherently interesting to me.
6. I am motivated because I feel passionate about doing this work. 
· Communal Orientation (Clark, Ouellette, Powell, & Milberg, 1987)
· BIS/BAS (Carver & White, 1994)
· Barratt Impulsiveness-11: Factors 1 & 5 (Patton, Stanford, & Barratt, 1995; Barratt, 1959)
· Behavioral Identification Form (Vallacher & Wegner, 1989)
· Ten-Item Personality Inventory (Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003)
· Personal power: “at work” stem (Anderson & Galinsky, 2006)
· Demographics: Age, gender, race, highest level of education, annual income
· Job descriptives: Job free response, Bureau of Labor Statistics category question, company size, status in company, salaried/hourly, hours per week, tenure at current position

Post-sampling scales.
· Satisfaction with Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985)
· Scale of Positive and Negative Experience (SPANE; Diener et al., 2010)
· Job Descriptive Index (Lake, Gopalkrishnan, Sliter, & Withrow, 2010)
· Ryff Purpose Scale (Boyle, Buchman, Barnes, James, & Bennett, 2010)
· Copenhagen Burnout Inventory, minus the client sub-scale (Kristensen, Borritz, Villadsen, & Christensen, 2005)
· Midway through sampling, we added the Need for Cognitive Closure 15-item form (Roets & Van Hiel, 2011; Webster & Kruglanski, 1994) along with three items modeled after the “goal tenacity” items used in the goal shielding literature (Shah, Friedman, & Kruglanski, 2002). Of the final sample, 59% (n = 116) have Need for Cognitive Closure and Goal Tenacity scores.
· Goal Tenacity items below. (Response scale 1-7: strongly disagree, moderately disagree, slightly disagree, neither disagree nor agree, slightly agree, moderately agree, strongly agree)
I tend to stop pursuing one goal when I have an opportunity to make progress on another.
I often shift my attention between multiple pursuits at the same time.
I find it difficult to pursue a second goal until I have finished with my first.
Additional Analyses

Response bias? One concern with an experience-sampling study on goals and activities is that response patterns may depend in part on constructs of interest, potentially introducing an artifactual association. Could it be the case, for instance, that individuals who are lower in self-control were more likely to ignore a signal when they were working on something for autonomous reasons? This does not appear to be the case: There was a relation neither between trait self-control and response rate, r(194) = .03, p = .63, 95% CI [-.11, .17], nor between signal response-rate and average levels of autonomous motivation, r(194) = -.08, p  = .24, 95% CI [-.22, .06]. These two observations provide some confidence that the trait self-control—autonomous motivation association is not an artifact of biased responding. On the other hand, controlled motivation did correlate with signal response-rate at a marginally significant level, r(194) = .13, p  = .06, 95% CI [-.01, .27], suggesting that conclusions regarding this construct should be tempered accordingly. 
We note that we did find a positive relation between trait self-control and the proportion of responses for which a participant reported being engaged in a work activity, r(194) = .21, p  = .004, 95% CI [.07, .34]. Although significant, the effect was not large: To give some intuition, an individual 1 SD below the trait self-control mean had a predicted working response-rate of 63%, whereas an individual 1 SD above the mean had a predicted working response-rate of 69%. This seems unlikely to pose a threat to valid interpretation of the focal relation.

Level of personal agency. We were able to examine whether and how individual differences in the level of personal agency relate to self-control and autonomous motivation (Vallacher & Wegner, 1989). “Low-level agents” tend to construe actions in lower-level terms that focus on the how of a behavior, with an emphasis on details and logistics. In contrast, “high-level agents” tend to construe actions in higher-level terms that focus on the why of a behavior, with an emphasis on goals and meaning. Given that high-level agency is associated with self-control-adjacent behaviors, such as reduced impulsivity and increased perseverance (Vallacher & Wegner, 1989), we expected a positive correlation between trait self-control and level of personal agency. Additionally, given that one facet of autonomous motivation, identified regulation, requires the individual to recognize (and feel aligned with) the meaning of an action, we also expected a positive correlation between autonomous motivation and level of personal agency. The more interesting question was the extent to which personal agency might explain the relation between trait self-control and autonomous motivation. If trait self-control and autonomous motivation were linked in a more flexible, goal-dependent manner, then individual differences in the level of personal agency should not account for the full relation. 
[bookmark: _GoBack]Trait self-control correlated moderately with the level of personal agency as measured by the BIF, r(194) = .31, p < .001, 95% CI [.18, .43], indicating that individuals high in self-control tended to assume a higher-level construal of actions. In a multi-level model with a random intercept of person (ICC = .38), we regressed autonomous motivation on BIF. We found that the BIF was a very weak, but statistically significant, predictor of autonomous motivation, b = 0.02, 95% CI [0.00, 0.04],  = 0.11, t = 2.47, p = .014. When we re-ran the model regressing autonomous motivation on self-control, controlling for the participant’s BIF score, the main effect of self-control remained significant, b = 0.18, 95% CI [0.04, 0.31],  = 0.12, t = 2.54, p = .012, and there was no main effect of BIF, b = 0.01, 95% CI [-.003, 0.03],  = 0.08, t = 1.59, p = .11. This result suggests that stable individual differences in level of personal agency do not account for the relation between trait self-control and autonomous motivation.

Time-lagged models: Fatigue and motivation quality over time. In the main text, we report on correlational analyses that examine the inter-relations between autonomous motivation, trait self-control, and subjective fatigue from moment to moment. The ESM data allowed us to also construct lagged models that test close but subtly different questions about how these processes unfold over time. For example, does prior drowsiness predict current autonomous motivation (controlling for prior autonomous motivation), and does that relation depend on trait self-control? Although these time-lagged models are still not true causal evidence, the use of previous instances to predict a subsequent measure does rule out that the later measure caused the earlier one. 
To address this first question, we regressed autonomous motivation at a given instance (time t) on trait self-control, drowsiness at the prior instance (time t-1), and their interaction, controlling for prior autonomous motivation (time t-1). We excluded time-lags across days, reasoning that people start each day with a relatively clean slate; time points that did not have a prior drowsiness measure are also excluded from the model. We found that prior autonomous motivation predicts current autonomous motivation, b = 0.20, 95% CI [0.15, 0.24],  = 0.14, t = 8.02, p < .001, and that self-control predicts current autonomous motivation, b = 0.18, 95% CI [0.03, 0.33],  = 0.20, t = 2.39, p = .018. Prior drowsiness does not have an overall effect on current autonomous motivation, b = -0.01, 95% CI [-0.05, 0.03],  = -0.01, t = -0.67, p = .505, but trait self-control moderates the relationship between prior drowsiness and current autonomous motivation, indicated by a marginally significant interaction, b = 0.05, 95% CI [-0.01, 0.11],  = 0.07, t = 1.74, p = .083. One interpretation of the interaction is that prior drowsiness undermines current autonomous motivation more strongly for people who are low on TSC (see OM Figure 1). This relationship parallels the purely cross-sectional model of autonomous motivation regressed on self-control and a concurrent measure of drowsiness, though the effect of prior drowsiness is weaker, especially when controlling for prior autonomous motivation. This is still not causal evidence but suggests that drowsiness at a given moment may make it harder or less likely for people to identify autonomous reasons for their work later (or choose to work on more autonomously motivated goals later), but only among people who are lower in trait self-control. People higher in trait self-control seem less affected by prior instances of drowsiness than their lower self-control counterparts. 
Once again, we could also flip the causal model to ask whether autonomous motivation might be affecting subjective fatigue. To address this question, we regressed drowsiness at a given instance (time t) on trait self-control, autonomous motivation at the prior instance (time t-1), and their interaction, controlling for prior drowsiness (time t-1). We found that prior drowsiness predicts subsequent drowsiness, b = 0.36, 95% CI [0.32, 0.41],  = 0.25, t = 15.33, p < .001, and that self-control negatively predicts drowsiness, b = -0.34, 95% CI [-0.49, -0.20],  = -0.33, t = -4.58, p < .001. Prior autonomous motivation does not have an overall effect on later drowsiness, b = -0.01, 95% CI [-0.07, 0.05],  = -0.03, t = -0.44, p = .660, but trait self-control moderates the relationship between prior autonomous motivation and later drowsiness, b = -0.10, 95% CI [-0.19, -0.01],  = -0.06, t = -2.25, p = .024. One interpretation of this interaction is that, for those who are higher in TSC, prior autonomous motivation may be energizing, warding off fatigue, whereas for those who are lower in TSC, prior autonomous motivation is less energizing, or potentially even increases fatigue (see SOM Figure 2). 
It is hard to compare these two models directly, in large part because the autocorrelation of the respective dependent measures determines so much of the models’ relative success. One intriguing possibility is that the association between naturally occurring fatigue and autonomous motivation across time (and the potentially-causal relation that the timing might imply) may be bidirectional or recursive. Fatigue seems to influence subsequent autonomous motivation, but autonomous motivation also affects subsequent fatigue; these associations are further complicated by interactions with trait self-control. Without an intentional manipulation of subjective fatigue, it is difficult to establish causality. Though we have attempted to maximize the use of this experience-sampling dataset, ultimately, further studies are needed to clarify the strength and direction of the causal relation between trait self-control and autonomous motivation, especially when the need for self-regulation is high.
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SOM Figure 1.  Predicted endorsement level of autonomous motivation from centered prior drowsiness and trait self-control in Study 1, controlling for prior autonomous motivation. Error bands are 95% CIs.
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SOM Figure 2 .  Predicted level of drowsiness from centered prior autonomous motivation and trait self-control in Study 1, controlling for prior drowsiness. Error bands are 95% CIs.





Study 1R: Complete Procedure for ESM replication
This section provides more details on the full procedure of Study 1R. Most scales and items were for a separate project (Hennecke, Czikmantori, & Brandstätter, 2018).

Full List of Materials
Pre-Sampling Scales. All items were originally administered in German. 
· Demographics (age, gender, marital and family status, education, employment, language proficiency)
· Big Five Inventory (John, Donahue, & Kentle, 1991; German translation: Rammstedt & John, 2005)
· Satisfaction With Life Scale (Diener, Emmons, Larsen, & Griffin, 1985; German translation: Schumacher, Klaiberg, & Brähler, 2003)
· Picture Story Exercise (Schultheiss, Yankova, Dirlikov, & Schad, 2009)
· Trait Affectivity (Schallberger, 2005)
· Brief Self-Control Scale (Tangney, Baumeister, & Boone, 2004; German translation: Bertrams & Dickhäuser, 2009)
· Self-Regulation Inventory SSI-K3 (Kuhl & Fuhrmann, 2004)
· Hakemp 90 (Action and State Orientation; Kuhl, 1990; Diefendorff, Hall, Lord, & Strean, 2000)
· Tenacious Goal Pursuit and Flexible Goal Adjustment (Brandtstädter & Renner, 1990)
· Current Height, Weight
· Dispositional Taking Pleasure (Czikmantori, Hennecke, & Brandstätter, 2015)
· Emotion Regulation Questionnaire (Gross & John, 2003; German translation: Abler & Kessler, 2009)
· BIS/BAS (Carver & White, 1994; German translation: Strobel, Beauducel, Debener, & Brocke, 2001)
· Domain-Specific Self-Regulation (own items):
How many glasses of alcohol (e.g., glasses of beer, wine, cocktails, or shots) do you drink in an average week? Ca. ___ glasses per week
I wish I was drinking less alcohol. (1 = does not apply at all, 7 = fully applies)
How many cigarettes do you smoke in an average week? Ca. ___ cigarettes per week
I wish I was smoking less. (1 = does not apply at all, 7 = fully applies)
I wish I was eating more healthily. (1 = does not apply at all, 7 = fully applies)
I wish I was eating less calories. (1 = does not apply at all, 7 = fully applies)
How many hours of exercise to you engage in in an average week? Ca. ___ hours 
I wish I was exercising more. (1 = does not apply at all, 7 = fully applies)
How many hours do you spend (outside of classes and lectures) with studying for university in an average week? Ca.___ hours
I wish I was spending more time studying. (1 = does not apply at all, 7 = fully applies)
How many hours do you spend on your cell/smartphone on an average day? Ca. ____ hours
I wish I was spending less time on my cell/smartphone. (1 = does not apply at all, 7 = fully applies)
· Allensbacher Trait Flow item (Allensbacher Markt- und Werbeträgeranalyse, 2000)
· Optimism-Pessimism (Kemper, Beierlein, Kovaleva, & Rammstedt, 2012)

Experience Sampling.
· Two items from MDBF short version (Steyer, Schwenkmezger, Notz, & Eid, 1997)
· Block 1 (own items): Unpleasant/boring/challenging activity
· Within the past hour, have you engaged in any activity that you experienced as unpleasant, challenging, or boring? (Yes/No)
If “Yes” (if “No,” jump to Block 2): 
Which category or which categories would you assign the activity to? (List with 23 options plus option to add own descriptive category; partly taken from Kahneman, Krueger, Shkade, Schwarz, and Stone,2004)
Overall, how unpleasant was this activity for you (1 = not unpleasant at all, 5 = very unpleasant)?
How would you describe the activity best? (all scales 1 = does not apply at all, 5 = fully applies)
It was physically effortful.
It was mentally effortful.
It was too easy/monotonous.
It was meaningless/superfluous.
It caused anger, sadness, disgust, or anxiety in me.
It was boring.
It was frustrating.
It was unpleasant for a different reason, namely: 
Did you use one or more of the following strategies, to engage in the activity even though it was unpleasant? (Multiple choice possible.)
I took a break and later returned to the activity.
I added something positive to the activity to make it more pleasant (e.g., listened to music, watched TV while doing it).
I changed the activity itself (e.g., ran more slowly on the treadmill, took notes during studying).
I changed how I feel (e.g., tried to stay in a good mood).
I changed the environment where I performed the activity (e.g., worked from a coffee shop, took a new route when running).
I reminded myself why I perform the activity and think of its positive consequences.
I distracted my attention by focusing on something else outside of the activity.
I took a substance or drug (e.g., coffee or energy drinks).
I reminded myself that soon I will be done with the activity.
I made a plan or set a specific time for engaging in the activity.
I defined a specific goal or set subgoals for myself.
I thought differently about the activity or changed its meaning (e.g., imagined running in a race).
I checked my goal progress.
I thought of the negative consequences that occur if I do not perform the activity.
I focused my attention on the activity itself and on the way I am performing it.
I reduced or removed distractions and temptations.
I later rewarded myself for performing the activity.
I talked to myself to motivate me.
I drew on the support of others.
I suppressed the desire to quit.
I tried to exercise my self-discipline outside of the activity.
I avoided the unpleasant activity altogether.
A different strategy, namely:
· For every strategy that was used: 
How strongly have you used this strategy? (1 = hardly at all, 101 = very much)
How satisfied are you with how long you persisted in the activity? (1 = not satisfied at all, 7 = absolutely satisfied)
· Block 2: Most recent activity: 
The following questions now refer to the activity that you have engaged in just before accessing this questionnaire (this may be the unpleasant activity you just described, but can also be a different activity.) Please take a moment to remember which activity you were engaging in before accessing this survey. Which category or which categories would you assign the activity to? (List with 23 options plus option to add own descriptive category; partly taken from Kahneman, Krueger, Shkade, Schwarz, and Stone, 2004)
How effortful was this last activity before the questionnaire? (1 = not at all, 7 = very)
How much fun was the last activity before the questionnaire?  (1 = no fun at all, 7 = a lot of fun)
Before beginning with this activity to what extent did you choose the activity because 
…you enjoy doing it for its own sake? (1 = not at all, 7 = very much)
… you wanted to pursue a goal with it (that is, attain something desired or avoid something undesired)? (1 = not at all, 7 = very much)
To what extent did you do this activity because of a looming deadline or because another person was waiting for you to do it? (1 = not at all, 2 = a little bit, 3 = moderately, 4 = strongly, 5 = very strongly)
Did you feel any conflict because of an activity that you should have been pursuing instead? (1 = I did not feel any conflict, 2 = I experienced a little bit of conflict, 3 = I experienced a moderate degree of conflict, 4 = I experienced a strong conflict, 5 = I experienced a very strong conflict)

Recruitment and Sample Details
Participants were recruited through a large university-wide participant pool in Europe. Half of the sample participated in exchange for course credit and half participated in exchange for financial reimbursement of ~ $70 contingent on completion. To be enrolled in the study, participants had to own a smartphone with data service. 
An initial sample of 233 participants was recruited, but technical details resulted in a third of the sample having missing data. In turn, an additional wave of participants was recruited for a total sample of 287 students. Of these 287, 11 did not receive or respond to any signals, and an additional 8 did not provide self-control scores.
The final sample consisted of 268 participants (229 female). On average, participants were 23.11 years old (SD = 4.54, range 18-54). The majority held a high school (74%) or university degree (23%). Of the sample 42% reported being employed with an average workload of about 12 hours per week (29% workload, SD = 18%, ~7.7 hours). 
On average, participants responded to 74% of signals (SD = 27%; Mdn = 86%), and everyone responded to at least two signals (M = 37.28, SD = 13.11, Mdn = 43.0).

Procedural Details
Interested participants were asked to visit a website that contained extensive information about the study procedure, data confidentiality, and compensation. By leaving their personal information on that website, they also provided informed consent to study participation. After enrollment, participants received an e-mail with more detailed instructions on the study procedure, as well as links to two sets of baseline surveys, including Bertrams and Dickhäuser’s (2009) German translation of the Brief Trait Self-Control Scale (Tangney et al., 2004), using a response scale from 1 = does not apply at all to 7 = fully applies (α = .88). Participants were asked to fill in these surveys within 2 days after receiving the e-mail. Within these 2 days, the experimenter registered the participant to receive text message surveys through SurveySignal (Hofmann & Patel, 2015; surveysignal.com). All surveys had been programmed with www.soscisurvey.de. Once signaling began, participants received seven signals within a 14-hr window each day for 7 consecutive days. Participants were allowed to choose the time window during which they wanted to receive the signals (starting at 7 a.m. (24%), 8 a.m. (33%), 9 a.m. (30%), or 10 a.m. (13%)). Signals occurred within 2-hr blocks and were separated by at least an hour. Survey links expired within 1 hr. If participants had a response rate below 80%, the schedule was extended by one additional day (21.2 % of participants). 

Studies 2 and 3 Additional Analyses: Satisfaction with Time Use
	Study 2 assessed people’s autonomous motivation at a single point during the workday, whereas Study 3 assessed people’s autonomous motivation while completing an MTurk survey. In addition to the primary outcomes reported in main text, we also asked participants to report on their subjective experience and examined the relation between trait self-control, autonomous motivation, and satisfaction with time use.

Study 2
After reporting their reasons for completing their work task, participants rated their subjective experience using questions modeled after Study 1. Motivation was assessed by, “How motivated did you feel at the time?” and conflict was assessed using three questions: “Did you feel any conflict at the time about what you should have been working?”; “While you were working on this task, did you feel at all concerned that you should be working on something else?”; and “Did you feel torn between goals while you were on this task?” These four questions used a response scale from 1 = not at all to 5 = extremely, completed with the appropriate adjective (i.e., motivated, conflicted, concerned, torn). Participants also responded to “Were you feeling satisfied or dissatisfied with how you were spending your time?” on a 7-point scale from 1 = very dissatisfied to 7 = very satisfied, with a neutral—neither satisfied nor dissatisfied midpoint. Trait self-control and satisfaction (M = 5.29, SD = 1.48) were correlated, r(746) = .32, p < .001, 95% CI [.25, .38], as were autonomous motivation and satisfaction, r(746) = .32, p < .001, 95% CI [.25, .38].
We examined whether increased autonomous motivation helped to explain the positive relation between trait self-control and satisfaction with time usage. We used the Preacher and Hayes (2008) bootstrapping method. As indicated previously, trait self-control was associated with greater autonomous motivation, b = .25, SE = .05, t = 5.17, p < .001, as well as greater satisfaction with time usage, b = .67, SE = .07, t = 9.08, p < .001. The effect of autonomous motivation on satisfaction was also significant, b = .54, SE = .05, t = 10.05, p < .001. The indirect (mediation) effect was significant, as the 95% confidence interval produced from the bootstrap analysis did not overlap with 0; indirect effect = .13, SE = .03, 95% CI [.08, .19]. When accounting for the indirect effect, the direct effect of trait self-control on satisfaction remained significant, b = .54, SE = .07, t = 7.63, p < .001.

Study 3
After reporting on their reasons for both the MTurk survey and their own upcoming task, participants rated their subjective experience of completing the survey using the same measures as in Study 2, modified slightly. Participants were asked: “How motivated do you feel to be working on this study?”; “Did you feel any conflict about the other things you could be working on instead of this study?”; “While you are working on this study, do you feel at all concerned that you should be working on something else?”; “Do you feel torn between goals while you are working on this study?”; and “How satisfied or dissatisfied do you feel with how you are spending your time right now?” Trait self-control and satisfaction (M = 5.25, SD = 1.45) were correlated, r(506) = .33, p < .001, 95% CI [.25, .41], as were autonomous motivation and satisfaction, r(506) = .36, p < .001, 95% CI [.28, .43].
We examined whether increased autonomous motivation helped to explain the positive relation between trait self-control and satisfaction with time usage. As indicated, trait self-control was associated with greater autonomous motivation, b = .33, SE = .05, t = 6.16, p < .001, as well as greater satisfaction with time usage, b = .69, SE = .09, t = 7.98, p < .001. The effect of autonomous motivation on satisfaction was also significant, b = .49, SE = .07, t = 7.08, p < .001. The indirect (mediation) effect was significant, as the 95% confidence interval produced from the bootstrap analysis did not overlap with 0; indirect effect = .16, SE = .04, 95 % CI [.10, .23]. When accounting for the indirect effect, the direct effect of trait self-control on satisfaction was weakened but remained significant, b = .53, SE = .09, t = 6.19, p < .001.


Study 4P: Procedural Details and Additional Analyses
	This section provides procedural details and additional analyses for the study described as “Study 4 Precursor” in the main text. 

Data Collection Plan and Dropout
We decided on a target sample of 300 participants per condition and recruited on MTurk for participation in a 10-minute, $1.00 survey. In total, 649 people consented to participate, but 11 (1.7%) stopped responding immediately after consent, and another individual stopped responding upon reaching the task. Of the remaining 637 participants who provided trait self-control scores and began the security detection task, 28 dropped out before completing the study (4.4%). There were no differences in dropout by condition or in relation to trait self-control. The final sample uses the 609 complete responses (301 in the hypothetical condition, 308 in the real condition). Trait self-control did not differ between the two conditions, t(607) = -0.42, p = .68.

Procedural Details
MTurk participants were recruited for participation in a 10-minute, $1.00 survey. After providing informed consent, all participants completed brief demographics and the Brief Self-Control Scale (Tangney et al., 2004). Participants were randomly assigned to either the Real or Hypothetical condition. 
In the real condition, participants were told they would be completing the “Security Detection Task,” in which they would see a series of images. Each image was comprised of many different shapes on a plain background, and they were to categorize the image as “Safe” if it did not contain an octagon, or as “Threat” if it did contain an octagon. They saw two sample images and then worked through 5 preview trials of a single image each (see SOM Figure 3 for a sample “Threat” image). After these trials, we told participants that they would be completing 100 trials of the Security Detection Task, then asked them to report on their “impressions of the task” to assess motivation. Participants rated their agreement with the following items to assess payment-based external, introjected, identified, and intrinsic reasons, respectively: “I am only motivated because someone else is paying me to do it”; “I would feel ashamed, guilty, or anxious if I didn’t try my best”; “I really believe this contributes to an important and valuable research project”; and “In a way, it is kind of fun or interesting.” The items appeared in a randomized order. Participants in the real condition then completed 100 trials (25 sets of 4 images presented in a panel) and were debriefed, thanked for their time, and paid. The octagon did not appear in the 5 preview trials and did appear in 3 of the images that occurred after the ratings.
In the hypothetical condition, participants were told they would be previewing the “Security Detection Task.” In the hypothetical condition, participants learned that they would not be asked to complete the task, only to rate it after doing a previewing. Participants saw two sample images and then worked through 5 preview trials and reported on their motivation for working on the task. After providing their ratings, the participants completed a second short survey for a separate research project, and then were debriefed, thanked for their time, and paid.  

[image: Macintosh HD:Users:lindsayjuarez:Dropbox:Unnamed diss project:suitcase stimuli:S110.jpg]
 SOM Figure 3.   “Threat” image example from Study 4P. Threat images contain an octagon while “Safe” images do not.


Additional Analyses
Descriptives. The reliability of the Brief Self-Control Scale was high (α = .89), and the distribution was relatively normal (M = 3.58, SD = .75). The intrinsic (M = 3.06, SD = 1.22) and identified (M = 3.02, SD = 1.23) motivation items were correlated, r (607) = .58, p < .001. The introjected (M = 3.44, SD = 1.29) and payment-based external (M = 3.10, SD = 1.34) reasons were weakly and negatively correlated, r (607) = -0.17, p < .001. Intrinsic and identified were averaged into an Autonomous composite reason (M = 3.04, SD = 1.09), while introjected and payment-based external were left as individual items (see SOM Table 1). There were no meaningful differences in the correlations by condition. Reason endorsement also did not differ by condition except for the payment-based external item. Participants in the hypothetical condition reported that payment-based external motivation would be a stronger motivator for them (M = 3.22, SD = 1.33) than did the participants in the actual condition, (M = 2.99, SD = 1.34), t(607) = 2.18, p = .030. Autonomous motivation was negatively correlated with payment-based external motivation, r(607)= -.37, p < .001, 95% CI [-.44, -.30], but positively correlated with guilt-based external motivation, r(607)= .44, p < .001, 95% CI [.38, .50].

SOM Table 1. 
Correlations between raw reason endorsement
	
	Identified
	Intrinsic
	Introjected

	Intrinsic
	 .58***
	
	

	Introjected
	-.38***
	 .41***
	

	Payment-based external
	-.30***
	-.36***
	-.17***


Note. *** indicates p < .001. 

	The relationship between self-control and autonomous motivation. We regressed autonomous motivation on centered trait self-control, condition, and their interaction to test if trait self-control amplified autonomous reasons only when the task would require self-regulation. Trait self-control was marginally associated with greater autonomous motivation, b = 0.14, t = 1.76, p = 0.079, but there was no main effect or interaction as a result of condition, ps > .500. The raw correlation between self-control and autonomous motivation was significant, r(607) = .09, p = .033, 95% CI[.01, .16]. 
	We ran the same interaction model on each of the individual motivation items, regressing endorsement of intrinsic, identified, introjected, and external reasons on condition, trait self-control, and their interaction. There were no interactions between condition and trait self-control in any of the models. There was a significant positive main effect of self-control on reporting that the research was valuable (identified motivation), b = 0.22, t = 2.42, p = 0.016. There was also a significant negative main effect of self-control on reporting that payment-based external reasons were a motivator, b = -0.40, t = -3.55, p < .001; as mentioned previously, there was also a small effect of condition such that the real condition participants reported being less motivated by payment, b = -0.23, t = -2.14, p = 0.033. 
	Performance on the 5 preview trials was uniformly high across conditions (M = 97% correct, SDHyp  = 13%, SDReal  = 12%) and in the extended trials that followed ratings in the real condition (Maccuracy = 91% correct, SD = 14%). Trait self-control was not correlated with performance (signal detection d, M = 2.09, SD =1.07) on the longer set of trials in the actual completion condition, r(306) = -.01,  p = .818.
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