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Abstract

Metamotivation refers to the beliefs and mechanisms by which people regulate their
motivational states to achieve desired ends. Recent metamotivation research demonstrates that
Westerners recognize the benefits of engaging in high-level and low-level construal (i.e.,
motivational orientations toward abstract, essential vs. concrete, idiosyncratic features) for
performance on various tasks. We present the first cross-cultural investigation of this knowledge
of how to create such construal level task-motivation fit in Eastern and Western cultures. Two
studies reveal that American and Japanese participants similarly understand the benefits of high-
level vs. low-level construal. American and Japanese participants also similarly recognize the
various strategies with which to induce high-level vs. low-level construal—e.g., thinking about
why vs. how (Study 1) and engaging in global vs. local visual processing (Study 2). Study 2 also
suggests that this metamotivational knowledge in both cultures may guide people’s preferences
for these preparatory strategies when anticipating different performance tasks. Taken together,
the current research provides preliminary evidence of cross-cultural consistency in
metamotivational knowledge of the benefits of high-level and low-level construal and the

functional role of this metamotivational knowledge in goal pursuit.
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Introduction

Self-regulation research traditionally studies the monitoring and modulation of one’s own
thoughts (e.g., Flavell, 1979), feelings (e.g., Tamir, 2016), and behavior (e.g., Carver & Scheier,
1982) to secure desired ends. Given that motivation influences all three, it is surprising that less
attention has been devoted to people’s goal-directed regulation of motivational states. Research
on metamotivation addresses this oversight by examining the beliefs and mechanisms by which
people regulate their motivation (Fujita, Scholer, Miele, & Nguyen, 2019; Miele & Scholer,
2018; Scholer & Miele, 2016; Scholer, Miele, Murayama, & Fujita, 2018). This work generally
shows that when people have accurate insight into the nature of motivation, they make decisions
that promote motivational states that lead to goal success.

Although these metamotivational processes are theorized to be cross-culturally universal,
much of this work has been conducted on Western participants (c.f., Murayama, Kitagami,
Tanaka, & Raw, 2016). To address this issue more directly, we examine whether Easterners, like
Westerners, appreciate the benefits of engaging in high-level and low-level construal—
motivational states that tune people to abstract vs. concrete features, respectively—for
performance on tasks that demand these states; a phenomenon we refer to as construal level task-
motivation fit (MacGregor, Carnevale, Dusthimer, & Fujita, 2017; Nguyen, Carnevale, Scholer,
Miele, & Fujita, 2019). In doing so, we begin to address whether metamotivational processes are
cross-culturally universal.

Metamotivation

Metamotivation research suggests that people not only regulate the quantity of motivation

(i.e., how much), but also the quality (i.e., what type). The latter extends research demonstrating

that self-regulation involves distinct challenges addressed by different motivational states (e.g.,
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Fujita, 2011; Heckhausen & Gollwitzer, 1987; Higgins, 2000; Kashdan & Rottenberg, 2010;
Mann, de Ridder, & Fujita, 2013). Research indicates that inducing participants to experience the
“right” motivation for the task at-hand—i.e., creating task-motivation fit—promotes
performance. Metamotivation research examines whether laypeople can independently create
task-motivation fit.

Doing so requires first knowing what motivational states best address task demands. For
example, for tasks requiring speed over accuracy, one must distinguish eagerness from vigilance,
and know that eagerness is more beneficial than vigilance in this context (e.g., Forster, Higgins,
& Bianco, 2003; Higgins, 2000). Second, people must identify ways to induce the preferred
motivation. For example, people must recognize strategies that promote eagerness vs. vigilance,
such as thinking about advancement vs. security. Lacking either type of knowledge may preclude
successful regulation of motivation.

This knowledge may be tacit (e.g., Wagner & Sternberg, 1985). By metaphor, bakers
may know when dough is perfectly kneaded, but may struggle to articulate why beyond the fact
that it “feels right.” Knowing how to regulate motivation does not require that one can express
how to it (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977). Adapting methods from tacit knowledge research (Wagner
& Sternberg, 1987, 1985), we assess Easterners’ and Westerners’ knowledge of how to create
construal level task-motivation fit by presenting various scenarios and asking participants to
select what response feels right.

Construal Level Theory

The term construal refers to people’s subjective understanding of events (Griffin & Ross,

1991; Mischel & Shoda, 1995). That people can construe — and thus motivationally orient — to

the same event in different ways is central to construal level theory (CLT; Trope & Liberman,
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2010). CLT proposes that people can construe tasks in terms of their abstract, global, and
essential features (high-level construal), or their concrete, local, and idiosyncratic features (low-
level construal). Going on vacation, for example, may be construed as “an escape to paradise” or
as “lying on this chair by this beach.” Research indicates that construal level systematically
impacts performance on various tasks (e.g., Fujita & Carnevale, 2012; Freund & Hennecke,
2015; Locke & Latham, 2006; Schmeichel et al., 2010; Taylor, Pham, Rivkin, & Armor, 1998).

Construal level directly is commonly manipulated via procedural priming (e.g., Fujita &
Trope, 2014). For instance, having participants think about why vs. how they engage in a
behavior (i.e., focusing on abstract ends vs. concrete means) induces the tendency to construe
subsequent unrelated events in high-level vs. low-level terms (Freitas, Gollwitzer, & Trope,
2004; Fujita, Trope, Liberman, & Levin-Sagi, 2006). Completing tasks that require global vs.
local visual processing induces similar changes (Smith, Wigboldus, & Dijksterhuis, 2008;
Wakslak & Trope, 2009). Critically, these manipulations can impact performance on different
tasks. For example, whereas high-level construal promotes performance on tasks requiring self-
control—i.e., prioritizing global over local motivations (e.g., Fujita & Carnevale, 2012; Stillman,
Medvedev, & Ferguson, 2017; Yi, Stuppy-Sullivan, Pickover & Landes, 2017), low-level
construal promotes performance on tasks requiring behavioral precision (Freund & Hennecke,
2015; Locke & Latham, 2006; Schmeichel et al., 2010; Taylor et al., 1998). This suggests that
creating construal level task-motivation fit experimentally can enhance performance.

Knowledge of How to Create Construal Level Task-Motivation Fit

Recent metamotivation research suggests that Westerners have the requisite knowledge to

create construal level task-motivation fit without researcher intervention (MacGregor et al.,

2017; Nguyen et al., 2019). They understand that high-level vs. low-level construal, respectively,
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promotes performance on high-level vs. low-level tasks. They recognized, for example, that
thinking about why vs. how promotes self-control, as required when restraining from eating too
many cookies (MacGregor et al., 2017). Conversely, they recognized that engaging in local vs.
global processing would promote performance on tasks that require behavioral precision, such as
shooting basketball free throws (Nguyen et al., 2019). Critically, this knowledge guided their
efforts to create construal level task-motivation fit, with participants preferring to engage in high-
level vs. low-level construal in preparation for high-level vs. low-level tasks, respectively.
Culture and Construal Level

Whether such metamotivational knowledge generalizes across cultures is unknown.
There is some reason to expect cross-cultural differences. For example, Easterners vs.
Westerners tend to adopt a broader, holistic processing style akin to high-level construal—
attending to global wholes rather than local focal objects (Abel & Hsu, 1949; Ji, Peng, & Nisbett,
2000; Masuda & Nisbett, 2001; Nisbett, Peng, Choi, & Norenzayan, 2001). Research similarly
suggests that adopting an interdependent vs. independent self-construal (i.e., representation of
the self in relation to vs. separate from others that is associated with Eastern vs. Western
cultures, respectively) promotes global vs. local visual processing (Kiihnen & Oyserman, 2002;
Lin, Lin, & Han, 2008)—another marker of high-level vs. low-level construal. These apparent
cross-cultural differences in the frequency of engaging in high-level vs. low-level construal may
lead Easterners relative to Westerners to become more familiar with the former relative to the
latter. This might then lead Easterners relative to Westerners to be better able to recognize the

benefits of high-level relative to low-level construal.!

' We note that research also suggests that Easterners vs. Westerners display greater sensitivity to
situational context. Easterners vs. Westerners, for example, are less likely to evidence the correspondence
bias (Masuda & Kitayama, 2004; Miyamoto & Kitayama, 2002)—the tendency to infer traits from
behavior. Given that the trait attribution is associated with high-level rather than low-level construal
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On the other hand, there may be reasons to expect cross-cultural consistency in such
knowledge. The CLT literature suggests that psychological distance—the removal of an event
from direct experience—serves as a critical antecedent to construal level. When events are
psychological distant relative to proximal (e.g., occurring in the distant vs. near future), people
tend to construe them in higher level terms (e.g., Trope & Liberman, 2010). Two meta-analyses
revealed that there is no evidence thus far for culture moderating the effect of psychological
distance on construal level nor on any downstream consequences for judgments, decisions, and
behavior (Soderberg, Callahan, Kochersberger, Amit, & Ledgerwood, 2015). The absence of any
cross-cultural moderation in past CLT research may suggest similar cross-cultural consistency in
the strategic use of construal level to enhance task performance.

The Present Research

We compare to what extent Americans and Japanese share similar or dissimilar
knowledge of the regulatory benefits of high-level and low-level construal. Specifically, we
examine whether they can identify when task performance benefits from high-level vs. low-level
construal. We also examine to what extent they recognize the usefulness of various construal
level inductions—e.g., thinking about why vs. how (Study 1) and engaging in global vs. local
visual processing (Study 2). Moreover, beyond ratings of usefulness, we also measure
participants’ preferences for engaging in high-level and low-level construal as preparatory
exercises for various tasks (Study 2). Doing so allows us to observe whether Easterners’
metamotivational knowledge of construal level extends to their preparation for tasks that demand
high-level vs. low-level construal—a finding that previous research has documented in

Westerners (Nguyen et al., 2019).

(Nussbaum, Trope, & Liberman, 2003; Rim, Uleman, & Trope, 2009), this may suggest that Easterners at
times may be more likely than Westerners to engage in low-level relative to high-level construal.
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Sample Size & Exclusionary Criteria

All studies used mixed designs (between: culture; within: scenario x construal) to
enhance statistical power. Based on past research (Nguyen et al., 2019), we targeted a sample
size of N =200. Our primary statistical test was a Bayesian linear mixed effects model-—an
analysis which allows for clearer interpretation of potential null findings. Given limited
availability of software, however, we report sensitivity analyses based on a statistically similar
mixed-design ANOVA (1 between-subjects factor, 2 within-subjects factors) with G*Power
(Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009). This analysis revealed that our target N would provide
80% power to detect an effect of np? = .005 and 90% power to detect an effect of np? = .006 for a
three-way interaction within a mixed ANOVA. For reference, the estimated median effect size in
social psychological research is np? = .035 (Lovakov & Agadullina, 2017). Critically, no data
were analyzed until all data were collected for a given experiment.

We applied the same exclusion criteria as in previous research (Nguyen et al., 2019) with
minor exceptions for experiments conducted in Japan, given differential concerns of online data
quality. Specifically, we excluded participants who indicated they were not paying attention (i.e.,
reported being “very” or “extremely” distracted, or taking the study “not at all” or “a little”
seriously on our attention check measures). Similarly, we excluded those who did not report
being fluent in the language of the study materials. To address data quality concerns (TurkPrime,
2018), we also limited analyses for MTurk studies to responses with nonrepeating GPS
coordinate data that were located in the U.S. We know of no comparable data quality concerns
reported using Yahoo! Japan.

Studies 1: Why vs. How in the United States and Japan

Method
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Participants. Participants in Study 1 were drawn from similar online platforms in the
U.S. and Japan in which adults can complete tasks in exchange for financial compensation. In
our American sample, 100 American MTurk workers (Mage = 37.86, SDage = 13.51; 56 women,
42 men, 2 transgender; HIT approval rate > 97%) were compensated $0.60. In our Japanese
sample, 101 Yahoo! Japan workers (Mage = 40.90, SDage = 8.24; 31 women, 69 men, 1
transgender) were compensated 60 T-points (equivalent to 60 yen) to use on products and
services associated with Yahoo! Japan. Study materials were professionally translated from
English to Japanese and reviewed for accuracy and cultural appropriateness by a native Japanese
speaking member of our research team. Participants only had access to one study reported in this
paper to maintain naiveté.

Metamotivational knowledge assessment. Participants first read that people can think
about why or how they engage in an action and that these ways of thinking can help or hurt goal
pursuit (see Appendix A for instructions). Past research demonstrates that whereas thinking
about why induces high-level construal, thinking about how induces low-level construal (Freitas
et al., 2004). Participants then filled out a previously-validated metamotivational knowledge
assessment (Nguyen et al., 2019) that consists of 18 scenarios in randomized order (6 high-level
scenarios, 6 low-level scenarios, and 6 control condition scenarios) based on past research
demonstrating that task performance benefits from high-level or low-level construal (see
Appendix B). Whereas high-level scenarios described tasks that require self-control, low-level
scenarios described tasks that require contextual sensitivity and/or behavioral precision. The
control condition described tasks for which one might not anticipate differences in performance

as a function of construal level.
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Usefulness of high-level and low-level preparatory exercises. For each scenario,
participants rated how useful it would be for enhancing task performance to think about why vs.
how they would engage in the task described (1 = extremely unhelpful, 7 = extremely helpful).

Perceived task difficulty and enjoyment. To control for the potential impact of task
difficulty and enjoyment on participants’ usefulness ratings, we asked participants to rate the
difficulty (1 = extremely easy, 7 = extremely difficult) and enjoyment (1 = extremely
unenjoyable, T = extremely enjoyable) of each task.”

Demographics and final questions. Finally, participants reported their demographics
and how distracted they were during the study and how seriously they took the study (1 = not at
all, 2 = slightly, 3 = somewhat, 4 = very, 5 = extremely). Participants were then debriefed and
paid.

Results

As our measures required sensitivity to subtle differences in language, we excluded
participants who reported they did not pay attention (i.e., reported being “very” or “extremely”
distracted or taking the study “not at all” or “a little” seriously) and those who reported they were
not fluent in the language of the materials. Given concerns about “bots” on MTurk (TurkPrime,
2018), we also excluded responses with repeating GPS coordinates from our American sample.
We had a final N = 88 for our American sample and a final N = 100 for our Japanese sample. We

found no evidence of bot activity in the data in our Japanese samples, nor have there been any other

reports of such activity on Yahoo! Japan.

2 Whereas participants in the U.S. provided these ratings after the usefulness ratings, participants in Japan
provided these ratings before the usefulness ratings. Presenting difficulty and enjoyment ratings before
the usefulness ratings did not impact findings in past metamotivation research with Western samples
(Nguyen et al., 2019).
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Overview of analyses. Our primary research question examines whether there are
cultural similarities or differences among Easterners and Westerners’ knowledge of how to
create construal level task-motivation fit. Given that traditional frequentist analyses cannot
provide conclusive evidence for the lack of cultural differences (Gelman, Carlin, Stern, Dunson,
& Vehtari, 2013; Kruschke & Liddell, 2018), we conducted Bayesian analyses to allow for the
interpretation of null findings. Specifically, we used the brms R package (Biirkner, 2017) with
the recommended four MCMC sampling chains and 10,000 iterations (Gelman et al., 2013). For
all analyses, we achieved sufficient model convergence (all R-hat values = 1.00) and model fit (all Pareto
k values < 0.5). We report additional information on model convergence (trace plots) and model fit
(p_loo) in the Online Supplement (see Tables S1 — S3 and Figures S1 — S3).

Model specifications. To examine American and Japanese participants’ knowledge of
how to create construal level task-motivation fit, we conducted two Bayesian mixed effects
models: one with culture and one without. Doing so allows us to conduct model comparisons to
test if culture plays an explanatory role. For the full model with culture, we regressed usefulness
ratings on culture (-0.5 = Japan, 0.5 = United States), high-level task (1 = high-level task, 0 =
low-level or neutral task), neutral task (1 = neutral task, 0 = low-level or high-level task),
construal (-0.5 = how, 0.5 = why), task enjoyment, and all interactions among culture, high-level
task, neutral task, and construal (for additional information about alternative models and Bayes
factor tests, see the Online Supplement). We modeled participant and scenario as random
intercepts. For the model without culture, we omitted culture and its interactions. To reduce the
potential impact of response bias (Fischer, 2004) and to conform with Bayesian experts’ advice
on data preparation (Stan Development Team, 2014), we standardized ratings of usefulness and

enjoyment within culture before analysis.
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Selection of prior distributions. As recommended by others (Gelman et al., 2008;
Lemoine, 2019; Simpson, Rue, Martins, Riebler, & Serbye, 2017), we used weakly informative
priors instead of flat priors (i.e., completely uninformative priors). Weakly informative priors
provide regularization by keeping inferences within a reasonable range of values given the
measurement scales (Simpson et al., 2017). We used the recommended weakly informative
priors for regression coefficients (normal distribution with p =0 and ¢ = 1; Gelman et al., 2013)
as well as the intercept, residual error, and standard deviations of random effects (Stan’s default
Student-# distribution, v =3, u = 0 and o = 10; Kruschke, 2014).

Model comparison. To test whether the observed data were more in line with the model
with vs. without culture, we used Bayesian model comparison via Bayes factor (for context: 1 <
BF < 3 = anecdotal evidence, 3 < BF < 10 = moderate evidence, 10 < BF < 30 = strong evidence,
30 <BF < 100 = very strong evidence, BF > 100 = extreme evidence; Jeffreys, 1961). Model
comparison revealed that the observed data were more in line with the model with culture, BF1o=

8544.27. We thus focus on this model for all subsequent analyses.
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Table 1
Bayesian Mixed Effects Model - Usefulness (Study 1)
Predictor Estimate SE 95% HDI
Intercept -0.10 0.09 [-0.28, 0.07]
Culture (-0.5 = Japan, 0.5 = United States) 0.08 0.07 [-0.06, 0.22]
High-Level Task (1 = high-level, 0 = neutral, low-level) 0.34 0.12 [0.12, 0.57]
Neutral Task (1 = neutral, 0 = high-level, low-level) -0.04 0.12 [-0.27,0.19]
Construal (-0.5 = how, 0.5 = why) -1.00 0.03 [-1.07, -0.93]
Task enjoyment (standardized) 0.09 0.01 [0.06, 0.12]
Culture x High-Level Task -0.07 0.05 [-0.16, 0.03]
Culture x Neutral Task -0.18 0.05 [-0.27, -0.09]
High-Level Task x Neutral Task 0.00 1.00 [-1.96, 1.97]
Culture x Construal 0.04 0.07 [-0.10, 0.17]
High-Level Task x Construal 1.56 0.05 [1.46, 1.65]
Neutral Task x Construal 0.90 0.05 [0.81, 0.99]
Culture x High-Level Task x Neutral Task 0.00 0.99 [-1.97, 1.95]
Culture x High-Level Task x Construal 0.32 0.10 [0.13, 0.50]
Culture x Neutral Task x Construal 0.18 0.09 [-0.01, 0.36]
High-Level Task x Neutral Task x Construal 0.01 0.98 [-1.91, 1.93]
Culture x High-Level Task x Neutral Task x Construal -0.01 1.01 [-1.99, 1.97]

Note: Bolded lines reflect credible effects.

Knowledge of how to create construal level task-motivation fit. We reproduce the

output for the linear mixed model with culture in Table 1. In the following, we report the

Bayesian parameter estimates of the theoretically relevant effects along with the 95% highest

density interval (HDI). The 95% HDI indicates the 95% most probable values of a parameter

given the observed data (Kruschke & Liddell, 2018). If the 95% HDI does not include 0, the

effect can be considered as credible (Kruschke, Aguinis, & Joo, 2012).

Results revealed credible evidence for a negative effect of construal for the reference

group (low-level task), fe: = -1.00, SE = .03, 95% HDI =[-1.07, -0.93] (see Figure 1). This

suggests that participants rated the how mindset as more useful than the why mindset for low-

level tasks. This effect was not further moderated by culture, fess = 0.04, SE = .07, 95% HDI = [-

0.10, 0.17]. Results also revealed credible evidence for an interaction between high-level task

and construal, fest = 1.56, SE = .05, 95% HDI = [1.46, 1.65]. Further analysis of this interaction
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suggested that participants rated the why mindset as more useful than the how mindset for high-
level tasks, fles: = 1.11, SE = .12, 95% HDI = [0.87, 1.34]. These results are consistent with the
suggestion that there are cross-cultural similarities in people’s knowledge of how to create

construal level task-motivation fit.
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Figure 1. Average culture-centered endorsement of thinking about why vs. how for tasks that
require high-level construal vs. low-level construal vs. neither (control condition) in the United
States and Japan (Study 1). Error bars reflect standard errors. See Table S10 in the Online
Supplement for unstandardized means and standard deviations.

The model, however, also revealed evidence for a culture x high-level task x construal
interaction, fest = .32, SE = .10, 95% HDI = [.13, .50]. When decomposing this interaction as a
function of construal, we found credible evidence for a culture x high-level task interaction
within the how mindset, fest = -.22, SE = .07, 95% HDI = [-.36, -.09], but not why mindset, fest =
.09, SE = .07, 95% HDI = [-.04, .23]. Although one might interpret the former as reflecting
cross-cultural differences, follow-up analyses revealed similar patterns of data across both

samples. Participants in both cultures reported that thinking about how was less useful for high-
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level relative to low-level tasks; this effect, however, was more prominent among American, fest
=-.53, SE =.12,95% HDI = [-.77, -.28], than for Japanese participants, fest = -.31, SE = .12,
95% HDI = [-.55, -.07]. As we elaborate upon further in the discussion, rather than reflecting
cross-cultural differences in knowledge of how to create construal level task-motivation fit, we
might speculate that this result may instead be attributed more specifically to the use of “how” as
an operationalization of construal level.
Discussion

Study 1 revealed that both American and Japanese participants appeared to recognize
how to create construal level task-motivation fit, recognizing that thinking about why would
benefit performance on high-level tasks, whereas thinking about how would benefit performance
on low-level tasks. Study 1 also revealed some cultural differences in the endorsement of how as
a preparatory strategy. Although participants from both cultures generally understood that
thinking about how is less beneficial for high-level tasks compared to low-level tasks, this
distinction was less pronounced among Japanese participants. We speculate that rather than
reflecting some meaningful cross-cultural difference in metamotivational knowledge, this
apparent effect may have resulted from the way we chose to operationalize construal level:
specifically, why vs. how. In Japan, the way people carry out actions is regarded as central to the
act itself, as reflected in cultural practices such as chado or tea ceremony (Kondo, 1985; Sen,
1998) and ikebana or flower arrangement (Juniper, 2011; Sato, 2012). This may have led
Japanese relative to American participants to generally endorse the benefits of how. To examine
whether the cultural difference in endorsement of how found in Study 1 reflect differences in the

endorsement of low-level construal more generally or cultural differences in the emphasis on
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how more specifically, Study 2 implemented a different operationalization of construal level—
namely, global vs. local processing.

Study 2 also examines the implications of American and Japanese participants’
knowledge of how to create construal level task-motivation fit for choice preferences. Following
past research (Nguyen et al., 2019), Study 2 not only assessed participants’ ratings of perceived
usefulness of high-level and low-level construal, but also their preferences for engaging in these
motivational orientations in preparation for high-level and low-level tasks.

Study 2: Global vs. Local Processing in the United States and Japan
Method

Participants. As in Study 1, participants were recruited similar online platforms in the
U.S. and Japan in which adults can complete tasks in exchange for financial compensation. In
our American sample, 101 American MTurk workers (Mage = 39.32, SDyge = 11.64; 46 women,
54 men, 1 transgender; HIT approval rate > 97%) completed survey materials in English and
were compensated $0.60. In our Japanese sample, 99 Yahoo! Japan workers (Mage = 44.08, SDage
=9.65, 34 women, 65 men) completed survey materials in Japanese and were compensated 60 T-
points (equivalent to 60 yen) to use on Yahoo! Japan products and services. As in Study 1, the
materials were translated from English to Japanese by a professional translator and reviewed by a
native Japanese speaking member of our research team.

Introduction to preparatory exercises. Participants were told that people can view
images in terms of the overall shape they create (i.e., global processing) or the individual shapes
that make up the whole (i.e., local processing; see Appendix A). As in Study 1, participants were
told that these mindsets can help or hurt goal pursuit. Past work demonstrates that global and

local visual processing is associated with high-level and low-level construal (e.g., Wakslak &
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Trope, 2009), respectively. Participants were presented with three compound shapes of large
elements composed of smaller elements: one shape represented the “standard” while the other
two were “comparison shapes” (see Figure 2; Kimchi & Palmer, 1982; Navon, 1977). In the
global (vs. local) mindset exercise, participants were asked to identify the option that resembled
the standard in terms of its overall shape (vs. individual shapes). Next, participants completed
four global mindset practice trials and four local mindset practice trials, with corrective feedback
to ensure that participants understood the preparatory exercises. Finally, participants rated how

difficult and enjoyable it was to engage in the global and local mindsets.

“Local Mindset” Exercise “Global Mindset” Exercise
Identify the option that resembles the Identify the option that resembles the
standard in terms of its individual shapes standard in terms of its overall shape

Figure 2. Instructions for the local (left) and global (right) mindset exercises for Study 2.
Metamotivational knowledge assessment. Participants were presented with the same
scenarios from Study 1. Participants first rated the difficulty and enjoyment of each task.
Participants then rated the extent to which they preferred engaging in the global vs. local mindset
to prepare for the task described in each scenario (1 = strongly prefer LOCAL, 6 = strongly
prefer GLOBAL). As in Study 1, we also assessed the perceived usefulness of global and local
mindsets for performance in each scenario (1 = extremely unhelpful, 7 = extremely helpful).
Demographics and final questions. Participants reported their demographics and

attention during the study. Given data quality concerns on MTurk (TurkPrime, 2018), we also
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asked participants to respond to an English proficiency check. Participants were then debriefed
and compensated.
Results

We used the same exclusion criteria as Study 1 with the addition of the English
proficiency check for the American sample. We had a final N = 87 for our American sample and
a final N = 95 our Japanese sample.

Model specifications. To examine whether there are cross-cultural differences or
similarities in knowledge of how to create construal level task-motivation fit, we again
conducted and compared two Bayesian mixed effects models—one with culture and one without.
We used the same model specifications (for additional information about alternative models and
Bayes factor tests, see the Online Supplement), weakly informative priors, and data preparation
procedures as in Study 1.

Model comparison. To test whether the observed data were more in line with the model
with vs. without culture, we used Bayesian model comparison via Bayes factor. Distinct from
Study 1, model comparison revealed that the observed data were more in line with the model
without culture, BFo; = 157.06. This finding provides initial evidence that there may be cross-
cultural similarities in people’s knowledge of how to create construal level task-motivation fit
via global and local processing. To be able to draw direct comparisons to the results of Study 1,
we nevertheless report the output from the linear mixed model with culture to fully explore what
— if any — role culture might play in the results of Study 2. We reproduce the output in Table 2

and report the Bayesian parameter estimates and 95% HDIs of the theoretically relevant effects.
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Table 2
Bayesian Mixed Effects Model - Usefulness (Study 2)

Predictor Estimate SE 95% HDI

Intercept 0.02 0.05 [-0.07,0.11]
Culture (-0.5 = Japan, 0.5 = United States) -0.04 0.09 [-0.21, 0.13]
High-Level Task (1 = high-level, 0 = neutral, low-level) -0.02 0.04 [-0.09, 0.06]
Neutral Task (1 = neutral, 0 = high-level, low-level) -0.05 0.04 [-0.13, 0.02]
Construal (-0.5 = local, 0.5 = global) -0.57 0.03 [-0.64, -0.50]
Task enjoyment (standardized) 0.05 0.01 [0.02, 0.07]

Culture x High-Level Task 0.04 0.05 [-0.05, 0.14]
Culture x Neutral Task 0.08 0.05 [-0.02, 0.17]
High-Level Task x Neutral Task 0.01 0.99 [-1.92, 1.94]
Culture x Construal -0.13 0.07 [-0.26, 0.00]
High-Level Task x Construal 1.18 0.05 [1.08, 1.27]

Neutral Task x Construal 0.52 0.05 [0.43, 0.62]

Culture x High-Level Task x Neutral Task 0.00 1.00 [-1.94, 1.97]
Culture x High-Level Task x Construal -0.14 0.10 [-0.33, 0.05]
Culture x Neutral Task x Construal 0.04 0.10 [-0.15, 0.23]
High-Level Task x Neutral Task x Construal 0.01 1.00 [-1.94, 1.96]
Culture x High-Level Task x Neutral Task x Construal -0.01 0.99 [-1.93, 1.94]

Note: Bolded lines reflect credible effects.

Knowledge of how to create construal level task-motivation fit. As in Study 1, results

revealed credible evidence for a negative effect of construal, fess = -0.57, SE = .03, 95% HDI = [-

0.64, -0.50], suggesting that participants rated the local mindset as more useful than the global

mindset for low-level tasks (see Figure 2). Replicating Study 1, this effect was not moderated by

culture, fesr = -0.13, SE = .07, 95% HDI = [-0.26, 0.00]. Also, similar to Study 1, there was a

credible interaction between high-level task and construal, fest = 1.18, SE = .05, 95% HDI =

[1.08, 1.27], such that participants rated the global mindset as more useful than the local mindset

for high-level tasks, fest = 0.57, SE = .04, 95% HDI = [0.48, 0.66]. Critically, and in contrast to

Study 1, results revealed no credible effects or interactions involving culture. These results

support the suggestion that there are cross-cultural similarities in people’s knowledge of how to

create construal level task-motivation fit.
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Figure 2. Average culture-centered endorsement of global vs. local mindset for tasks that require
high-level construal vs. low-level construal vs. neither (control condition) in the United States
and Japan (Study 2). Error bars reflect standard errors. See Table S10 in the Online Supplement
for unstandardized means and standard deviations.

Preferences for high-level vs. low-level preparatory exercises. Recall that we also
measured participants’ preferences for global vs. local mindsets in anticipation of high-level and
low-level tasks. To examine whether there were cultural differences or similarities in American
and Japanese participants’ preferences, we conducted and compared Bayesian linear mixed
models with and without culture. For the model with culture, we regressed preferences on culture
(-0.5 = Japan, 0.5 = United States), high-level task (1 = high-level task, 0 = low-level or neutral
task), neutral task (1 = neutral task, 0 = low-level or high-level task), task enjoyment, and all
interactions among culture, high-level task, and neutral task (for additional information about
alternative models and Bayes factor tests, see the Online Supplement). We modeled participant
and scenario as random intercepts and standardized preferences ratings within culture before

analysis. Model comparison analyses revealed a very strong preference for the model without
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culture, BFo1 = 584.37, suggesting cross-cultural similarities in participants’ choice preferences.
As with the ratings of perceived usefulness, however, we reproduce the output of the model with

culture in Table 3 and report the Bayesian parameter estimates and 95% HDIs of the

theoretically relevant effects.

Table 3

Bayesian Mixed Effects Model - Preferences (Study 2)
Predictor Estimate SE 95% HDI
Intercept -0.35 0.07 [-0.49, -0.21]
Culture (-0.5 = Japan, 0.5 = United States) 0.05 0.08 [-0.11, 0.21]
High-Level Task (1 = high-level, 0 = neutral, low-level) 0.71 0.09 [0.52, 0.89]
Neutral Task (1 = neutral, 0 = high-level, low-level) 0.34 0.09 [0.16, 0.53]
Task enjoyment (standardized) 0.02 0.02 [-0.01, 0.06]
Culture x High-Level Task -0.13 0.07 [-0.27, 0.01]
Culture x Neutral Task -0.02 0.07 [-0.16, 0.12]
High-Level Task x Neutral Task 0.01 1.00 [-1.95, 1.95]
Culture x High-Level Task x Neutral Task 0.00 1.00 [-1.95, 1.97]

Note: Bolded lines reflect credible effects.

Results revealed a credible negative effect of the intercept—i.e., effect of low-level tasks

(the reference group) on preferences, fess = -0.35, SE = .07, 95% HDI = [-0.50, -0.21]. Stated

otherwise, participants preferred the local mindset more than the global mindset for low-level

tasks. Results also revealed credible evidence for an effect of high-level tasks on preferences, fes

=0.70, SE = .10, 95% HDI = [0.51, 0.89], such that participants preferred the global mindset

more than the local mindset. There was also a credible effect of neutral tasks on preferences, fes:

=0.36, SE =.09, 95% HDI =[0.17, 0.54]. No culture effects were credible. Thus, as with the

usefulness ratings, the choice preference data suggests that there may be cross-cultural

similarities in people’s knowledge of how to create construal level task-motivation fit.

Discussion

Study 2 provided more compelling evidence that knowledge of how to create construal

level task-motivation fit may be shared cross-culturally between Western and Eastern samples.
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In contrast to Study 1, Study 2 revealed no cultural differences in ratings of perceived usefulness
of high-level and low-level construal. This suggests that the cultural differences found in Study 1
may reflect cultural differences in the endorsement of how specifically, rather than differences in
knowledge more generally.

Study 2 also revealed cross-cultural similarities in people’s preferences for high-level vs.
low-level preparatory exercises, suggesting that this knowledge may have important implications
for their decision-making. One might reasonably ask whether participants’ ratings of perceived
usefulness mediated the relationship between performance task type (high-level vs. low-level)
and preferences for high-level vs. low-level preparatory exercises. For the sake of brevity, we
report the results of a within-subjects mediation analysis in the Online Supplement (see Figure
S9), which suggested participants’ preferences for preparatory exercises were indeed guided by
the perceived usefulness of these exercises. Thus, we believe it is reasonable to suggest that these
data highlight cross-cultural consistency in how metamotivational knowledge impacts people’s
decisions.

General Discussion

Across two studies, we found cross-cultural similarities in metamotivational knowledge
of how to create construal level task-motivation fit. Not only do these studies replicate the results
of past research (e.g., MacGregor et al., 2017; Nguyen et al., 2019), demonstrating that Western
participants have the necessary knowledge to regulate their motivation, these findings show for
the first time that so too do Eastern participants. Results also suggest that people in both cultures
have the necessary knowledge to identify different means with which to instantiate high-level
and low-level construal—e.g., thinking about why vs. how (Study 1) and engaging in global vs.

local visual processing (Study 2). Moreover, Study 2 suggests that Easterners’ and Westerners’
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knowledge of how to create construal level task-motivation fit extends to their preferences for
how to prepare to perform high-level vs. low-level tasks, indicating that this knowledge may
influence decision making. In sum, the present work provides some preliminary evidence that
both Westerners and Easterners have a similar understanding of how to create construal level
task-motivation fit.

Despite the cross-cultural consistency in knowledge of how to create construal level task-
motivation fit, there were notable cultural differences. In Study 1, although participants across
both cultures recognized that thinking about how is less beneficial for high-level relative to low-
level tasks, this understanding was less pronounced among Japanese participants. As noted
earlier, this may reflect cultural practices in Japan that stress the importance of the way in which
actions are carried out (vs. the outcome; Juniper, 2011; Kondo, 1985; Sato, 2012; Sen, 1998). As
Study 2 did not replicate this cultural difference, this effect appears to be highly specific to the
endorsement of how, rather than reflective of the endorsement of low-level construal more
generally. This cultural difference highlights an important insight—although different
operationalizations of construal level are related, they are not always isomorphic.

Limitations

Although these studies generally reveal cross-cultural similarities in people’s knowledge
of how to create construal level task-motivation fit, there are a few limitations. One limitation of
these studies is that both studies gave participants the opportunity to read and/or practice the
construal level exercises. This educational portion of the introduction of the study may introduce
the possibility of demand. We think this is unlikely for two reasons. First, previous work
suggests that omitting these detailed instructions produces largely similar results (Nguyen et al.,

2019), suggesting that these details are not a necessary condition for the effect. Second, past
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research using alternative methodology (e.g., thought-listing task) to assess knowledge of
construal level task-motivation fit (MacGregor et al., 2017) reveal similar results, further
suggesting that these findings are not reducible to demand. Nevertheless, future work might re-
evaluate the current findings using alternative assessments of metamotivational knowledge.

A second limitation is that although we documented cultural similarities in
metamotivational knowledge, we did not explore the implications of this knowledge beyond
people’s preferences in response to hypothetical scenarios. Future work might assess this
knowledge in more consequential contexts with behavioral measures that extend beyond task
preparation. Doing so would allow one to confirm whether these cultural similarities are evident
using alternative methodologies and extend them to other important outcomes.

Future Directions

Future research might examine whether there are cultural differences or similarities in
other types of metamotivational knowledge beyond construal level. Although the present
findings provide some initial evidence of cross-cultural consistency with respect to construal
level, research by Scholer and Miele (2016) raises the possibility of cross-cultural differences in
people’s metamotivational knowledge of regulatory focus (Higgins, 1998). In general, Scholer
and Miele (2016) have found that North Americans understand the functional roles of
promotion-focus (i.e., a motivational orientation toward gains) vs. prevention-focus (i.e., a
motivational orientation toward losses) in enhancing performance for tasks that respectively
require eagerness vs. vigilance. However, consistent throughout their studies is a general
tendency for North Americans to endorse promotion-focus—evidence of a promotion bias.
Given that past research has found cultural variation in promotion-focus vs. prevention-focus

(Higgins, 2008; Ouschan, Boldero, Kashima, Wakimoto, & Kashima, 2007), it is possible that
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future cross-cultural research may reveal a prevention bias in prevention-dominant cultures.
Moreover, cross-cultural differences in such biases may lead to potential cross-cultural
differences in people’s preferences for engaging in promotion or prevention focus in response to
different tasks, thus suggesting cultural factors that may impact when and why people succeed or
fail at self-regulation.

Although the current work focused on whether people have accurate metamotivational
knowledge, examining inaccuracies in people’s motivational beliefs may be equally illuminating
and worthy of cross-cultural investigation. For example, initial cross-cultural research has
revealed cross-cultural similarities in people’s inaccurate beliefs about intrinsic vs. extrinsic
incentives. People in both the U.S. and Japan fail to recognize that external rewards can
undermine one’s intrinsic motivation to complete a task (Murayama, Kitagami, Tanaka, & Raw,
2016). Future research may extend this work by examining whether there may be other
inaccuracies in people’s motivational beliefs and the consequences of these misbeliefs.

Beyond the U.S. and Japan, future research should examine whether people in other
countries have differing beliefs on how to regulate motivation, and whether these beliefs lead
them to pursue different strategies. Although people in every culture may evidence goal pursuit
success, they may do so via different routes. Differing beliefs may also lead people to pursue
different types of goals. Conducting cross-cultural metamotivation research may illuminate such
differences and provide new insight into self-regulation. Moreover, such work may also form the
basis of future research aimed at developing culture-specific interventions for goal pursuit.
Advancing Cross-Cultural Motivation Research

The study of metamotivation pushes researchers to examine whether and to what extent

people understand the basic functions of motivation. As metamotivation research develops, it is
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important to examine whether metamotivational knowledge of various motivational states is
shared or unique across cultures. Most self-regulation research assumes universality—but this
assumption requires empirical testing and research may highlight important differences in how
people pursue their self-regulatory efforts. Such work may advance cross-cultural motivation
science by providing insight into the factors that promote or hinder goal pursuit in different

cultural contexts.
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Appendix A: Instructions

**Note: We counterbalanced the presentation order of high-level and low-level construal across
both studies.

Study 1 (Why/How): English

People often spend time thinking about upcoming events, and they can think about the same
event in many different ways. For example, every activity can be thought of in terms of the
reasons WHY people engage in it or in terms of the process of HOW people engage in it.

When people consider WHY they perform an action, they think about the purpose or meaning of
the behavior. When people consider HOW they perform a behavior, they think about the steps
involved in the action and the specific means used to complete it.

Consider the activity of "reading a novel". It is equally possible to consider the reasons WHY
one reads a novel (e.g. to relax after a stressful day) or the process of HOW one reads a novel

(e.g. by moving one's eyes over lines of text).

Some of these ways of thinking help us reach our goals, whereas other ways of thinking can
prevent us from reaching our goals.

Study 1 (Why/How): Japanese

NFLELFAEDOTEICONWTELET, TOB, 1O TELZSIEIERRTTHE
AHZENTEET, HIAE, RELOEIHICHY MO L VI BRNEER L L
HTEL =T, EDOXIITMVMLDONE NI BENEEZDZEHTEET,

ANREITENEZRE T ONE DL, TOTEO LV RFERHHRERIZOWTE XL
T AMEDLHIIATINT DDONEZ DR, TOITENIEY 72 DD AT v 7L, *
DATENZ 2 T3 57O T 2 BRI 2 FERIZOWTE L E T,

Nz Fite] EWOTTEIZEATHEL X5, ARRE/Idlasiton (FlziE, A
FLZADZNIHDOKDYICY Ty 7 2T 572) E225T b, EDXIRFIAT/H
BETLON BlZIE, T2HTBOARDL) X5 L bRKICTHETT,

b5 ABEERT DI AT, HLOBATPRISIESZ & bHE, W2 BEEERZ T
LAREMED H LG ELH Y £7,

Study 2 (Global/Local): English

People often spend time looking at images, and they can see the same image in many different
ways. For example, an image can be represented in terms of the overall shape it creates or in
terms of the individual shapes of which it consists.
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Consider the following example. It is equally possible to see the overall shape (e.g., a square) or
the individual shapes of which it consists (e.g., triangles).

Different ways of looking at images can be thought of as different "mindsets." Some mindsets
can prepare our thinking to help us reach our goals, whereas other mindsets can prevent us from
reaching our goals.

Study 2 (Global/Local): Japanese

NFRERCEBRZBICT 220D £, TOBK, 1 50#igZ S E IR T
RHZEMTEET, HIF, Hx DERIZE > TERS NI EERTE L D Bl
MOEBRERAD Z b TE D 0, BEFENRIEZAT 54 DI & 5 BLE b H
BRI LENTEET,

WO %ZEZTHTLIEED, 2ENARBERLS 2 I, A% b, 2hz
W 2Wx 0% R 5 2L (BlZIE, BEO A1) bREICTETT,

MERIZESE | OFRITER T 200, 2K OFRICERT 200 ->T, AD
[~ FEy N (EEORS) 3LboTxEd, HbHEEAERLLY LT 5
B, FHUKRN O~ A U Rey "R ®HH—F T, BEZERZLTA5~A 2y bbb
D i‘j‘o
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Appendix B: Scenarios

Type Scenario in English and Japanese

Low-Level: Please begin by imagining that you are taking part in a task designed to test your writing

Proofreading  ability. The test requires that you read a long written passage that contains various
misspellings. Your task will be to identify and correct these typos. Imagine that you want to
perform as well as you can on the writing test, but you know it will require a lot of attention
to find and fix the misspellings.

LEHZET D= OO #HA TWARRABE LT EEN, Z0F %
F Tk, SEISERRTNEGENTZEXEFRAET T, HRTEFINLORTE R
FHL, BELRTNEIRY EHA, ZOTAFTIETEXARY BWEREZH L
WEBSTWETR, BT E ROITEETDITEN ) OFEEIDMLETY,

Low-Level: Please begin by imagining that you are taking part in a task designed to test your hand-eye

Basketball coordination. The test requires that you shoot basketball free throws. The goal is to get as
many of the basketballs as possible to go through the hoop in a set amount of time. Imagine
that you want to perform as well as you can on the test of hand-eye coordination, but you
know you really need to get in the zone to avoid making mistakes.

SR 2 E T 2 T2 OICE DL 3REICH Y #LA TV DRI A B LT 72 s

VW, ZOBETIZ, XAy hAR—ADT7 ) —20—%LF7, BEFRO LN
BENIC CX AT 2L DR — LA T— BT AND 2 L TF, ZOMRETILT
XHMRY BWFERAZH LW E B o TWETA, S RAERET 5213070 oEF S

WROBIET,
Low-Level: Please begin by imagining that you are taking part in an experiment during which you will be
Stroop shown a number of words. For each word, your task is to identify what color font the word is

written in. In some cases, the word and the color will match (ex: BLUE). In other cases, the
word and the color will not match (ex: BLUE), which will require you to ignore the meaning
of the word and focus only on font color. Imagine your task is to identify the font color as
quickly and as accurately as possible, but you know it will take effort to direct your attention
away from the meaning of the word.

Z< OHGEDRRENDFZRICSML T DR EZ MG L TSV, ZOFERT
X, BEFEMTEAOLTFTENN TV D0 Z@E LEE LTIz A, H
EXFEN B L TWLEEbHY E308 (B 7) | HELXFan—%L T
WRWEELHY E (B ) . BEROBERITER L TXFoaZiTIicEP LR
THERD £ A, I TOREL, XFOELZTE LT RS IEMRICHNT 5 Z
ETTN, HEEOBWRIZERD SN T XXFALETITERLRT 27201203, 47225

NzaZE LT,
Low-Level: Please begin by imagining that you are taking part in a task designed to test your vigilance, or
Vigilance your ability to pay careful attention to details. The vigilance test requires that you read a long

[{3 1) (TP 2]

written passage and cross out any instances of the letters “z” or “q”. Imagine you want to
perform well on the vigilance test, but you know it will require full concentration to identify
these rarely used letters within the long passage.

HHT A MIBMYAMATHDRAEZBBR L TLESY, ZOT A MI, HRTENE
N HBWVEWEENEZALTWDED, F 8N HWHIEBIZE THLOTEE LT D
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Low-Level:
Darts

Low-Level:
Mini Golf

High-Level:
Inconvenient
Recycling

High-Level:
Delay
Discounting

TEMTEAINEZSONTALDOTT, ZOFT A MNTIE, EXZFHEA, FZI2HTL
6$ﬁ%®fmj&T@J%?Nfﬁfﬁbfw<kPOW%%ﬁb@Hﬂ@ﬁD
FH A, BRIEIZIZOT AP THEREZHLIZWEEZTWETE, EVWLEDOH T
FEAEFEDN T RNINEDOLTF-%2 O T IZIEEWEF 10RO bt
7,

Please begin by imagining that you are taking part in a task designed to test your accuracy and
precision. The test requires that you throw darts at a dartboard located 20 feet away. The goal
is to get as many of the darts as possible as close to the center of the dartboard as possible.
Imagine that you want to perform as well as you can on this test of accuracy and precision,
but you know you will need to fully focus to get it just right.

HHREICTD A TR EAB L T EE, 23X, ABRERLS BN
@E%é%ﬁﬁé%ﬁofwéﬁ:omf%%ﬂ’#ét@@%@f? Z OFRE
TlX, 6 A— MVBENTZBNZ KX =Y 2 RITET, Helzld, TEXHETEZORED
DO HLLMFITIC éf@iﬂi&@iﬁh ZOBETIITE LR BOREREZH L
WEBSTWETR, ERECHIICHE THIZIEINRVEFRTHHLETT,

Please begin by imagining that you are taking part in a task designed to test your motor skills.
The test requires that you play a round of miniature golf. The goal is to putt as many of the
golf balls as possible into the hole with as few swings as possible. Imagine that you want to
perform as well as you can on this motor skills test, but you know you will have to monitor
your strokes to not make any unnecessary mistakes.

EER A ET 572 O OEICER Y A TWARNABE L T EE W, Z0f
T, I=30T7% 177 RLET, SRIEVERT X HEEIX, TE5720
WIRNAAL VT TTEDIETEL DR—=LVERICAND Z T, ZOEERT
A2 R TIETELRYBWERAZH LW E B TWETAR, RULERI ZE2F<T-
OIZIE, T Z2EFEERT T RBERH D £7°,

Please begin by imagining that you must make a choice between recycling a bottle of water or
throwing it away. While you value recycling and believe that it is important, there is no
recycling bin nearby, only a trashcan, so you will have to carry the water bottle around with
you until you can recycle it. Imagine that you want to recycle the bottle to improve the
environment, but you know it will be inconvenient since there is no recycling bin nearby.

Ny AR RVE VYA ZIVT D0 TDHMRIR L2 U2 S ki 2885 L T
<IEEW, HRrl-ZHHIT. )#47»@%2%%%<%ﬁb HERZ LR
STWET, LarL, B YA 7 VHEOITIFMIT 2L, EHWaEo DI/ L7y
J=L:2N )%4?w%ﬁ:%if%®m/lThw%%%%ﬂ@fﬂi&@i@ho
E% R A RET DOy AR MBS A T LT EEZTOHETR,

VYA T NVHOIIFENR 2N, EwLICHDH VA 7 VHITIFETLy b
T F/lx%%%i< DOIFEE7ZE B E TWVET,

Please begin by imagining that you're about to choose between two money options. If you
choose Option 1, you will immediately receive $30. If you choose Option 2, you will receive
$60 in three months. Though it would be nice to get $30 right now, you know that you would
receive more money in the long run if you choose Option 2 ($60). Imagine that your goal is to
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High-Level:
Getting
Negative
Feedback

High-Level:
Studying vs.
Procrastination

High-Level:
Emotion
Regulation

convince yourself to choose Option 2 ($60), but this is challenging because you're tempted to
receive $30 immediately.

BEICETH200BRBOELLNERIE) ELTWARAERB LTS
VD, BT 1 ABAEL 3,500 9 <IcaZ T RuE S, E IR 2 @, 3 A%
127,000 7B E T, 549<3,500HE 525000 OTT N, S&R-UE 2
(7,000 ) ZE&E~E, EVWHTARTENZL 62528 00h>oT0ET, &R
2 (7,000 ) Z&R5EIBTAHFEHGEL LD ERALETH, 20T <IT 3,500
MZ TR 72 725720, 20D HESONDHELNVER L TWVET,

Please begin by imagining that you are about to be evaluated by your boss. Your boss has
written two letters, one describing your strengths and one describing your weaknesses, and
then asks you to choose which letter you will read. You believe that hearing about your
strengths will make you feel good, but you know that hearing about your weaknesses will
help you improve and get better at your job. Imagine you really want to choose the
information about your weaknesses to get better at your job, but you know that hearing about
your strengths will make you feel good.

LRI SR EF L L D & LTOWDRW A L T ZE VY, H2R7z O HmiCE
T 5 2O00FFEAERR LT ERE, EOLLEFA TRV, HRTIZH{FNANTEE
L7z, FHICESRIZOEFNENNTEY . b I A HIZIEH R 0EFNREIN
TWET, BOOEFZEL DIFEEBLOWWE DT, HirzMTiE. Ago
HHELPYE - FESELDICETHDEESTVWET, BHOHELZ LIV BVEDIC
T HEOICHEHATICET2EAZRRZNWEEZXTWDI LD, —F T, EFi&#<
ERFLROINE LB TnET,

Please begin by imagining that you are a college student taking an important class in your
major and you have a midterm in that class tomorrow morning. However, your friends have
invited you to hang out tonight and watch a movie that you've been waiting to see. Imagine
that doing well on the midterm is an important goal to you, but you're tempted to
procrastinate and hang out with your friends instead of studying for your midterm.

HIRTAIKRFET, BEDFBETIHKOEER I T AR TWnWH ELET, H
HOFl, 207 7 AOHRBRBRNH D &V IHRMEEE L T EEWn, Lirl, K
NTEBREE—FEITHNT, SRTENT o LBl oTcMml 28l L 5 EF-TEE
L7z, HRBEBR CIWVWAGEZED Z L I3EE R HECT 2, RBREEA &R LiIC L
TRANEBLEFERN -NWEWIRFELHEH Y £9,

Please begin by imagining that you have gotten into a disagreement with a friend. The
situation has made you very angry, but you still value your friendship. Imagine you want to
control your emotions to avoid escalating the argument, but this is challenging because of
your level of anger.

ENEWSZ XI5 2B L T ZE, HARIIEFITmWAD 25 2
FLEN, ZTNTHLABEIIRUICZLEZVWE BB STHET, SNFUVNRT AL L—
NTHDOEBET D20, BODEEZa ha— L L7-mWEEZTWETR, S
72D O L~Ling LT, FAUTEE LUK T,
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High-Level:
Listening to
Criticism

Control:
Daydreaming

Control:
Meditation

Control:
Choosing
Movie

Please begin by imagining that you are very involved in a community organization that is
very important to you. At a recent meeting, a group member spoke out against the group and
suggested that to achieve its goals, the group would have to change. You know that improving
the organization involves taking criticism seriously, even though hearing the criticism is
unpleasant. Imagine you really want to listen to criticism about your organization because you
want it to be better, but you love the organization and don’t enjoy hearing it criticized.

HHAI 2= 4 HMKICHTE L TR EABEL T ES, Z0aia=74
X, HRTV-EFHICE > TCIHFFICKRUAREDTT, MEDEFHETA L N—D— AN
N—TE2PH L, BIEEAER T AICIZ V=N ED LR TSR LRV EIREL
F L7, A2 FICT 22 SRR TIES Y 928, MikEdET 2 13 ERNCHE
HEZTIEDHVERNHDH Z L bbho TWET, MifkEd L BT 57015k
KT DR ZB X 720 EB X TWETN, HRLIZZDO I NV—TBNZ 720 Tt
HENDHDOEBL DIFZFFHLRRNZ LTI Y FHA,

Please begin by imagining that you are about to take a bus across town to meet a friend at a
coffee shop. You are looking forward to meeting up with your friend and have some time to
daydream as the bus makes its way across town. Imagine that you really want to daydream
during the bus ride.

BT 2 TRANEERITED, BHEMTRRIZEAD E LT A EmEEB LT
éwo%ﬁk@ﬁk&@ﬁ%ébﬁ%%bﬁ;bfkb\ﬁ%;ﬁffﬁéﬂxw
HNT, KANEDOBLUWREZ4EB L, <O LAanbBiizmirnizune o
TWET, NAFHEPIZ, ZOLIHIBRBELWVEBRITED 720 & o T 855w 24

BLTL7EE,

Please begin by imagining that you are about to meditate. You have had a busy week and you
are eager to spend some time in quiet contemplation. You really want to quiet your thoughts
and come out of this meditation session with a calmed mind. Imagine that your goal is to
relax during this meditation session.

Eﬁ%ﬁko&bfwé%@% B L CL 728, LW 1AM Z K2, R
BORMZE I LW EEsTHET, B2 2B LENE, BN RKEFD ClEE
@H#F‘%n’:%zm\ DB ESTHWET, ERPICY Ty 7 AT E2EEE L
TVWAHRNERGE L TAHATSEEN,

Please begin by imagining that you are about to unwind after a long week. You are looking
forward to relaxing on your couch and watching a movie. You recently got a free trial for an
online movie database that features hundreds of top-rated movies from every genre. You are
eager to look through all your options. Imagine your goal is to choose a movie.

FEWIHEBZKZTY 997 ALEIE L TWABRZEBRLTLIEEN, bz
Y77 TV T 7 AL TMEEBLIOERLAIZLTWET, ki, HHD5HY
¥ UNVDORNGHEZMERGBDL 2 ENTE DL T A VAT — X _— A D
B Z FICANE Lz, HRTITETCOERKICAZEBLIEZVWEE-sTnE
T, BREZ RS ENHEE W IR AR L TATIEEN,
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Control:
Free Dessert

Control:
Mailing
holiday cards
(US), Mailing
Nengajo
(Japan)

Control:
Enjoying
evening with
friends

Please begin by imagining that you have received a coupon from your favorite restaurant for a
free dessert. On your birthday, you have dinner at that restaurant and then you start to look
over the dessert menu. You are looking forward to getting a free dessert and you are eager to
indulge on your special day. Imagine that your goal is to savor and enjoy the free dessert.

BRIZAVDOVA RN LT — FOEE —R o 2 TR E 2B LT
<&V, THHOHABIZZEDLVA NIV TRELZ L, TV —FDA=2—|ZH
ZELTWET, EBEFYF—FE2ARLOZELACLTEY ., B2 ICHS~
DGR LW EEoTWnES, IR — halb, BLAZWERSTH
L9HEEEB LTSN,

Please begin by imagining that you are addressing envelopes to mail for the holidays. You
enjoy sending out holiday cards and thinking about your friends and family all around the
country. You really want to get the cards in the mail tomorrow so your loved ones can receive
them soon. Imagine your goal is to address every envelope by the end of the evening.

FEROEAEZZ L TV DLGHEAZEB L TTRFIN, FEREZEDL Z &0, FHIC
WHKN « FEEBRENRDL ZEER LATHET, KRUNCE S AT BICERR
ZRIEIFOND L), FHEIEINEZWHBEEETRICANTZWEHRS BoTUvE
T, WAPHTEETICETOIINXIILEZEZIKRZDZ ENEETT,

Please begin by imagining that you are going out to dinner with friends for the evening. You
are looking forward to trying a new restaurant and spending time with friends. Imagine your
goal is to have a pleasant and enjoyable evening.

RNEBEABEBERITHENT LY E L TWABEEZER L TR, Hids
LWL A RT o7&, KATZHE—HORMZBIT 42 28 LA L TWE
T, BLLDHOLIWEHZBITZENEEL W RNAZEGE L THATLZE,




