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Study 1 Exploratory Items

At T2-T4, we also measured the following items for exploratory purposes, “To what extent are you still pursuing this resolution?” (1 = not at all; 7 = very much), “How would you describe your experience of pursuing this resolution?” (1 = very difficult; 7 = very easy), “How would you describe how important this resolution currently is to you?” (1 = not at all important; 7 = very important), and “How likely do you expect you are to stick with this resolution in the upcoming months?” (1 = not very likely; 7 = very likely). 

Study 1 Robustness Checks

As a robustness test, we re-ran our analyses in Study 1 when restricting the sample to participants who completed all four surveys (n = 577). As in Study 1, we employed multilevel structural equation modeling (MSEM) (Preacher et al., 2010). Intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and successful goal adherence assessed at T2, T3, and T4 were regressed on intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and successful goal adherence assessed at T1, T2, and T3, respectively (Figure S1). At a given measurement occasion, we captured covariances between intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and successful goal adherence. To obtain 95% confidence intervals (CIs), we employed parametric bootstrapping with 10,000 re-samples. By restricting the data to only those who completed all surveys, we did not have any missing data. We used the lavaan package in R version 4.3.0 (R Core Team, 2022; Rosseel, 2012). The fit of this model was satisfactory, χ2(21) = 321.98, CFI = .923, RMSEA = .158, SRMR = .057. 
First, we examined whether intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation exerted longitudinal effects on successful goal adherence (Figure S1; we report standardized coefficients). As predicted, and replicating the main results from Study 1, successful goal adherence at T2 was positively predicted by intrinsic motivation at T1, β = .225, SE = .06, z = 5.42, p < .001, 95% CI = [.14, .32], successful goal adherence at T3 was positively predicted by intrinsic motivation at T2, β = .116, SE = .05, z = 3.20, p = .001, 95% CI = [.037, .197], and successful goal adherence at T4 was positively predicted by intrinsic motivation at T3, β = .080, SE = .05, z = 2.36, p = .019, 95% CI = [.008, .158]. Overall, these results replicated the finding in Study 1, whereby intrinsic motivation predicted adherence to one’s New Year’s resolution throughout the course of the year, which did not diminish over time. 
Again, we find no significant relationship between successful goal adherence at T2, T3, or T4 and extrinsic motivation at T1, T2, or T3, respectively (T2 goal adherence: β = .000, SE = .09, z = .01, p = .992, 95% CI = [–.084, .088]; T3 goal adherence: β = .023, SE = .07, z = .67, p = .502, 95% CI = [–.043, .088]; T4 goal adherence: B = –.013, SE = .07, z = –.40, p = .691, 95% CI = [–.075, .048]). These results, conducted on the restricted set of participants who answered all four surveys, demonstrate the robustness of our effects. 

Fig. S1. Relationship between intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and successful adherence to a Near Year’s resolution throughout an entire year using data from participants who completed all four surveys (n = 577).
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Notes. IM refers to intrinsic motivation, EM refers to extrinsic motivation, and adherence refers to successful adherence to the resolution over time. Blue lines capture significant effects of intrinsic motivation on variables over time; orange lines capture significant effects of extrinsic motivation on variables over time; purple lines capture significant or marginal effects of adherence on variables over time; we report standardized coefficients; T p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001.

Resolution completion. To complement our main measure of goal adherence in Study 1, we also assessed goal completion by asking participants to select the option that best described their current situation: “I am still pursuing the resolution,” “I quit the resolution,” and “I achieved the resolution.” Since we asked participants at T1 to list the primary resolution they made for the year, we intended this measure of goal completion to capture whether participants set a resolution that they could and did fully achieve before the end of the year and hence, that they no longer pursue. Such resolutions could include, for example, buying a condo or getting a job. They are not typical. Indeed only 15.8% of participants (91/577) indicated they achieved their resolution at any point in the year; the rest were reported as abandoned or on-going. 
We conducted two robustness checks using this measure to address the possibility that some participants who coded their resolution as “completed” misunderstood the question. First, we had two research assistants (blinded to the hypothesis) code the 91 resolutions participants listed as “completed,” determining whether these resolutions were feasibly achievable within a single year. Interrater reliability was measured at kappa = .70, and any discrepancies were resolved by a third coder. Of the 91 resolutions, 65% (59/91) were coded as feasibly completable within the year. We then conducted a logistic regression, regressing intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation at T1 on resolution completion (59/545). In this follow-up analysis, which used very strict criteria for resolution completion—requiring participants to explicitly state having had completed their resolution, with coders also verifying that the resolution could be considered completed—we successfully replicated the original findings. Intrinsic motivation at T1 was a significant predictor of resolution completion, βIM = .52, SE = .16, Wald = 10.49, p = .001, OR = 1.69, 95% CIOR = [1.23, 2.31], with no significant effect of extrinsic motivation, βEM = -.09, SE = .14, Wald = .47, p = .491, OR = .91, 95% CIOR = [.70, 1.19].
Second, we used an LLM to code the 577 resolutions participants listed as completed, quit, or ongoing. In total, 29.5% (170/577) of resolutions were coded “yes” in response to the OpenAI GPT LLM prompt, “Does the following goal have a clear end state?” Restricting our analysis to this subset of resolutions (n = 170), 25% (42/170) were reported by participants as “completed.” A follow-up analysis using this criteria for resolution completion (requiring the resolution to be coded as having “a clear end state” by an LLM, with participants explicitly stating having completed the resolution), we successfully replicated the original findings. Intrinsic motivation at T1 was a significant predictor of resolution completion, βIM = .49, SE = .19, Wald = 6.21, p = .013, OR = 1.62, 95% CIOR = [1.11, 2.38], with no significant effect of extrinsic motivation, βEM = –.16, SE = .18, Wald = .81, p = .367, OR = .85, 95% CIOR = [.60, 1.21]. 

Study 1 Additional Analyses

Table S1. Correlations in Study 1 for Intrinsic Motivation (IM), Extrinsic Motivation (EM) and Successful Goal Adherence (Adherence)
	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	1. IM (T1)
	--
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2. EM (T1)
	.27
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3. IM (T2)
	.52
	.15
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4. EM (T2)
	.22
	.53
	.45
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5. IM (T3)
	.53
	.16
	.78
	.35
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6. EM (T3)
	.25
	.50
	.38
	.72
	.45
	
	
	
	
	

	7. IM (T4)
	.57
	.15
	.78
	.34
	.79
	.33
	
	
	
	

	8. EM (T4)
	.25
	.52
	.34
	.70
	.33
	.72
	.39
	
	
	

	9. Adherence (T2)
	.21
	.01
	.37
	.20
	.33
	.19
	.30
	.14
	
	

	10. Adherence (T3)
	.25
	.05
	.33
	.17
	.40
	.24
	.36
	.17
	.65
	

	11. Adherence (T4)
	.27
	.05
	.32
	.16
	.36
	.19
	.89
	.19
	.65
	.72


Note. nT1 = 2000; nT2 = 1046; nT3 = 709; nT4 = 577. Gray shading indicates non-significant correlation; all other correlations significant at p < .001.
Study 1 Attrition Analysis

Notably, the longitudinal nature of our design meant that some participants did not complete the follow-up surveys. One possibility is that only highly motivated people returned to complete each subsequent follow-up survey. To examine this, we compared intrinsic and extrinsic motivation for participants who completed all four surveys with those who did not (i.e., dropped out at any time before the T4 survey was administered). Participants who completed all four surveys (n = 577) were significantly lower in intrinsic motivation (M = 5.27, SD = 1.32) than those who did not complete the T4 survey (M = 5.47, SD = 1.21), t(1998) = 3.32, p < .001, d = .16, 95% CICohen’s d = [.07, .26]. Similarly, participants who completed all four surveys were significantly lower in extrinsic motivation (M = 6.19, SD = .84) than those who did not complete the T4 survey (M = 6.30, SD = .85), t(1998) = 2.59, p = .010, d = .13, 95% CICohen’s d = [.03, .22]. There was no significant effect on expected resolution duration, t(1998) = 1.47, p = .143, d = .07, 95% CICohen’s d = [-.02, .17]. Against the alternative that our study focuses exclusively on highly motivated people, and thus is not reflective of the general population, these results suggest that participants retained in our analyses report being less motivated than those who do not complete all four follow-up surveys.
We also examined whether participants who completed T1-T3 surveys (n = 709) differed from those who did not complete the T3 survey in terms of their intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and expected resolution duration. Again, there was a significant difference in intrinsic motivation, such that those who completed the T1-T3 surveys were significantly lower in intrinsic motivation (M = 5.28, SD = 1.31) than those who did not complete the T3 survey (M = 5.48, SD = 1.21), t(1998) =3.48, p < .001, d = .16, 95% CICohen’s d = [.07, .25]. There was a marginally significant effect for extrinsic motivation, such that those who completed T1-T3 surveys were also lower in extrinsic motivation (M = 6.22, SD = .84) than those who did not complete the T3 survey (M = 6.29, SD = .85), t(1998) = 1.86, p = .062, d = .09, 95% CICohen’s d = [-.005, .18]. There was no significant effect on expected resolution duration, t(1998) = 1.10, p = .273, d = .05, 95% CICohen’s d = [-.04, .14].
Lastly, we examined whether participants who completed the T2 survey (n = 1,046) differed from those who completed only the T1 survey in terms of their intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and expected resolution duration. Again, there was a significant difference in intrinsic motivation, such that those who completed the T2 survey were significantly lower in intrinsic motivation (M = 5.36, SD = 1.26) than those who did not complete the T2 survey (M = 5.47, SD = 1.23), t(1998) = −1.99, p = .046, d = −.09, 95% CICohen’s d = [−.18, .001]. There was no significant difference in extrinsic motivation, t(1998) = .59, p = .556, d =.03, 95% CICohen’s d = [−.11, .06], or expected resolution duration, t(1998) = −.98, p = .329, d = −.04, 95% CICohen’s d = [−.13, .04]. 

Comparing the Effect of Intrinsic vs. Extrinsic Motivation on Goal Adherence
We find that the effect of intrinsic motivation on adherence is significant, whereas the effect of extrinsic motivation is not. To test whether these effects are significantly different from each other, we compared the model reported in the main manuscript that allows coefficients for intrinsic and extrinsic motivation to vary with a model where the coefficients for intrinsic and extrinsic motivation are held equal. We used the lavaan package in R version 4.3.0 (R Core Team, 2022; Rosseel, 2012). The goal was to compare model fit. The results revealed a significant difference between the two models. The original model (χ² = 329.61, df = 21) exhibited a significantly lower chi-squared value compared to the restricted model (χ² = 353.50, df = 24), χ2 diff = 23.89, p < .001, indicating that the original model provided a better fit.
Motivation Over Time
[bookmark: OLE_LINK1]To examine whether intrinsic and extrinsic motivation change throughout the course of the year, we conducted a repeated measures ANOVA of motivation type (intrinsic v. extrinsic) and time (T1 v. T2 v. T3 v. T4), which resulted in a main effect of motivation (Mintrinsic = 5.27, 95% CI = [5.17, 5.37]; Mextrinsic = 6.13, 95% CI = [6.07, 6.20]), F(1, 576) = 336.84, p < .001, ηp2 = .37, no significant effect of time, F(3, 574) = .98, p = .403, ηp2 < .01, and a marginally significant interaction, F(3, 574) = 2.11, p = .098, ηp2 = .01 (see Figure S2). Overall, participants were more extrinsically motivated to pursue their resolution than they were intrinsically motivated, which did not change over time. 

Fig S2. Relationship between intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation to pursue one’s New Year’s resolution assessed four times throughout the year.

Note. *** p < .001; Error bars represent ±1 standard error (SE).

Between- versus Within-person Effects 
Our primary analysis examines how people compare to others over time. We expect that the variance that predicts goal adherence over time in our model is variance between participants. To test this assumption, we conducted four additional analyses. For these robustness checks, we restricted our analysis to the sample of participants (n = 577) who completed all four surveys.

1. Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC): To understand the proportion of variance attributed to differences between participants, we calculated the ICC for intrinsic motivation (59%), extrinsic motivation (57%), and goal adherence (59%). These results suggest that a significant portion of the variance in our variables is attributable to differences between participants.
2. Between-person effects analysis: To test between-person effects, we regressed mean adherence (averaged across T2, T3, T4) on mean intrinsic motivation (averaged across T1-T4) and mean extrinsic motivation (averaged across T1-T4). This analysis revealed a significant effect of intrinsic motivation, β = .41, SE = .04, t(574) = 9.96, p < .001, 95% CI = [.33, .49]. There was no significant effect of extrinsic motivation, β = .04, SE = .04, t(574) = .97, p = .332, 95% CI = [-.04, .12]. The effect of intrinsic motivation on goal adherence was significantly greater than that of extrinsic motivation, z = 5.38, p < .001, consistent with our main model.
3. Within-person variance analysis: Using the primary model from the main manuscript and inspired by Curran and Bauer (2011), we obtained zti by computing the mean of the time-specific variables (intrinsic motivation across T1-T4, extrinsic motivation across T1-T4, and adherence across T2-T4) for each individual and subtracting this person-specific mean from each individual’s time specific values. We used these de-meaned variables in our ARCL SEM to examine the within-person effects. Our analysis revealed no significant within-person effect of intrinsic motivation on goal adherence across time (T1 to T2: β = −.007, p = .868; T2 to T3:  β = .020, p = .598; T3 to T4: β = .002, p = .956) and no significant within-person effect of extrinsic motivation on goal adherence across time (T1 to T2: β = .043, p = .319; T2 to T3: β = .011, p = .770; T3 to T4: β = .003, p = .936). 
4. Linear mixed-effects model: We explored several linear-mixed effects models to disaggregate within from between person effects. First, we fitted a linear mixed model (Model 1) by regressing adherence at t + 1 on intrinsic motivation (IM) and extrinsic motivation (EM) at t and IM and EM at t + 1. This model included random intercepts and slopes for time. We computed the within and between person effects for all IM and EM variables by first calculating the mean scores for each participant. Within-person effects represented deviations from each participant’s mean and between-person effects represented participant mean scores. This model indicated problematic collinearity (VIF ranging from 26 to 39), driven by the between person measures, indicating a redundancy in these predictors. We therefore ran Model 2, regressing adherence at t + 1 on IM within at t, EM within at t, IM between at t, and EM between at t. This model included random intercepts and slopes for time. This model revealed a significant between-person effect of IM, b = .56, t = 9.70, p < .001, indicating that higher levels of intrinsic motivation are associated with greater goal adherence. No other significant effects were found (within-person effect of IM: b = -.06, t = -1.53, p = .126; between-person effect of EM: b = .09, t = 1.01, p = .315; within-person effect of EM: b = .003, t = .05, p = .964). 

Together, these additional analyses support the conclusion that the relationship between intrinsic motivation and goal adherence is primarily driven by between-person differences. They also reinforce the finding that this effect of intrinsic motivation is stronger than that of extrinsic motivation on goal adherence.

Analysis by Resolution Type
We next examine results by resolution type for Study 1. Due to the smaller sample size in Study 2, we did not have sufficient power to conduct this analysis by resolution type for Study 2 (see Table S2).

Table S2. Frequency of resolution type in Study 1 (n = 2000) and Study 2 (n = 500).
	Resolution Type
	Study 1 – U.S.
	Study 2 – China

	Physical Health
	39.6% (n = 792)
	15.8% (n = 79)

	Financial
	17.0% (n = 339)
	26.0% (n = 130)

	Healthier Consumption
	14.6% (n = 292)
	2.6% (n = 13)

	Professional 
	12.9% (n = 257)
	45.0% (n = 225)

	Personal
	9.7% (n = 194)
	3.0% (n = 15)

	Relationships
	4.5% (n = 89)
	6.8% (n = 34)

	Other
	1.9% (n = 37)
	0.80% (n = 4)



Participants in Study 1 were more extrinsically motivated to pursue their resolution than they were intrinsically motivated, which was true for all six types of resolutions (physical health: t(791) = 20.62, p < .001, d = .73; financial: t(338) = 14.96, p < .001, d = .81, healthy consumption: t(291) = 18.84, p < .001, d = 1.10; professional: t(256) = 3.71, p < .001, d = .23; personal: t(193) = 7.11, p < .001, d = .51; relationship: t(88) = 1.86, p = .067, d = .20).
Examining the relationship between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation on goal adherence by resolution type, we replicate the pattern reported in the main text such that intrinsic motivation is a stronger predictor of goal adherence than extrinsic motivation for five of the six types of resolutions (Physical Health: βIM = .34, t = 7.11, p < .001; βEM = −.04, t = −.80, p = .422; Healthier Consumption: βIM = .26, t = 3.20, p = .002; βEM = −.16, t = −1.94, p = .054; Professional: βIM = .15, t = 1.57, p = .119; βEM = −.11, t = −1.15, p = .254; Personal: βIM = .20, t = 1.72, p = .089; βEM = −.18, t = −1.50, p = .136; Relationships: βIM = .34, t = 2.29, p = .027; βEM = .11, t = .72, p = .473; with no such pattern for Financial: βIM = .04, t = .57, p = .569; βEM = −.05, t = −.65, p = .515).

Study 1 Follow-Up Studies

Follow-up 1 to Study 1

Do people know that intrinsic motivation matters for goal adherence? Recognition of what motivates behavior is critical for self-regulation (Fujita et al., 2024; Scholer et al., 2018), yet people do not always accurately intuit how intrinsic and extrinsic motivation will influence their behavior (Hubley et al., 2024). In particular, due to the empathy gap, people may underestimate the influence of immediate experiences and benefits (including intrinsic motivation) on their behavior (Loewenstein, 2000; Van Boven et al., 2012). We accordingly examined whether people know what factors motivate themselves and others to adhere to their goals over time. 
Method
We recruited 400 participants from Prolific (Mage = 35.60, SDage = 12.74; 49.0% female, 49.0% male, 2.0% non-binary). We randomly assigned participants to one of two conditions (self vs. other). In the Self (Other) condition, we asked people what they think better predicts the likelihood that they adhere (another person adheres) to a healthy eating goal. Participants then saw three binary choice questions; for each question, participants selected whether they believed the intrinsic or extrinsic statement better predicted adherence to a goal for the self (other). Specifically, we asked the following three questions as a function of the self (other) condition: My (Their) likelihood of adhering to a healthy eating goal is mainly a function of… (1) “How important the goal is” [EM statement] v. “How enjoyable the goal feels to pursue” [IM statement], (2) “How useful the goal is” [EM statement] v. “How positive the experience of pursuing the goal is” [IM statement] and (3) “How much the goal will change my (their) life” [EM statement] v. “How engaging the goal feels” [IM statement]. We summed participants’ responses to these three binary choice questions, such that higher scores indicate greater selection of the intrinsic motivation (IM) statements (scale: 0 to 3).
Results
Most people believed intrinsic motivation would matter less than extrinsic motivation for goal adherence (M = 1.31, SD = 1.11), which was significantly below the scale midpoint (1.5), t(399) = –3.38, p < .001, d = –.17, 95% CICohen’s d = [–.27, –.07]. There was a marginally significant effect of condition, such that people in the Self condition, predicting what best motivates themselves, were less likely to choose the intrinsic motivation statements (M = 1.21, SD = 1.12) than those in the Other condition, who were predicting what best motivates another person (M = 1.42, SD = 1.09), t(398) = –1.94, p = .053, d = –.19, 95% CICohen’s d = [–.39, .002]. This result suggests people may not intuit what motivates them, although they may have slightly better insight when predicting others’ motivation. 

Follow-up 2 to Study 1

We recruited 100 participants from Prolific (Mage = 38.83, SDage = 11.69; 47.0% female, 50.0% male; 3.0% non-binary). Participants indicated, “if you were to set a New Year resolution for 2025, would you do so because: (1) “the resolution is something important for me in the long run” (EM option) or (2) “the resolution is something enjoyable for me to do in the moment” (IM option). We counterbalanced option presentation order, with no significant effect of counterbalancing, p = .182. A binomial analysis revealed that a significant majority of participants (90%) selected extrinsic motivation, z = 7.90, p < .001. 

Follow-up 3 to Study 1

We reasoned that extrinsic motivation may be necessary for a goal to be selected, whereas intrinsic motivation is necessary for a goal to be pursued. To test this, we showed participants a list of 20 popular New Year’s resolutions based on participants’ responses in Study 1. We asked participants to consider each one, and to rate their intrinsic and extrinsic motivation to pursue the resolution. We then asked participants whether they would set the resolution for 2025. We tested whether intrinsic or extrinsic motivation more strongly predicts goal setting. 
Method
	We pre-registered this study (https://aspredicted.org/qrvm-9xkf.pdf) and recruited 200 participants from Prolific (Mage = 38.49, SDage = 12.35; 61.5% female, 36.5% male; 2.0% non-binary). Participants answered three questions for each of the 20 popular New Year’s resolutions (see Table S3). For each resolution, we measured intrinsic motivation (“Is this resolution, “piped resolution text,” something enjoyable for you to do in the moment?”) and extrinsic motivation (“Is this resolution, “piped resolution text,” something important for you in the long run?”). Item order was counterbalanced. We then measured our dependent variable (“Will you set “piped resolution text” as a resolution for 2025?” yes/no). Participants answered these items for one resolution before proceeding to the next. We randomized the presentation order of the 20 resolutions.
Results
We transformed the data from wide format to long format and conducted a logistic regression to predict goal setting from intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. We included random effects for participants to account for the repeated measures design. This analysis revealed a significant effect of intrinsic motivation (standardized betas), β = .50, SE = .08, z = 6.43, p < .001, 95% CI = [.35, .65], and a significant effect of extrinsic motivation, β = 2.76, SE = .12, z = 22.68, p < .001, 95% CI = [2.53, 3.01]. Whereas both motivations predict adoption, the non-overlapping 95% CIs indicate that extrinsic motivation is a significantly stronger predictor of goal setting than intrinsic motivation. Previous research examining intrinsic and extrinsic motivation on behavior over time did not examine how these factors influence goal setting (e.g., Wrzesniewski et al., 2014). We advance this research to show that both intrinsic and extrinsic motivation matter in goal setting, but that extrinsic motivation has a stronger effect.  
For robustness, we tested a non-pre-registered analysis to account for goal type, which revealed a similar effect (βIM = .68, SE = .09, z = 7.75, p < .001, 95% CI = [.51, .85]; βEM = 2.69, SE = .13, z = 21.01, p < .001, 95% CI = [2.44, 2.94]). 


Table S3. Resolutions used in Follow-up Study 3

	Resolution

	Exercise More

	Eat Healthier

	Lose Weight

	Save Money

	Reduce Stress

	Learn a New Skill

	Read More

	Spend More Time with Family and Friends

	Travel More

	Practice Self-Care

	Volunteer

	Get Organized

	Improve Sleep Quality

	Limit Screen Time

	Practice Gratitude

	Focus on Personal Development

	Drink More Water

	Reduce Waste

	Be More Positive

	Learn a New Language



Study 2 Exploratory Items

For exploratory purposes, at T2 we asked participants “To what extent are you still pursuing this goal?” (1 = not at all; 7 = very much) and to choose from a set of three options the one that best describes their current situation with regards to the resolution they set (“I am still pursuing the goal” v. “I quit the goal,” v. “I achieved the goal”). No one reported abandoning the goal and 98.1% reported the goal was ongoing.

Study 2 Robustness Check

Study 2 used Credamo, which did not have a piped-text feature at the time of the survey. Therefore, we reminded participants at T2 that they had set a resolution for the New Year and asked them to list that resolution. Two research assistants unaware of the hypothesis and study design compared the resolutions listed at T1 and T2. We were able to verify that 71.2% (n = 190) of participants listed the same resolution in both surveys; the remaining resolutions we were unable to verify. The results observed with the full sample of participants hold when examining this subset of participants who listed the same resolution in both surveys, such that intrinsic motivation significantly predicted goal adherence, β = .34, SE = .07, t(187) = 4.97, p < .001, 95% CI = [.20, .47], with no significant effect for extrinsic motivation, β = .12, SE = .07, t(187) = 1.66, p = .098, 95% CI = [−.02, .27].
As a robustness check, we regressed goal adherence at T2 simultaneously on intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation at T1. The Breusch-Pagan test for heteroscedasticity was not significant, BP = 1.50, p = .472, indicating that the assumption of homoscedasticity is not violated. However, Levene’s test for equality of variances found that the variance for intrinsic motivation (.64) was greater than for extrinsic motivation (.33), p < .001. Further analyses revealed particularly high variance in the “enjoyable” item of the intrinsic motivation scale (1.50) and low variance in the “importance” item of the extrinsic motivation scale (.46). Computing revised scales for intrinsic and extrinsic motivation that excluded these items, we no longer find a significant difference in variance, p = .152. A regression analysis of goal adherence on these two revised scales of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation replicated the effect of intrinsic motivation on goal adherence, β = .27, SE = .06, t(264) = 4.35, p < .001, 95% CI = [.15, .39], with no significant effect of extrinsic motivation, β = .05, SE = .06, t(264) = .84, p = .400, 95% CI = [−.07, .18]. 
	The alpha reliability for extrinsic motivation in Study 2 was relatively low (α = .41). Given the lower reliability for the extrinsic motivation scale, we conducted a factor analysis using principal axis factoring, varimax rotation, and unrestricted extraction method based on “leveling off” the scree plot, confirming that these motivation measures loaded onto two separate factors (intrinsic motivation: factor loadings > .56; extrinsic motivation: factor loadings > .41). As an additional robustness check, we also conducted three separate regression analyses, regressing adherence on the intrinsic motivation average score and each extrinsic motivation item. We consistently find a significant effect of intrinsic motivation and a non-significant effect of extrinsic motivation (IM: β = .30, p < .001; “useful” EM item: β = .10, p = .084; IM: β = .32, p < .001; “life-changing” EM item: β = -.01, p = .867; IM: β = .32, p < .001; “important” EM item: β = .02, p = .753).

Study 3 Exploratory Items

For exploratory purposes, in Study 3 we collected information on whether this was a typical week in terms of activity level for participants (1 = not at all typical; 7 = very typical), whether participants worked during the weekend (yes/no), their phone’s operating system, and the app they used to track their steps (e.g., Apple Health, Fitbit, Samsung Health). These exploratory items did not significantly moderate our effect, and we continue to find the observed pattern of results when controlling for these items as covariates. As pre-registered, we also explored whether weekend status moderates the relationship between motivation type and steps walked; we found no significant moderation.

Study 3 Robustness Check

We conducted the following robustness checks on the main analysis, wherein we regressed average daily steps walked simultaneously on intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation to walk. The Breusch-Pagan test showed significant evidence of heteroscedasticity, BP = 11.19, p = .004. To address this, we calculated robust standard errors using the HC3 estimator. The results were consistent with our main analysis (βIM = .34, SE = .05, t = 6.77, p < .001, 95% CI = [.23, .44]; βEM = −.09, SE = .06, t = −1.47, p = .142, 95% CI = [−.19, .02]). 
We conducted Levene’s test for equality of variances and found a significant difference between intrinsic motivation (1.25) and extrinsic motivation (.92), p = .006. Similar to Study 2, further analysis revealed particularly high variance in the “enjoyable” item of the intrinsic motivation scale (1.68) and low variance in the “importance” item of the extrinsic motivation scale (1.09). Computing the intrinsic and extrinsic motivation scales excluding these items, we no longer find a significant difference in variance, p = .187. A regression analysis of goal adherence on these two revised scales of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation replicated the significant effect of intrinsic motivation on goal adherence, β = .34, SE = .05, t(436) = 6.34, p < .001, 95% CI = [.23, .44]; this time, there was a significant negative effect of extrinsic motivation, β = −.11, SE = .05, t(436) = −2.12, p = .035, 95% CI = [−.22, −.008]. 

Study 4 Pre-test

	We conducted a pre-test to ensure our manipulation in Study 4 successfully increased intrinsic (v. extrinsic) motivation to engage with the Yuka app. 
Method
	We recruited 100 Connect participants. To enter the survey, participants needed to answer “no” to the following questions: “Have you heard of the Yuka app before?” “Have you ever used the Yuka app?” “Have you heard of the BiteBlitz app before?” “Have you ever used the BiteBlitz app?” We note that BiteBlitz is not a real app; we included this question to filter out inattentive participants. A total of 99 participants answered “no” to these questions and proceeded to the survey (Mage = 38.96, SD = 13.03; 43.4% female, 55.6% male, 1.0% non-binary).
We randomly assigned participants to a condition in a two-cell (intrinsic v. extrinsic motivation) between-subjects design. Participants saw the same information for the app as in Study 4, based on their assigned condition (see Figure 2 in the main manuscript). 
We asked participants three binary choice questions: What do you think is more true of Yuka: (1) “Using Yuka is useful” [EM statement] v. “Using Yuka is enjoyable” [IM statement]; (2) “Using Yuka would change my life” [EM statement] v. “Using Yuka is engaging” [IM statement]; and (3) Using Yuka is important” [EM statement] v. “Using Yuka is fun” [IM statement]. We summed participants’ responses to these questions (scale: 0 to 3), such that higher scores indicate greater selection of intrinsic motivation statements. There was a significant difference between conditions such that using Yuka was seen as more intrinsic (v. extrinsic) in the Intrinsic Motivation condition (M = 2.16, SD = .91) than in the Extrinsic Motivation condition (M = 1.24, SD =.83), t(97) = 5.22, p < .001, d = 1.05, 95% CICohen’s d = [.63, 1.47]. Indeed, compared to the scale midpoint, Yuka was seen as more intrinsic in the Intrinsic Motivation condition, t(49) = 5.12, p < .001, d = .72, 95% CICohen’s d = [.41, 1.03], and more extrinsic in the Extrinsic Motivation condition, t(48) = –2.15, p = .036, d = –.31, 95% CICohen’s d = [–.59, –.02].

Study 4 Exploratory Items

At T2, for exploratory purposes, we measured intentions to engage with the app in the future, “Moving forward, how many additional products do you think you'll scan?” (open numeric response) and “How often do you think you'll use Yuka in the future?” (1 = never; 7 = always). We measured intrinsic and extrinsic motivation on three-item scales similar to Studies 1-3 (intrinsic α = .95: “Is using Yuka (1) enjoyable, (2) engaging, and (3) fun to do?”; extrinsic α = .93: “Is using Yuka (1) useful, (2) valuable, (3) important to you”; 1 = not at all; 7 = very much). Recall, however, that these measures were assessed 24-hours after exposure to our manipulation. Possibly for this reason, we did not find a significant effect of condition on intrinsic motivation, t(704) = –1.39, p = .165. There was an effect of condition on extrinsic motivation, such that those in the Extrinsic Motivation condition were more extrinsically motivated (Mextrinsic = 5.05, SD = 1.58; Mintrinsic = 4.79, SD = 1.71), t(706) = –2.06, p = .040, d = –.15, 95% CICohen’s d = [–.30, –.01]. Although not pre-registered, we find that intrinsic motivation assessed at T2 predicted engagement. That is, we replicate the effect from Studies 1-3, whereby regressing the number of products scanned on intrinsic and extrinsic motivation yielded a positive effect for the measure of intrinsic motivation, β = .27, t(703) = 4.41, p < .001, 95% CI = [.15, .38], with no such effect for the measure of extrinsic motivation, β = –.08, t(703) = –1.37, p = .172, 95% CI = [–.20, .04]. 

Study 4 Robustness Check

We launched the T2 survey such that there would be 24 hours between when participants downloaded the app (T1) and when they completed the follow-up survey (T2), providing them sufficient time to engage with the app. The average time between surveys was 28.3-hours (median = 24.8 hours). Results hold when controlling for the time elapsed between surveys (Mintrinsic = 11.54, 95% CI = [10.41, 12.67]; Mextrinsic = 9.19, 95% CI = [8.09, 10.28]), F(1, 760) = 8.63, p = .003, ηp2 = .01.
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