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Motivation is a necessary impetus to prompt a behavior. Although motivation is 

experienced at such a minimal level that it remains unnoticed, it determines subsequent 

cognitive, affective, and behavioral responses. The current dissertation investigates 

effective message strategies to persuade consumers in order to motivate them to engage 

in advocated behaviors. Based on the tenets of Self Determination Theory, a seminal 

theory in motivation, the study examined the effects of goal framing (Study 1) and 

message framing (Study 2) in a persuasive communication context. Further, this study 

integrated the theoretical framework of Self-Construal Theory to identify a boundary 

condition of the traditionally proposed persuasion effects. The results revealed that 

superior persuasion effects of intrinsic goal framing (vs. extrinsic) and autonomy-

supportive message framing (vs. controlling) held true only when consumers’ 

independent self-construal was accessible. This dissertation contributes to the motivation 

and persuasion literature streams by demonstrating the moderating role of consumers’ 

accessible self-construal on persuasion effects. Study 1 provided empirical evidence that 

the effects of goal framing (intrinsic vs. extrinsic) could be moderated by consumers’ 

accessible self-construal. Study 1 also demonstrated that consumers’ experienced 
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autonomy varied depending on one’s situationally accessible self-construal, which 

contributes to a better understanding of autonomous motivation. Study 2 extended the 

findings of Study 1 and offered additional   support that consumers’ accessible self-

construal does indeed moderate motivation on persuasion effects. Specifically, Study 2 

revealed that autonomy-supportive message framing (vs. controlling) increased 

consumers’ autonomous motivation and resulted in enhanced persuasion only when an 

independent self-construal is accessible. To date, the theoretical framework of Self 

Determination Theory has been limitedly used in persuasive communication, and the 

current work sheds light on the understudied area of the effects of goal framing and 

message framing in the context of persuasion. Overall, this dissertation revealed that the 

tenets of Self Determination Theory do not always hold true, but vary depending on 

consumers’ accessible self-construal. Findings of Study 1 and Study 2 add to prior 

literature in the realm of motivation and provide significant managerial implications to 

the field of consumer behavior and social marketing in terms of developing persuasive 

message strategies. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 

Self-Determination Theory (SDT; Deci & Ryan, 1985) is a theoretical framework 

of that proposes the initiation and persistence of behaviors are based on motivation. 

Motivation is not a simply unitary concept that varies from weak to strong in terms of its 

quantity, but it can be also qualitatively differentiated (Deci & Ryan, 2000). To further 

shed light into the different types of motivations, SDT suggests two crucial concepts: 

regulatory processes and goal contents. The first concept (i.e., regulatory processes) is 

related to the reason and motive that cause an individual to engage in a behavior or 

“why” a goal is pursued. For example, imagine a student who runs every day because she 

enjoys the actual running experience. Another student runs every day because she wants 

to get a good grade in her class. In the former case, the first student’s behavior is self-

determined because she autonomously engages in running for the fun and enjoyment that 

running itself brings with self-initiation. SDT refers to this as autonomous motivation 

because the behavior is practiced volitionally and with a sense of choice and willingness. 

In the latter case, the running behavior is less self-determined. Although the second 

student made her own decision to run every day, the initiation of her behavior is to get a 

good grade and the reason of getting a good grade controls her behavior. Thus, her 

behavior is associated with the external reason, rather than enjoying the running behavior 

itself. SDT refers to this as controlled motivation because external reasons primarily 

control the behavior. As these examples demonstrate, individuals’ reasons for engaging 

in a behavior often differ and SDT differentiates such regulatory processes as 

autonomous motivation or controlled motivation. 

The second concept that SDT suggests is goal contents, and they are related to 
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“what” goal is being pursued. For instance, a student may run every day to sustain her 

health, whereas another student may run every day to lose weight to look more physically 

attractive. In the former case, the goal orientation is internal since the focus of running 

behavior comes from within the self, and this is referred to as intrinsic goals. By contrast, 

in the latter case, the goal orientation is external because the focus of the running 

behavior is external, for the purpose of impressing others, and SDT refers to this as 

extrinsic goals. To summarize, SDT differentiates goal contents as intrinsic or extrinsic. 

When the orientation of a goal is within the self, the goal is labeled an intrinsic goal and 

when the orientation of a goal is external, the goal is labeled as an extrinsic goal. 

 Based on these categorizations, SDT contends that autonomous motivation (vs. 

controlled motivation) and the pursuit of an intrinsic goal (vs. extrinsic), lead to more 

desirable goal-related outcomes. SDT further theorizes that autonomous motivation and 

the pursuit of intrinsic goals are more satisfactory in terms of meeting an individual’s 

basic psychological needs and elicit greater engagement as well as deeper information 

processing. In turn, autonomous motivation and intrinsic goals are considered more 

effective in leading to behavioral changes and persistency (Deci & Ryan, 2000). 

Applying those distinctions to the examples above, the student who runs every day for 

fun and enjoyment (i.e., autonomous motivation) and for the purpose of sustaining her 

health (i.e., intrinsic goal) is more likely to practice and persist in the running activity for 

a longer period of time.   

Notably, both social and environmental factors can significantly influence the 

regulatory processes as well as goal contents. For example, when a teacher creates a class 

atmosphere that offers students opportunities for self-initiation and to make choices, a 
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student’s controlled motivation (e.g., “I need to study because my parents want me to) 

can be transformed into autonomous motivation (e.g., “I want to study because it’s fun to 

learn). Similarly, a student who pursues an extrinsic goal (e.g., “I am studying to have a 

well-paid job in the future”) can shift his or her goal orientation to pursue an intrinsic 

goal (e.g., “I am studying for my own personal growth”). In doing so, the student will 

pursue intrinsic goals with autonomous motivation and will be more likely to achieve 

high academic performance. Thus, a large number of education and intervention 

practitioners have placed strong emphasis on identifying social and environmental factors 

that promote autonomous motivation and encourage people to pursue intrinsic goals 

(Vansteenkiste, Lens, & Deci, 2006). These findings have been substantiated across a 

broad range of disciplines that include health, sociology, social work, and sports (Ng et 

al., 2012). 

Interestingly, the tenets of SDT have rarely been applied to the context of 

communication. As notable exceptions, a few recent studies have observed how changing 

of phrases and words can influence individuals’ regulatory processes and goal contents to 

improve goal-relevant outcomes (Vansteenkiste, Simons, Lens, Sheldon, & Deci, 2004). 

For example, results have found that the use of words and phrases in educational 

materials that promote feelings of autonomy (i.e., autonomy-supportive context: “you can 

study”) increase students’ learning performance compared to other words and phrases 

that emphasize a controlling manner (i.e., controlling context: “you should study”). In a 

similar vein, framing that encourages students to pursue an intrinsic goal (e.g., “learning 

helps your personal growth”) compared to an extrinsic goal (e.g., “learning helps you to 

get a well-paid job”) was also associated with increased engagement with studying and 
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enhanced learning performance. These findings have encouraged researchers in 

persuasive communication to borrow conceptual guidance of SDT in terms of how to 

frame messages to persuade consumers more effectively. This is a particularly important 

issue in field of consumer behavior and social marketing, where communication scholars 

have long sought to identify effective ways of delivering their messages to increase 

persuasion effects. Indeed, a core aspect of persuasive communication concerns how to 

present communication elements (e.g., texts, picture, and headline) within a limited space 

and time to change behavior in a desired direction. Surprisingly, few studies have 

leveraged the tenets of SDT to develop more effective message strategies. By addressing 

this inconsistency in extant work, this dissertation investigates the tenets of SDT in 

persuasive communication by manipulating message framing (autonomy-supportive vs. 

controlling) and goal framing (intrinsic vs. extrinsic) through the development of two 

experimental studies. In the first study, the tenets of regulatory processes are investigated 

using a message framing manipulation. In the second study the effects of goal contents 

are assessed in terms of goal framing manipulation.  

The primary purpose of this dissertation is to identify a boundary condition of the 

established effects of both regulatory processes (message framing) and goal contents 

(goal framing). Of particular interest is understanding contradictions of prior research 

findings in cases that demonstrated instances in which the core premise of SDT did not 

lead to positive goal-related outcomes (e.g., Iyengar & Lepper, 1999; Patrick & Hagtvedt, 

2012). Drawing on the theoretical framework of Self-Construal Theory (SCT; Markus & 

Kitayama, 1991), this dissertation proposes that individuals’ accessible self-construal can 

moderate the effects of both message framing and goal framing. Self-construal refers to 
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the extent to which individuals see themselves as separate from others (independent self-

construal) or as connected to others (interdependent self-construal) (Markus & Kitayama, 

1991). SCT suggests that individuals have both different self-construals within 

themselves and can alternately activate one type of self-construal at any given time to 

understand their world better. Furthermore, the two types of self-construal are known to 

trigger different motivational tendencies and influence the perceived value of various 

goals. Based on distinctions between the two self-construals, this work proposes that 

people’s self-construal may explain contradictions found in previous research.  

In summary, the overarching purpose of this dissertation is to investigate 

consumer motivation in persuasive communication. More specifically, two core concepts 

for understanding consumer motivation are examined in persuasion contexts: message 

framing (regulatory processes: autonomy-supportive vs. controlling) and goal framing 

(goal contents: intrinsic vs. extrinsic). Further, consumers’ accessible self-construal is 

proposed as a moderating variable for both message framing effects and goal framing 

effects. This postulation is assessed through two experimental studies. The first study 

investigates the interaction effects between consumers’ accessible self-construal and goal 

framing on persuasion-related outcomes, and the second study examines the interaction 

effects between consumers’ accessible self-construal and message framing on persuasion-

related outcomes and autonomous motivation. Persuasion effects are evaluated in terms 

of four dependent variables: attitude toward the ad, attitude toward the message, message 

persuasiveness, and behavioral intention. In sum, the overarching purpose of this 

dissertation is to advance SDT by identifying boundary conditions of established effects 

and to understand how to leverage these insights to develop effective communication 
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strategies.  

The organization of this dissertation is centered around five main chapters: a 

review of the current literature, hypotheses development for Study 1, Study 1 methods 

and results, hypotheses development for Study 2, Study 2 methods and results, and 

general discussion.  
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Chapter 2: Literature Review 
   

The purpose of this chapter is to provide the conceptual and theoretical foundation 

for understanding consumer motivation. Drawing on self-determination theory (SDT) and 

self-construal theory (SCT), this chapter reviews important elements of human 

motivation and consumers’ self-construal in consumer behavior. This chapter first 

examines SDT, the theoretical framework that serves as the cornerstone of this 

dissertation. Second, prior literature that has applied the tenets of SDT is delineated to 

further advance and extend its findings to message framing and goal framing. Third, SCT 

is examined as another theoretical framework to clarify the conflicting results in prior 

literature. The chapter concludes with a discussion of SCT and the potential influence of 

consumers’ accessible self-construal on message framing and goal framing to enhance 

the perspective provided by SDT.  

Motivation and Self-Determination Theory  

Motivation is a requisite element in understanding consumer behavior. Whether a 

certain behavior is trivial or life altering, motivation is the essential factor that prompts 

human behavior. In addition, motivation helps people to sustain the behavior to achieve 

their short-term and long-term life goals. Although motivation might be experienced at 

such a subconscious or minimal level that it remains unnoticed, it nevertheless 

determines individuals’ subsequent cognitive, affective, and behavioral responses (Ryan 

& Deci, 2000a). In addition, motivation has a significant influence on the success or 

failure of goal achievement. Therefore, understanding motivation is mandatory for 

understanding a variety of behaviors and has been central in academic disciplines 

including health, education, sports, sociology, and consumer behavior (Deci & Ryan, 
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2000).  

Many motivation theories (e.g., drive theory) consider motivation as a unitary 

continuum, varying on the basis of strength or amount, ranging from weak motivation to 

strong motivation. According to this approach, the strength or amount of motivation 

determines the initiation and persistence of a behavior, and people should be persistent in 

sustaining certain behaviors as long as they remain strongly motivated (Ryan & Deci, 

2000a). Thus, early researchers focused on psychological factors that influence the 

strength of motivation, such as the values people place on goals (Kasser & Ryan, 1996; 

Vroom, 1964) and the expected outcomes of setting or attaining goals (Abramson, 

Seligman, & Teasdale 1978; Bandura, 1989). However, this approach could not fully 

explain the different qualities of the behavioral outcomes from two equally valued goals 

or the different affective experiences that similarly valued goals engendered. For 

example, a person might equally value both attaining career goals and having a balanced 

life by practicing a hobby or volunteering, but the person might experience much greater 

joy from the latter.  

SDT (Deci & Ryan, 1985), a seminal theory of motivation, takes a different 

approach to understand motivation. Specifically, SDT suggests that behavioral outcomes 

are influenced not only by the strength or amount of motivation (i.e., quantity) but also by 

different types of motivation (i.e., quality). Thus, to understand different types of 

motivation, two concepts are crucial in SDT: the “why” and the “what” (Deci & Ryan, 

2000). The “why” aspect is associated with regulatory processes through which a 

behavior is practiced and generally classified as autonomous or controlled motivation. 

The “what” aspect is associated with goal contents and generally classified as intrinsic or 
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extrinsic goals. SDT suggests that both regulatory processes and goal contents 

independently affect individuals’ subsequent responses and lead to different outcomes 

(i.e., affect, cognition, and behavior). SDT theorizes that the different responses arise 

because the goal pursuit processes differently satisfy humans’ innate psychological 

needs. Importantly, social and environmental factors are found to significantly influence 

why a goal is pursued (regulatory processes) and what goal is pursued (goal contents), 

and thus significantly affect consumer responses. Figure 1 depicts the conceptual 

framework of SDT. More detailed information on the regulatory processes and goal 

contents is discussed in the following section. First, a brief overview of regulatory 

processes (i.e., autonomous vs. controlled) and goal contents (i.e., intrinsic vs. extrinsic) 

is provided.  

Figure 2.1: A Conceptual Model of SDT 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Initial research in SDT primarily concentrated on the regulatory processes. To 

differentiate the types of motivation, SDT has focused on why a goal is pursued: whether 

a behavior is intrinsically motivated, which refers to a behavior practiced for its inherent 

enjoyment, or extrinsically motivated, which refers to a behavior practiced to attain 

Why is it pursued? 
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something separate from the behavior itself (e.g., status, money, rewards, etc.). Later, this 

intrinsic and extrinsic dichotomy was replaced with a more refined approach that further 

categorized extrinsic motivation into four types of regulations based on the degree of 

relative autonomy (i.e., external, introjected, identified, and integrated) (Ryan & Connell, 

1989). With the refined approach, the emphasis of regulatory processes shifted from the 

dichotomy of intrinsic versus extrinsic motivation to encompass the extent of autonomy 

in motivation, ranging from autonomous to controlled motivation. Autonomous 

motivation is associated with high relative autonomy—“the experience of volition and 

choice”—and controlled motivation involves low relative autonomy—“the experience of 

being pressured and coerced” (Vansteenkiste et al., 2006, p. 14). In sum, autonomous 

motivation can be viewed as an expanded form of intrinsic motivation, whereas 

controlled motivation can be considered as a more specified form of extrinsic motivation.  

More recently, research has begun to focus on goal contents as a complementary 

approach to understanding different types of motivation. According to this approach, goal 

contents can be differentiated as either intrinsic or extrinsic and the goal contents 

significantly predict the success of goal pursuits. The distinction is mainly associated 

with the source of motivation: Does it come from the self (internal) or from an external 

cause (external)? For example, some goals come from an internal drive to satisfy one’s 

own “right,” such as health, personal growth, and community contribution, whereas some 

goals have an “outward” orientation and external manifestations, such as physical 

appearance, wealth, and fame (Williams, Cox, Hedberg, & Deci, 2000). Thus, the former 

cases are categorized as “intrinsic goals,” which have an internal focus, and the latter 

cases are labeled as “extrinsic goals,” which have an external focus.  
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In sum, SDT introduces two central components into the understanding of 

different types of motivation: regulatory processes and goal contents. These regulatory 

processes and goal contents independently and respectively influence individuals’ 

cognitive, affective and behavioral responses. In the following section, the different 

regulatory processes (i.e., autonomous vs. controlled) underlying the goal pursuit process, 

and their subsequent outcomes are elaborated upon. Then, the influences of message 

framing (i.e., autonomy-supportive vs. controlling) that reflects principles of regulatory 

processes are delineated. Lastly, an overview of different goal contents (i.e., intrinsic vs. 

extrinsic) and corresponding goal framing effects (i.e., intrinsic vs. extrinsic) on goal-

directed behaviors are discussed to offer a comprehensive overview of SDT.  

The Regulatory Processes of Goal Pursuits  

1) Initial Dichotomy: Intrinsic and Extrinsic Motivation  

As briefly discussed, SDT initially drew a distinction between intrinsic and 

extrinsic motivation to understand different types of motivation. Simply put, intrinsic 

motivation is associated with what an individual wants to do, and extrinsic motivation is 

related to what an individual needs to or has to do. Accordingly, intrinsic motivation was 

seen as prompting an action because it is inherently interesting or enjoyable to the self, 

whereas extrinsic motivation was seen as engaging in an action for separable outcomes; 

not for the sake of inherent satisfaction from practicing the action (Deci & Ryan, 1985). 

This initial distinction treated intrinsic and extrinsic motivation as antagonistic (de 

Charms, 1968; Lepper & Greene, 1978): intrinsic motivation is self-determined, whereas 

extrinsic motivation is not self-determined (Deci, 1975). However, later research found 

that extrinsic motivation can be varied on the basis of the degree of autonomy and thus 



 12 

further differentiated it into four categories (Koestner, Ryan, Bernieri, & Holt, 1984; 

Ryan, 1982). This later perspective is discussed in the next two sections.  

A. Intrinsic motivation 

The concept of intrinsic motivation was derived from a critique of behavioral 

theories dominant in the mid-twentieth century. In the early 1950s, human behaviors 

were understood as passive reactions to physiological needs. For example, needs were 

understood as a physiological concept related to organisms’ health sustained through 

survival functions, such as securing food, water, and sleep (Hull, 1943). Later, motivation 

researchers started to view needs as a psychological concept, seeking to understand 

behaviors that are not related to survival functions (e.g., a baby playing with a mobile). 

SDT, as a later development of this psychological perspective, has defined intrinsic 

motivation as “the doing of an activity for its inherent satisfactions rather than for some 

separable consequence” (Ryan & Deci, 2000a, p. 56). Accordingly, intrinsic motivation 

leads people to engage in a behavior for fun, curiosity, and the challenge to enjoy the 

inherent satisfaction of practicing the behavior. Thus, SDT views human behaviors not as 

a function of drive reduction processes that come from a deficit of physiological needs 

(e.g., people eat to reduce hunger), but as a proactive initiative toward personal 

development and growth to satisfy their psychological needs (e.g., to enjoy the behavior 

itself) (Deci, 1971).  

The presence of intrinsic motivation was initially identified in animal behavioral 

experiments. In many experiments, animals engaged in actions that were playful and 

curiosity-driven without reward or reinforcement (White, 1959). Some researchers 

argued that such curiosity-driven behaviors could be understood as exploration, a part of 
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the instinct to secure survival; however, these behaviors were also observed among 

young animals that were unaware of survival practices, which other researchers used as 

evidence to rule out this suspicion. Thus, the notion that many organisms engage in an 

action in the absence of any instrumental reason(s), and instead do so for the gratification 

and satisfaction derived from performing the activity itself, was deemed to be 

substantiated (Ryan & Deci, 2000a). 

Similar inquisitive and playful behaviors are also observed in human behaviors. 

Starting from birth, humans exhibit an ongoing readiness to learn and explore the world 

without incentives or rewards (Deci, 1975). This natural motivational tendency affects 

the cognitive and social development of humans, and it explains individual differences in 

the enjoyment of different activities (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Put differently, intrinsically 

motivated behaviors can be experienced as genuinely enjoyable and fun, so that the 

activity itself is the source of pleasure and satisfies basic psychological needs. Therefore, 

intrinsically motivated behaviors can occur not as a result of any external prods, 

pressures, or rewards, but as the means to satisfy inherent needs (Ryan & Deci, 2000a). 

Accordingly, the degree of intrinsic motivation for the same activity can vary among 

individuals and also within the same individual at different times, depending on how 

interesting and how satisfactory the task is to the individuals (Ryan & Deci, 2000b). 

SDT theorizes that intrinsically motivated behaviors are inherently rewarding and 

enjoyable because they satisfy humans’ innate psychological needs; such needs represent 

the conditions necessary for people to achieve psychological health and optimal 

development and to function most effectively (Deci & Ryan, 2000). SDT proposes that 

three innate psychological needs underlie intrinsic motivation: autonomy, competence, 
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and relatedness. The need for autonomy refers to the desire to experience oneself as an 

active agent who initiates choices and behaviors. The need for competence refers to the 

desire to function effectively over one’s environment, and the need for relatedness refers 

to the desire to feel personal connections with other people. A considerable amount of 

research on intrinsic motivation has supported the proposal that people engage in many 

activities to exert their volition and freedom as expressions of their sense of self (i.e., 

autonomy) (Ryan & Connell, 1989; Sheldon & Elliot, 1999); to experience their ability to 

affect their environment (i.e., competence) (Deci & Ryan, 2000) and to feel connections 

with others (i.e., relatedness) (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). 

 In reference to this set of three psychological needs, SDT suggests that the need 

for autonomy occupies a unique position. Being able to satisfy the need for autonomy is a 

necessary condition for intrinsic motivation so that a behavior can be fully self-

determined. In contrast, being able to satisfy both the need for competence and the need 

for relatedness represents simply a sufficient condition for sustaining intrinsic motivation. 

Intrinsic motivation cannot be sustained without satisfaction of the need for autonomy 

(Nix, Ryan, Manly, & Deci, 1999; Blais, Sabourin, Boucher, & Vallerand, 1990). Thus, 

satisfying one’s need for autonomy is a crucial part of intrinsic motivation; accordingly, 

social environments and contextual events that enhance individuals’ autonomy help 

sustain intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1980).  

In sum, SDT suggests that certain behaviors can be practiced to satisfy humans’ 

innate psychological needs without any separable outcome(s). These behaviors are driven 

by intrinsic motivation to satisfy innate psychological needs (i.e., the needs for autonomy, 

competence, and relatedness). Importantly, satisfying the need for autonomy is a pivotal 
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facet of intrinsically motivated behaviors, and intrinsic motivation can be sustained when 

the need for autonomy is supported and satisfied (Deci, 1971; Deci & Ryan, 2000). 

B. Extrinsic motivation 

Extrinsic motivation is defined as “a construct that pertains whenever an activity 

is done in order to attain some separable outcome” (Ryan & Deci, 2000a, p. 60). Whereas 

intrinsic motivation prompts an action on the basis of innate needs or wants (e.g., fun, 

interest, and challenge), extrinsic motivation prompts an action on the basis of 

instrumental reasons for seeking separate outcomes (e.g., social controls, evaluative 

pressures, rewards, and punishments). Thus, extrinsic motivation can be viewed as a 

means to achieve a separable outcome that the associated action engenders.    

As mentioned earlier, the initial concept of extrinsic motivation was antagonistic 

to and mutually exclusive from intrinsic motivation (deCharms, 1968). Thus, extrinsic 

motivation was studied as a concept that thwarts or reduces intrinsic motivation.  

Although SDT has gained substantial empirical interest and remains influential, later 

studies identified several cases in which extrinsic motivation did not undermine intrinsic 

motivation and even improved it (Koestner et al., 1984; Luyten & Lens, 1981). These 

findings indicated extrinsic motivation is not always antagonistic to intrinsic motivation 

(Ryan, 1982). Consequently, these insights brought attention to a more refined 

investigation of extrinsic motivation. The following section discusses the different types 

of extrinsic motivation and how the distinction of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation has 

shifted to focus on autonomous and controlled motivation.    

2) From Intrinsic vs. Extrinsic to Autonomous and Controlled Motivation   

The majority of behaviors that humans engage in every day are extrinsically 
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motivated. After early childhood, the chances to engage in intrinsically motivated 

behaviors, such as playing a game, become significantly diminished by the expected 

social roles and rules in society (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Accordingly, many activities 

humans engage in every day are associated with attaining separable outcomes. They are 

not simply joyful activities. For example, most students study for an exam largely 

because they feel they need to receive a good grade (i.e., extrinsic motivation); they are 

less likely to do so because they enjoy studying and learning the content on which the 

exam is based (i.e., intrinsic motivation).  

The more refined approach in SDT proposes that, among those extrinsically 

motivated, there are varying levels of autonomy. Specifically, using the former example 

of extrinsically motivated students, some students would study for an exam because of 

intense pressure from their parents. In contrast, some students would study for an exam 

because they believe in the value of studying to achieve a better career in the future. In 

both cases, students are extrinsically motivated because of the associated 

instrumentalities (i.e., to avoid a parent’s scolding and to have a better career). Yet, their 

autonomy related to the studying behavior differs in that the former students simply 

conform to what they are asked to do, whereas the latter students attribute personal 

endorsement to the same activity.  

Because of such variances SDT differentiates extrinsic motivation into four 

categories based on the level of autonomy (Deci & Ryan, 2000). SDT defines autonomy 

as the experience of volition and freedom to make a self-endorsed choice, as the relative 

feeling that a behavior originates from self-determination (deCharms, 1968; Ryan & 

Connell, 1989). Figure 2.2 demonstrates how relative autonomy (i.e., the degree of 
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autonomy) explains the extent of self-determination in a behavior, identifies the different 

types of regulations, and illustrates distinctions between autonomous and controlled 

motivation. The refined approach views motivation as a continuum of relative autonomy. 

Autonomy can vary at any given time, and thus, relative autonomy refers to the extent of 

individuals’ perceived sense of volition and freedom to make a choice at a certain time 

(Deci & Ryan, 1985). The four different types of regulations are classified based on the 

extent of relative autonomy: a) external regulation, b) introjected regulation, c) identified 

regulation, and d) integrated regulation.  

Figure 2.2 The Self-Determined Continuum 
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To display more clearly the varying degrees of relative autonomy in the 

continuum, intrinsic motivation is placed on the far right end because it is the ultimate 

type of motivation that leads to fully self-determined behaviors. In contrast, amotivation 

is placed on the far left end because it represents the motivational state in which volition 

for a behavior is completely lacking (i.e., non–self-determination). The four different 



 18 

types of extrinsic motivations are placed in the middle to demonstrate varying degrees of 

relative autonomy and different regulation styles. Across studies, the term “regulation” 

has been used as an equivalent of motivation, and they often have been used 

interchangeably. Thus, external regulation can also be referenced to as external 

motivation.  

a) External regulation is the least autonomous, and the most controlled, form of 

extrinsic motivation. The classic examples of external regulation are when behaviors are 

regulated mainly by external contingencies (e.g., punishment, deadlines, fears, rewards). 

In this case, people do not behave on the basis of personal endorsement, but instead to 

avoid undesired consequences or to attain rewards (Ryan & Deci, 2000a). With this type 

of regulation, people feel that the motivational focus (i.e., the cause of a behavior) is 

external and that outward factors administer the control over their behavior (e.g., “I will 

do it because the situation requires it”).  

b) Introjected regulation is the second least autonomous type of extrinsic 

motivation. In the motivation literature, introjection is defined as “swallowing regulations 

whole without digesting them” (Perls, 1973, p. 118). In this case, the focus of motivation 

still is largely external, and people have awareness of that externality (deCharms, 1968). 

Introjected regulation is often related to public self-consciousness (Plant & Ryan, 1985), 

and people thus regulate their behaviors “to comply with internal pressure” 

(Vansteenkiste et al., 2006, p. 21). The primary purpose of their behavior is to pursue 

perceived self-worth in society according to society’s valuations and/or to avoid feelings 

of guilt and shame (Ryan & Connell, 1989). With introjected regulation, people have not 

themselves acceded to the value of a behavior and perceive the cause of a behavior is not 
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from themselves (Ryan & Deci, 2000a). Thus, introjected regulation is quite a controlled 

form of motivation (e.g., “I will do it because I will feel bad about myself if I don’t”) 

(Koestner, Losier, Vallerand, & Carducci, 1996). 

c) Identified regulation is a more autonomous form of extrinsic motivation 

compared to the two previously described regulations. Identification refers to the process 

by which people understand and accept the value of a specific behavior (Ryan & Deci, 

2000a). With identified regulation, people recognize and understand the value or 

importance of a given behavior and accept that regulation of the behavior comes from 

within themselves. Thus, they believe the focus of a behavior is internal (e.g., “I will do it 

because I value the benefits of the given behavior”). However, identified regulation is 

still associated with instrumentalities (i.e., to attain the value associated with the 

behavior), rather than a true enjoyment in undertaking the behavior. Because identified 

regulation accompanies a sense of volition, it approximates intrinsic motivation and often 

falls into the category of autonomous motivation (Vansteenkiste et al., 2006; 

Vansteenkiste et al., 2004).  

d) Integrated regulation is considered the most autonomous form of extrinsic 

motivation. In addition to identifying with the value of a behavior, people integrate the 

identified values with other aspects of themselves (e.g., “I will do it because it is 

consistent with my life goals”) (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Integration occurs when people 

fully accept that the regulation of a behavior comes from the self and assimilate it to their 

sense of self (Pelletier, Tuson, & Haddad, 1997; Ryan, 1995). Integrated regulation and 

intrinsic motivation have many shared qualities (e.g., high relative autonomy and internal 

motivational focus), and thus, some empirical studies did not draw a distinction between 
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them (Ryan & Connell, 1989).  

To summarize, SDT differentiates extrinsic motivation into four regulations that 

illustrate the underlying regulatory processes of a goal pursuit behavior based on the 

extent of relative autonomy: external, introjected, identified, and integrated regulation. 

Because the distinction is based on relative autonomy, later studies broadly classified the 

four regulations into two types of behavioral motivation: autonomous and controlled 

motivation. In general, autonomous motivation mainly consists of regulations with 

moderate to high autonomy (i.e., intrinsic motivation, integrated regulation, and 

identified regulation), and controlled motivation comprises regulations with low to 

moderate autonomy (i.e., extrinsic motivation and introjected regulation) (McLachlan & 

Hagger, 2011; Vansteenkiste et al., 2006; Vansteenkiste et al., 2005). Important to note is 

that SDT sees relative autonomy as changing constantly, which is associated with the 

concept of internalization. This is discussed in more detail in the following section.  

Internalization: From Controlled to Autonomous Motivation   

Internalization refers to the process of an active transformation through which 

people “take in” a value that regulates a socially sanctioned behavior, personally 

endorsing the values that correspond with the behavior (Ng et al., 2012). The central 

notion of internalization is that extrinsic motivation is not invariantly stable, but moves 

along the self-determination continuum (Figure 2). Put another way, internalization is a 

process of transformation from controlled motivation to autonomous motivation—from 

mere passive compliance to active self-endorsement (from the far left to the far right in 

Figure 2). Thus, how successfully one internalizes what was once an external regulation 

determines the extent of autonomy in the behavior (i.e., low, moderate, or high), and the 
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type of behavioral regulation it represents (i.e., external, introjected, identified, 

integrated, and intrinsic regulation) (Deci & Ryan, 1985; Ryan & Connell, 1989). For 

example, a student might initially study for an exam to avoid his parents’ sanction (i.e., 

external). He feels guilty for not studying and is afraid of being a “bad student” (i.e., 

introjected). Then, he recognizes the benefits of studying for an exam, such as receiving 

good grades, or compliments from parents. He might come to understand the value of 

studying when trying to reach a goal, such as getting his dream job (i.e., identified). 

Finally, he chooses to study with full volition because studying is a part of what he wants 

and values (i.e., integrated). This example illustrates the process of internalization.         

Many theories view the concept of internalization as a vital process in 

socialization (Kelman, 1958; Lepper, 1983; Meissner, 1988). Similarly, SDT explains 

that internalization is a natural process by which people transform social norms or 

demands into self-endorsed values over time to be accepted in their social world (Ryan & 

Deci, 2000b). In other words, internalization is the means by which “individuals 

assimilate and reconstitute formerly external regulations so the individuals can be self-

determined while enacting them” (Deci & Ryan, 2000, p. 236). Over time, most people 

naturally internalize the values and regulations of the society to which they belong. 

However, internalization does not happen automatically (Deci & Ryan, 2000); instead, it 

is facilitated or thwarted by social and environmental factors. A wide array of social and 

environmental factors can influence the extent of internalization, which determines the 

type of motivation (autonomous vs. controlled) behind the behavior (Ryan & Deci, 

2000b).  

To summarize, internalization is a central process in socialization and it helps 
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people to function optimally in society by helping them engage in behaviors that are not 

necessarily intrinsically pleasant and enjoyable (Ryan, Connell, & Deci, 1985). The 

extent of autonomy has been examined by looking at how someone who initially has 

external regulation (e.g., “I’m doing it because that's what I'm supposed to do”) 

internalizes his or her motivation into more autonomous forms (e.g., “I’m doing it 

because I value the benefits of the given behavior”). Internalization does not occur 

automatically; instead, social and environmental factors significantly influence the extent 

of internalization and, in turn, the type of motivation (i.e., autonomous vs. controlled). In 

the next section, the outcomes of different types of motivation are discussed, as are the 

social and environmental factors that influence the type of motivation (autonomy-

supportive vs. controlling) at work. 

Different Outcomes of Autonomous vs. Controlled Motivation  

 The previous overview of autonomous vs. controlled motivation naturally poses 

an important question: how do their consequences differ? To date, numerous studies have 

shown that autonomous motivation leads to more positive psychological and behavioral 

outcomes than does controlled motivation. This includes positive attitude toward goals, 

greater behavioral persistence, more effective performance, and better mental and 

physical health. These patterns have been observed across various domains, including 

education, health, sports, religion, medical treatment, and politics (Deci & Ryan, 2000). 

SDT has received significant attention, particularly in the field of education, and 

thus many empirical studies have been conducted in educational settings. The primary 

research questions of educational scholars have been focused on how to motivate students 

to engage in educational settings and how to effectively increase their learning ability. To 
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answer these questions, education scholars have applied the tenets of SDT in educational 

settings. The findings of prior research have been consistent with the primary tenet of 

SDT showing that students who were more autonomously motivated displayed greater 

academic achievement, compared to those who are less autonomously motivated. For 

example, students with autonomous motivation showed greater conceptual understanding 

(Grolnick & Ryan, 1987), more positive school attitudes, better academic performance 

(Miserandino, 1996), and more enjoyment for the course, and higher grades (Black & 

Deci, 2000) than students with controlled motivation. Also, autonomous motivation (vs. 

controlled motivation) was associated with lower dropout rates (Vallerand, Fortier, & 

Guay, 1997); led to greater creativity and less superficial information processing 

(Koestner et al., 1984; Vansteenkiste et al., 2004); and enhanced psychological and 

physical well-being (Black & Deci, 2000; Levesque, Zuehlke, Stanek, & Ryan, 2004). 

These results were observed in different age groups, ranging from elementary schools to 

university medical schools, and across diverse cultures, thus strengthening their 

generalizability.  

Similar findings are also observed in a variety of health behaviors, indicating that 

higher autonomous motivation is positively correlated to diverse healthy behaviors. For 

example, compared to those who are less autonomously motivated, patients with more 

autonomous motivations were more likely to attend an alcohol treatment program (Ryan 

et al., 1995); adhere to their medication prescriptions and monitor blood sugar (Williams, 

Freedman, & Deci, 1998); achieve higher smoking cessation rates (Williams, Gagné, 

Ryan, & Deci, 2000); and engage in and maintain suggested healthy behaviors (Williams 

et al., 1996). Furthermore, autonomous motivation was found to be influential in other 
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domains of behaviors. Specifically, participants with more autonomous motivation, 

increased and sustained their exercise and dieting behaviors (Hagger, Chatzisarantis, & 

Harris, 2006), participated in a weight control program longer (Silva et al., 2011), and 

increased pro-social behaviors such as recycling, volunteering for a nonprofit 

organization, voting, signing petitions, helping in emergency situations, donating food 

and blood, giving away furniture and clothes, and participating in other forms of activism 

(Gagné, 2003; Weinstein & Ryan, 2010). 

In sum, prior empirical research has extensively investigated the different pattern 

of outcomes derived from autonomous versus controlled motivation. A large body of 

work has demonstrated that a behavior driven by autonomous motivation is associated 

with positive findings. The outcomes include intended behavioral changes, better quality 

behavioral performance, increased behavioral persistence, physical health, and mental 

well-being. In light of the findings, researchers and intervention practitioners have 

focused on social and environmental factors that promote autonomous motivation rather 

than controlled motivation. Among them, this study particularly focuses on message 

framing, which is discussed below.  

The Influence of Message Framing on Motivation 

Understanding social and environmental influences on motivation is important 

because they can significantly affect whether motivation becomes more autonomous or 

more controlled. Because prior work has documented the many advantages of 

autonomous motivation, much research has focused on the conditions that promote 

autonomous motivation, rather than controlled motivation. Accordingly, researchers have 

sought to understand how social and environmental factors and other factors can facilitate 
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autonomous motivation (Benware & Deci, 1984; Deci, Schwartz, Sheinman, & Ryan, 

1981; Valas & Sovik, 1993). In general, these social and environmental factors have been 

investigated under conditions that are considered either autonomy-supportive versus 

controlling conditions. Autonomy-supportive conditions refer to social and 

environmental factors that provide opportunities to make a choice and self-initiation and 

minimize external pressures contingencies to increase individuals’ autonomous 

motivation (Deci et al., 1994; Vansteenkiste et al., 2006). In contrast, controlling 

conditions are social and environmental factors that exert pressure to think, feel, and 

behave in a certain manner (Vansteenkiste et al., 2006). Personal influence is one of the 

factors that has been commonly examined. Personal influence includes the educational 

styles of parents, instructors, and intervention practitioners. For example, Williams et al. 

(1996) observed people enrolled in a weight loss program. They found that when 

participants worked with an autonomy-supportive staff (e.g., “I feel that the staff has 

provided me with choices and options”), they experienced stronger relative autonomy 

than those who worked with a controlling staff. These participants also registered better 

program attendance and greater weight loss (Williams et al., 1996). Another study 

examined the influence of instructors on students’ learning processes (Deci et al., 1994). 

The finding also showed that when instructors provide students with opportunities for 

self-initiation, choice, and positive feedback, students demonstrated greater academic 

performance.  

Controlling interpersonal climates involve external factors (e.g., rewards, 

punishments, threats or evaluations) and internal contingencies (e.g., guilt induction, 

approval withdrawal) (Cicchetti, 1991; Deci, Koestner, & Ryan, 1999). Giving orders is a 
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classic example of a controlling context (e.g., “do this,” instead of “choose whichever 

one works better for you”). In educational settings, such controlling practices that thwart 

students’ autonomous motivation, are found to reduce learning performance, and are 

associated with lower levels of achievement and participation (Benware & Deci, 1984; 

Grolnick & Ryan, 1987; Patrick & Canevello, 2011). Further, controlling environments 

in which people experience limited autonomy inhibited individuals’ conceptual learning, 

yielded lower academic achievement, and even led to depression and lower self-esteem 

(Barber, Olson, & Shagle, 1994; Grolnick & Ryan, 1987; Soenens, Vansteenkiste, 

Duriez, Luyten, & Goossens, 2005). 

More recently, researchers have focused on message framing as another 

significant factor in influencing individuals’ autonomous motivation. In the current study, 

message framing specifically refers to changing specific words in a message to influence 

individuals’ autonomous motivation. For example, in one study, students were asked to 

read educational materials regarding campus recycling, and the message framing was 

manipulated in the instructions provided (i.e., autonomy-supportive vs. controlling) 

(Vansteenkiste et al., 2004). Each message condition emphasized either the opportunity 

to make choice or pressure to make a choice. The autonomy-supportive condition used 

phrases such as “you can” and “if you choose,” whereas the controlling condition 

included phrases such as “you have to” and “you must.” The results revealed that 

students in the autonomy-supportive condition reported a deeper depth of processing, 

better comprehension, and enhanced information processing, compared to those in the 

controlling condition. The same article presented subsequent experiments in the contexts 

of learning communication styles (study 2) and learning exercises (study 3). The results 
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demonstrated similar patterns (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004). Other studies further 

substantiated their findings: autonomy-supportive messages led to greater message 

effectiveness and increased participants’ willingness to follow the message 

recommendation compared to controlling messages’ capacity to do so (Patrick & 

Hagtvedt, 2012; Vansteenkiste et al., 2005). 

In sum, prior research has revealed that social and environmental factors can 

influence individuals’ autonomous motivation. Recently, message framing has received 

attention as a significant factor that influences autonomous motivation. The findings have 

indicated that when messages are framed in an autonomy-supportive manner (vs. 

controlling), the messages have positive effects on people’s affective outcomes (e.g., 

psychological empowerment and feelings of autonomy), cognitive outcomes (e.g., 

perceived effectiveness of messages, academic learning, and conceptual learning), and 

behavioral outcomes (e.g., product choice, exercise, and academic performance) (Patrick 

& Hagtvedt, 2012; Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; Vansteenkiste et al., 2005).  

The Contents of Goal Pursuits  

The previous sections reviewed the positive outcomes associated with 

autonomous motivation, compared to controlled motivation. Framing messages in an 

autonomy-supportive way (vs. controlling) is one way to increase individuals’ sense of 

autonomy, which increases message effectiveness. Recently, researchers investigating 

autonomous motivation have expanded their focus to include goal contents. The goal 

contents refer to what one pursues or aspires to achieve—the focus of the goal orientation 

(Carver & Baird, 1998). As already noted, SDT recognizes that the contents of a goal can 

vary, and classifies them as intrinsic or extrinsic goals (Kasser & Ryan, 1993, 1996; 
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Vansteenkiste et al. 2006). For example, even though two people have the same goal of 

regular exercise, the goal contents can be different: One might seek to remain healthy 

(focus on the self; intrinsic goals) while the other wants to become physically attractive 

(focus on external approval; extrinsic goals). Intrinsic goals are closely related to basic 

psychological needs satisfaction. They reflect natural growth tendencies and support the 

goal setter’s own right (Kasser & Ryan, 1993; Vansteenkiste et al., 2006). Examples of 

intrinsic goals include pursuing health, personal growth, and community contributions 

(Kasser & Ryan, 1993, 1996). In contrast, extrinsic goals have an “outward” orientation, 

such as attaining contingent approval from others and achieving external indicators of 

self-worth (Kasser & Ryan, 1993). Therefore, they less directly satisfy basic 

psychological needs (Williams et al., 2000). Physical appearance, financial success, and 

fame are examples of extrinsic goals (Kasser & Ryan, 1993, 1996).  

Earlier research investigated goal contents as what one pursues to achieve and 

examined the relationship between goal contents and psychological well-being. Kasser 

and Ryan (1993) initially found that pursuing intrinsic goals (i.e., personal growth, 

relationship, and community involvement) is positively correlated with psychological 

well-being (i.e., self-actualization and vitality), whereas pursuing extrinsic goals (i.e., 

financial success) is negatively correlated with psychological well-being and positively 

correlated with poor mental well-being (i.e., depression and anxiety). Kasser and Ryan 

(1996) expanded the category of extrinsic goals and compared relationships between 

psychological well-being and the pursuit of intrinsic goals versus extrinsic goals. The 

results supported their earlier findings that pursuing intrinsic versus extrinsic goals is 

differently associated with psychological and physiological well-being. When individuals 
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pursue intrinsic goals, the individuals are more likely to show indications of 

psychological well-being such as self-actualization and life vitality and are less likely to 

show depression, anxiety, and narcissism. The opposite patterns were observed among 

those who pursue extrinsic goals (Deci & Ryan, 2000). 

SDT theorizes that intrinsic goals express desires that are consistent with an 

individual’s natural tendency of self-actualization and personal growth (Deci, 1971). 

Thus, intrinsic goals are directly related to satisfying basic psychological needs. In 

contrast, extrinsic goals are primarily related to external validation by others (i.e., social 

recognition and appealing appearance) or rewards (i.e., financial success), and thus they 

are less able to satisfy innate psychological needs (Kasser & Ryan, 1993, 1996). Later 

research further revealed that pursuing extrinsic goals (vs. intrinsic) is strongly related to 

less optimal social functioning, such as lower relationship quality, more ethnic and racial 

prejudice, and less cooperative behavior (Duriez, Vansteenkiste, Soenens, & De Witte, 

2007; McHoskey, 1999; Sheldon & McGregor, 2000; Sheldon, Sheldon, & Osbaldiston, 

2000). Similar results were observed across different cultures and various age groups, 

further substantiating the proposed theorization (Kasser & Ryan, 1996; Ryan et al., 

1999). Studies also revealed that not only the pursuit of intrinsic versus extrinsic goals 

but also the actual attainment of intrinsic versus extrinsic goals significantly influenced 

their psychological well-being (Ryan et al., 1999; Sheldon & Kasser, 1995).  

In sum, goal contents (i.e., intrinsic vs. extrinsic) initially were viewed as 

individual differences, such as what goal a person pursues or has attained. The 

differences in goal pursuits and goal attainments are found to influence overall 

psychological well-being and goal-directed outcomes (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Recently, 
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researchers have focused their attention on social and environmental factors that can 

influence consumers’ motivation. One such factor that has been examined is goal 

framing, which is discussed below.  

Influence of Goal Framing on Motivation 

The majority of the extant work on goal contents has focused on individual 

differences. For instance, prior work investigated what goals an individual pursues or 

aspires to achieve or what goals an individual has actually attained. However, more 

recent studies have shifted their attention to environmental circumstances that describe 

the contents of goals that are emphasized (Kasser & Ahuvia, 2002; Sagiv & Schwartz, 

2000). Several studies have applied the principles of goal contents to consider how goals 

are framed and have investigated the effects of goal framing (i.e., intrinsic vs. extrinsic) 

(Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; Vansteenkiste et al., 2005). The term “goal framing” refers to 

changing the goal contents that are asked to pursue and it is classified as intrinsic versus 

extrinsic goal framing. Thus, goal framing is different from message framing because 

goal framing is related to what is suggested to pursue (intrinsic vs. extrinsic) whereas 

message framing is associated with differentiating relative autonomy (autonomy-

supportive vs. controlling). In the next section, goal framing is further discussed.  

The effects of goal framing were first investigated in experimental settings to 

identify optimal educational environments (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004). The researchers 

employed experimental manipulations of goal framing by emphasizing different goal 

contents. More specifically, the goal of learning was framed differently so that it could 

emphasize the attainment of either intrinsic goals or extrinsic goals in the instructions for 

the learning materials. For example, the same operative goal (e.g., learning about 
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recycling) was framed as either intrinsic goal framing (e.g., reading materials about 

recycling will help you contribute to the community) or extrinsic goal framing (e.g., 

reading materials about recycling will help you attain monetary benefits). In the study’s 

findings, Vansteenkiste et al. (2004) revealed a significant main effect of goal framing: 

intrinsic goal framing led to deeper information processing and higher academic 

performance on the topic of recycling. Consistent results were also found in subsequent 

studies that used different contexts. For instance, learning about communication styles 

was framed as intrinsic (e.g., to help promote personal development) or extrinsic (e.g., to 

help get a well-paying job). Similarly, goals for learning physical exercise were framed 

as intrinsic (e.g., help to get or stay physically fit) or extrinsic (e.g., help to be physically 

attractive). The findings supported the superior effects of intrinsic goal framing. 

Participants processed the learning material at a deeper level, increased conceptual 

learning, and showed a higher graded performance with intrinsic goal framing, compared 

to extrinsic goal framing. Furthermore, intrinsic goal framing increased behavioral 

persistence toward the learned activities (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004).  

To summarize, recent work has advanced a paradigm of research in the domain of 

goal contents and goal framing effects. The findings suggest that the experimental 

manipulation of goal framing (intrinsic vs. extrinsic) and pursuing or attaining different 

goal contents have the same functional effects. Specifically, intrinsic goal framing leads 

to higher engagement and actual behavioral changes regarding the goals (compared to 

extrinsic goal framing) (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; Vansteenkiste et al., 2005). In the next 

section, some conflicting results observed in the extant literature are discussed.  
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Self-Construal in Different Cultures 

Although extensive research has confirmed the central tenet of SDT—that 

autonomous motivation is more effective compared to controlled motivation—some 

studies have demonstrated conflicting results. For example, Iyengar and Lepper (1999) 

compared the nature of autonomous motivation between Anglo American and Asian 

American children. In their study, the children were asked to engage in one of six 

categories of anagram tasks (i.e., animals, party, San Francisco, family, house, and food). 

The children were assigned to one of three conditions: 1) they were allowed to choose the 

category of anagrams they wanted to try (i.e., self-selected condition), 2) they were asked 

to work on one type of anagram selected by their mothers (i.e., mother-selected 

condition), or 3) they were told to work one type of anagram selected by an unfamiliar 

experimenter (i.e., experimenter-selected condition). After five minutes, the children 

were left alone with the option to keep working on the anagrams. Later, the researchers 

compared the children’s autonomous motivation (the amount of time children spent on 

the anagram task during free-play time) and their performance (the total number of 

correctly solved anagrams). In the results, Anglo American children demonstrated more 

autonomous motivation and better performance in the self-selected condition than the 

other two conditions (i.e., mother-selected and experimenter-selected condition) where 

their autonomy was usurped. Meanwhile, Asian American children enjoyed more and 

outperformed the anagram activity in the mother-selected condition than they did in the 

self-selected condition or the experimenter-selected condition. This finding is in contrast 

to the central tenet of SDT. According to SDT, the intervention of external factors (e.g., 

rewards, punishment, deadline, and surveillance) undermines individuals’ autonomous 
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motivation because the sense of personal causation is shifted from the self to a given 

external factor (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Theoretically, the mother-selected condition should 

undermine children’s feeling of autonomy, decreasing the feeling that they are the 

initiator of the activity (Nuttin, 1973). However, unexpectedly, Asian American 

children’s autonomous motivation was higher and they showed better performance in the 

mother-selected condition than in the self-selected condition.  

Iyengar and Lepper (1999) interpreted that the results might stem from children’s 

cultural background. Specifically, Anglo American children showed decreased 

autonomous motivation when others interrupted their autonomy, regardless of the person 

interrupting their autonomy (i.e., mother or experimenter). In contrast, Asian American 

children displayed clear differences in their autonomous motivation between when their 

mothers made a choice for them and when experimenters made a choice for them. 

Specifically Asian American children performed better and enjoyed the task more in the 

mother-selected condition compared to the self-selected condition, whereas they showed 

decreased performance and enjoyment in the experimenter-selected condition, compared 

to the self-selected condition. This finding indicated that the relationship with the 

children and chooser is another crucial element in understanding autonomous motivation. 

Although children’s autonomous motivation was evaluated using indirect measurements 

(e.g., the amount of time children spent on the task), they concluded that children’s 

culture could have influenced their autonomous motivation and, in turn, enhanced task 

performance. Drawing upon this possibility, Iyengar and Lepper (1999) conducted a 

subsequent study with elementary school students. To rule out the potential confounding 

effect that Asian students could have put more effort into the anagram task because of 
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their concerns that the results might be reported to their mothers (Study 1), different 

relationships (i.e., classmates) were included. In the subsequent experimental procedure, 

both Anglo American and Asian American students were asked to play a computer math 

game for educational purposes in three different conditions: a self-choice, an in-group, 

and an out-group condition. For the self-choice condition, students could choose an icon 

and a name for the game. For the in-group choice condition, students received a game 

icon and name and read a message chosen by their classmate. For the out-group 

condition, students received a game icon and name and read a message chosen by 

students from another school. The dependent variables were students’ autonomous 

motivation (i.e., the number of game trials, desire for game challenge, and liking of 

mathematics) and overall performance (i.e., game scores and math learning after the 

game). Results demonstrated that Anglo American students played the game more, 

preferred the greater challenges, and showed increased liking for math in the self-choice 

condition than either the in-group or out-group choice conditions. In contrast, Asian 

American students played the game the most, preferred the challenges the most, and 

showed the most increased liking for math in the in-group condition, followed by the 

self-choice and the out-group choice conditions. In sum, Study 2 replicated the findings 

in Study 1.  

 These combined findings imply a plausible cultural influence on autonomous 

motivation and relevant outcomes. For example, a vast number of studies have 

documented different self-views in relation to other people based on cultural differences, 

such as individualistic versus collectivistic (Triandis, 1989, 1995) or independent versus 

interdependent cultures (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). For example, members of 
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independent (or individualistic) cultures view themselves as a distinct entity from others 

and aim to have distinctive interests, goals, and values from others. In contrast, members 

of interdependent (or collectivistic) cultures see themselves as fused with their in-group 

members and prioritize social values and shared goals (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). 

These two distinctions are conceptually very similar and have often been used 

interchangeably in prior literature. However, the individualistic vs. collectivistic 

distinction is a dimension that differentiates cultures, whereas the independent vs. 

interdependent distinction is a dimension that describes the average responses of 

individuals on self-report measures across different cultures (Cross, Hardin, & Gercek-

Swing, 2011). 

Iyengar and Lepper (1999) argued that culture might play a role in understanding 

autonomous-supporting versus controlling conditions. For individuals in an independent 

culture, a self-selected condition can be viewed as a chance to express self-identity and 

thus increases autonomous motivation (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). However, this view 

might not hold true for those who live in an interdependent culture. Interdependent 

cultures value group goals and social harmony; thus, doing an activity chosen by close 

others can also signal fulfilling in-group goals (Iyengar & Lepper, 1999). In other words, 

another person’s preference or choice can also serve as fulfilling the goal of the self, 

particularly when the person is considered close to the self. Therefore, in the earlier 

example, the task selected by close others (mothers and classmates) can be more 

autonomously motivating than a task chosen by the self. These findings offer empirical 

evidence that individual factors such as culture can significantly influence autonomous 

motivation by displaying that autonomy-supportive conditions do not always produce 
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better goal-related outcomes.  

To summarize, two contradicting patterns of results have emerged regarding the 

importance of autonomy. On one hand, as SDT asserts, autonomy is a universal innate 

need among all human beings. On the other hand, cross-cultural theorists argue that 

autonomy is a culturally nurtured need that is developed primarily in independent or 

individualistic cultures over time (Markus & Kitayama, 2003; Oishi, 2000; Oishi & 

Diener, 2001). The latter view suggests that members of interdependent cultures place a 

stronger emphasis on social relationships and group-centered norms, and thus the need 

for autonomy is not as critical to them (Iyengar & Lepper, 1999). Interestingly, there is 

support for both viewpoints. 

Drawing on the contradictory findings, this dissertation proposes that the 

inconsistent results can be explained by the influence of individuals’ situationally 

accessible self-construal, which is discussed in more detail in the following section. Prior 

studies have shown some empirical support for the position that different self-construal 

can influence individuals’ feelings of autonomy (e.g., Iyengar & Lepper, 1999). However 

these studies have paid attention only to chronic and culturally different self-construal, 

and not to a situationally accessible self-construal. Addressing this void, the following 

section presents the theoretical overview of situationally accessible self-construals and 

their influence on consumer behaviors. This is followed by the postulation that 

consumers’ accessible self-construal can moderate the influence of goal framing and 

message framing on persuasion effects.  

The Influence of Consumers’ Accessible Self-Construal on Motivation 

The concept of self-construal was introduced to identify how cultures influence 
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the self. Early research on the self was mainly conducted in European and North 

American cultural settings, and it assumed that the self is autonomous, independent, and 

unique (Geertz, 1975). As a complementary approach, researchers introduced self-

construal as a concept to illustrate the culturally diverse self (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). 

The term “construal” refers to showing or explaining meaning; thus, self-construal refers 

to the way people view themselves and make meaning of the self in relation to others 

(Cross et al., 2011). Markus and Kitayama (1991) argued that most research on the self 

was primarily conducted in North American and European cultures, and members of 

these cultures see the self as a distinctive entity from others and labeled this view as an 

“independent self-construal.” People with an independent self-construal emphasize 

independence, prioritize the self over groups, and seek to be independent and 

autonomous. They want to experience a sense of personal control (agency). In contrast, 

members of Eastern Asian cultures see the self as fundamentally connected to other 

people and tend to define themselves based on their relationships with others. This view 

was labeled as an “interdependent self-construal.” People with an interdependent self-

construal prioritize groups over the self and put greater emphasis on interpersonal 

relationships than on the self’s own benefits (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Self-construal 

researchers suggested that people possess both independent and interdependent self-

construals within themselves. Yet, their cultural contexts promote a specific view of the 

self over time, making it their chronic and more stable perspective (Markus & Kitayama, 

1991, Singelis, 1994; Triandis, 1989).  

However, later studies suggested a new paradigm that a specific self-construal 

could be situationally more accessible by external factors (Aaker, 1999; Kleine, Kleine, 
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& Kernan, 1993). Specifically, more recent research has revealed that both self-construals 

(i.e., the independent and interdependent ones) can become interchangeably more 

accessible, regardless of the chronic self-construal, depending on situational factors. For 

example, North Americans (known to have an independent self-construal) can have an 

interdependent self-construal situationally when they view family-oriented ads 

(Pounders, Lee, & Mackert, 2015), read family obligation stories (Gardner, Gabriel, & 

Lee, 1999), or read family-related texts on a Web page (Aaker & Lee, 2001). These 

findings fortify the concept of the malleable self, indicating that a specific self-view can 

be temporarily activated (or suppressed) by external factors (Aaker, 1999; Kleine et al., 

1993).  

Furthermore, and perhaps more importantly, situationally accessible self-

construals at a given time significantly influence a person’s cognition, affect, and 

subsequent behavior. For example, individuals’ accessible self-construals have been 

found to exert a significant influence on domains such as social and self-related cognition 

(e.g., Cross, Morris, & Gore, 2002; Keller & Molix, 2008; Stapel & Koomen, 2001); 

information processing (e.g., Aaker & Lee, 2001; Pounders et al., 2015); judgment and 

decision making (e.g., Holmvall & Bobocel, 2008; Mandel, 2003; Zhang & Mittal, 2007); 

self-regulation (e.g., Lee, Aaker, & Gardner, 2000); and social behavior (e.g., Holland, 

Roeder, van Baaren, Brandt, & Hannover, 2004; Howard, Gardner, & Thompson, 2007; 

Utz, 2004; van Baaren, Maddux, Chartrand, de Bouter, & van Knippenberg, 2003).  

Not surprisingly, individuals’ accessible self-construal also has a considerable 

influence on their general motivational tendency—a factor to which prior work in SDT 

has not paid close attention. For example, a situationally accessible self-construal 
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prompts people to place a different weight on particular values (Verplanken et al., 2009; 

Verplanken & Holland, 2002). Values are motivational constructs associated with various 

motivational domains, such as achievement, universalism, or security (Schwartz, 1992; 

Schwartz & Bilsky, 1987). Values are included in the construct of individuals’ self-

concept and thus in/of people’s choices and behavior—particularly when certain values 

are aligned with their self-concept as a self-actualization process (Utz, 2004; Verplanken 

& Holland, 2002; Verplanken, Walker, Davis, & Jurasek, 2008). Accordingly, a 

temporarily activated self or situationally accessible self-construal significantly affects 

specific values that people emphasize, and in turn, it subsequently influences their 

decisions and behaviors (Verplanken & Holland, 2002). 

Several studies provide empirical support for the significant influence of a 

situationally accessible self on values and motivation. For example, Verplanken et al. 

(2009) investigated the relationship between a primed self (equal to the situationally 

accessible self) and values that are weighted after priming. In their study, the different 

selves are “primed” by asking participants to write down either what made them different 

from their close others (i.e., independent self) or what they had in common with their 

close others (i.e., interdependent self). They were then asked to choose one apartment 

that they liked best out of 20 options. The apartments were described by ratings in seven 

attributes: room size, view, distance to city center, surroundings, loyalty, light conditions, 

and maintenance. The loyalty attribute was their value-related target variable, and it 

served as the dependent variable. The loyalty attribute represented social relationships 

and thus worked as an implicit measure to see if the situationally accessible self 

influenced the participants’ choice in terms of putting greater emphasis on specific 
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attributes. The results demonstrated that participants with an accessible interdependent 

self-construal placed significantly more weight on loyalty attributes than did the 

participants with an accessible independent self-construal.   

 Verplanken et al. (2009) observed similar results in their subsequent study. They 

further investigated whether an accessible self could affect individuals’ ecological 

behavior (e.g., energy conservation) by putting weight on specific values (i.e., personal 

values vs. social norms). As expected, individuals with an independent self-construal 

increased the weight of personal values (e.g., unity with nature, a world of beauty), 

whereas those with an interdependent self attributed greater weight to social norms (e.g., 

expectations of friends or family). In turn, such differently weighted values respectively 

predicted individuals’ behavioral intentions.   

The findings suggest important implications. First, self-construal is associated 

with different sets of values, and a situationally accessible self-construal activates the 

specific value sets associated with the given self-construal. As theorized in SCT, the 

independent self-construal is related to personal values (i.e., independence, autonomy, 

and volition), and the interdependent self-construal is associated with social values (i.e., 

responsibility, commitment, and relationships) (Cross et al., 2011; Markus & Kitayama, 

1991). More importantly, situationally accessible self-construals determine which set of 

values is being more heavily weighted. Thus, those with an independent self-construal 

made choices relying on personal values, whereas those with an interdependent self-

construal made choices based on social norms. These weighted values ultimately 

influence relevant choices and behaviors (Verplanken et al., 2009).  

In sum, studies indicate that two different types of self-construal exist within one 
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person: independent and interdependent self-construals. The primary difference is the 

way people view themselves in relation to others. While an independent self-construal 

sees the self as being separated from any other individuals, an interdependent self-

construal sees the self as being connected with others. Furthermore, each self-construal is 

associated with different sets of values that can influence subsequent choices and 

behaviors (Verplanken & Holland, 2002).       
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Chapter 3: Hypotheses Development for Study 1 

Self-Determination Theory (SDT: Deci & Ryan, 1985) suggests that consumers’ 

motivation can be understood in terms of 1) why a behavior is practiced (regulatory 

processes: autonomous vs. controlled motivation) and 2) what goals are pursued (goal 

contents: intrinsic vs. extrinsic).  

First, SDT illustrates motivation can be understood as autonomous motivation and 

controlled motivation depending on the extent of autonomy an individual feels. A 

considerable amount of research has found that autonomous motivation, compared to 

controlled motivation, results in positive goal-related outcomes in various domains that 

include healthy behaviors, academic and sports performance, medication adherence, pro-

social behaviors, and life satisfaction (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Notably, social and 

environmental factors, such as message framing, can facilitate individuals’ autonomous 

motivation. In general, they have been investigated as autonomy-supportive versus 

controlling conditions (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; Vansteenkiste et al., 2005). For 

example, when messages of educational instruction are framed with autonomy-supportive 

phrases such as “you can,” “you might,” and “if you choose,” students’ autonomous 

motivation to engage in the learning behavior increased. In contrast, when messages are 

framed with controlling phrases such as “you should,” “you have to,” and “you’d better,” 

students’ autonomous motivation was diminished, which resulted in superficial 

processing and decreased test performance (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; Vansteenkiste et 

al., 2005). Thus, SDT can serve as a useful theoretical foundation in developing message 

strategies to increase persuasion effects in the realm of social marketing and consumer 

welfare.  
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Second, SDT proposes that goal contents can also be used to explain consumers’ 

motivation. According to SDT, the content of a goal can be classified as intrinsic or 

extrinsic depending on the source of motivation (Deci & Ryan, 2000). When the source 

of motivation is internal (within the self), the relevant goal is considered to be intrinsic. 

Intrinsic goals include sustaining health, personal growth, and community contribution. 

In contrast, when the source of motivation is external, the relevant goal is considered to 

be extrinsic. Extrinsic goals include physical appearance, financial success, and fame 

(Kasser & Ryan, 1993, 1996). Importantly, the distinction between intrinsic and extrinsic 

goals can be leveraged into how a goal is framed (Vansteenkiste et al., 2006). For 

instance, the goal of exercising on a regular basis can be framed to pursue intrinsic goals, 

such as “regular exercise helps attain the goals of physical fitness, feeling healthy, and 

avoiding illness.” Or, the same goal can be framed to pursue extrinsic goals, such as 

“regular exercise helps attain the goals of appearing physically attractive, looking 

appealing to others, and avoiding weight gain” (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004). Furthermore, 

different goal framing can have a significant influence on an individual’s subsequent goal 

pursuit process and relevant behaviors (Vansteenkiste et al., 2005). A goal frame can 

emphasize the attainment of either intrinsic goals or extrinsic goals and they are often 

labeled as intrinsic and extrinsic goal framing. Prior work on goal framing has found that 

intrinsic goal framing is more effective in promoting autonomous motivation compared 

to extrinsic goal framing. In addition, intrinsic goal framing is associated with increased 

task engagement, deeper information processing and behavioral persistence, compared to 

extrinsic goal framing (Vansteenkiste et al., 2006; Vansteenkiste et al., 2005). Therefore, 



 44 

goal framing has been identified as a critical aspect in understanding goal pursuit, which 

might significantly influence persuasion effects.   

To summarize, SDT provides the theoretical underpinnings to understand 

consumer motivation and guidance to develop effective message strategies. The 

distinction between “why” a behavior is practiced (regulatory processes: autonomous vs. 

controlled) can be applied to message framing (autonomy-supportive vs. controlling) and 

the distinction between “what” goal is pursued (goal contents: intrinsic vs. extrinsic) can 

also be extended to goal framing (intrinsic vs. extrinsic). Most literature demonstrates 

that autonomy-supportive message framing (vs. controlling) and intrinsic goal framing 

(vs. extrinsic) result in more effective persuasion effects. Thus, the subtle use of language 

and phrases in developing message and goal framing can exert a significant influence on 

individuals’ autonomous motivation, and in turn, their attitude, perception, and behavior.  

Surprisingly, prior literature on SDT has not investigated the influence of 

consumers’ accessible self-construal on either message framing or goal framing. During 

the past decades, studies on Self-Construal Theory (SCT; Markus & Kitayama, 1991) 

have demonstrated that visual imagery or message elements can trigger two different 

types of self-construals alternately (independent or interdependent self-construal) (Aaker 

& Lee, 2001; Gardner et al., 1999). Thus, various message elements that are accompanied 

with goal framing and message framing can activate a certain type of self-construal. 

Furthermore, one’s situationally accessible self-construal is known to have a substantial 

influence on consumers’ motivational tendency and goal pursuit processes (Cross et al., 

2011). Building on these insights, the goal of this dissertation is to extend the tenets of 

SDT and investigate the influence of consumers’ accessible self-construal (independent 
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vs. interdependent) on the effects of both goal framing and message framing. The current 

study postulates that some inconsistencies observed in previous research may be clarified 

by integrating the concept of consumers’ accessible self-construal. To understand the 

relationship between consumers’ accessible self-construal and motivation 

comprehensively, two core concepts of SDT are investigated via two experimental 

studies. Study 1 examines the effect of manipulating goal framing (intrinsic vs. extrinsic) 

and consumers’ accessible self-construal (independent vs. interdependent) in the context 

of promoting healthy behaviors. Study 2 investigates the effects of manipulating message 

framing (autonomy-supportive vs. controlled) and consumers’ accessible self-construal 

(independent vs. interdependent) in the context of promoting pro-environmental 

behaviors. 

 In the following section, the theoretical foundation for Study 1 is provided. To 

evaluate persuasion effects, four dependent variables are used: attitude toward the ad, 

attitude toward the message, message persuasiveness, and behavioral intention. For Study 

1 a total of eight hypotheses and one research question are formulated. 

Study 1: Goal Framing and Self-Construal  

The concept of goal framing is a relatively new topic in the existing literature on 

SDT. According to SDT, the pursuit and attainment of intrinsic goals (e.g., good health, 

self-development, and community contribution) leads to psychological well-being and 

more positive social adjustment compared to the pursuit and attainment of extrinsic goals 

(e.g., physical attractiveness, financial success, and social image) (Deci & Ryan, 2000). 

The rationale for this postulation is that intrinsic goals promote individuals’ natural 

growth tendencies and thereby more directly satisfy humans’ basic psychological needs 
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(Vansteenkiste et al., 2006, Williams et al., 2000). In contrast, extrinsic goals have an 

outward orientation and are related to external manifestations of self-worth such as 

contingent approval and external indicators (Kernis, 2003; Kasser, Ryan, Couchman, & 

Sheldon, 2004). Therefore, the pursuit of extrinsic goals is less likely to satisfy basic 

psychological needs, thereby resulting in limited psychological well-being and less 

optimal functions (Kasser & Ryan, 1996). 

More recently, studies have extended their attention to social and environmental 

factors that promote either intrinsic or extrinsic goals. The traditional perspective that 

considered goal contents as individual differences (i.e., what goals one pursues) has 

shifted to the experimental manipulation of environmental conditions that promote 

certain types of goals (i.e., what goals are promoted by environmental factors). Goal 

framing refers to framing goal-driven activities differently in terms of pursuing intrinsic 

goals (intrinsic goal framing) or pursuing extrinsic goals (extrinsic goal framing). For 

example, a goal of regular exercise can be framed as a way to pursue intrinsic goals (e.g., 

to remain healthy) or extrinsic goals (e.g., to look physically attractive) and are 

subsequently labeled as intrinsic versus extrinsic goal framing. A series of experimental 

studies showed that intrinsic goal framing enhanced individuals’ autonomous motivation 

as well as task engagement, conceptual learning, academic performance, and behavioral 

persistence, compared to extrinsic goal framing (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; 

Vansteenkiste et al., 2005; Vansteenkiste et al., 2008).   

However, some cross-cultural studies have implied that the effects of goal 

framing might not be universal. This has primarily been attributed to independent versus 

interdependent cultural differences (Iyengar & Lepper, 1999; Oishi, & Diener, 2001). 
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Self-construal theorists suggest that goals have different values and meaning, depending 

on the culture an individual belongs to (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). For example, when 

individuals have an independent self-construal, pursuing a goal to make the self happy 

and satisfied (intrinsic goal) increased individuals’ effort to pursue the goal and improve 

goal-related outcomes (e.g., better task performance and increased linking goals). In 

contrast, when individuals have an interdependent self-construal, pursuing a goal to make 

close others happy and satisfied (extrinsic goal) was found to increase their effort and 

improve relevant outcomes (Iyengar & Lepper, 1999; Oishi, & Diener, 2001). Thus, 

cross-cultural theorists have suggested the positive effects of pursuing intrinsic goals 

might be divergent depending on cultural background (Oishi, & Diener, 2001; Rudy, 

Sheldon, Awong, & Tan, 2007). Nevertheless, other researchers have demonstrated 

evidence that the positive effects of pursuing intrinsic goal clusters (vs. extrinsic) are 

consistent across countries (Grouzet et al., 2005; Sheldon et al., 2004; Ryan et al., 1999).  

Building on these inconsistent findings, this dissertation proposes consumers’ 

accessible self-construal may clarify the existing divergent findings. A consumers’ 

accessible self-construal explains situationally different self-views at given times 

triggered by external factors (Aaker, 1999; Kleine et al., 1993). By definition, self-

construal refers to a person’s self-view as an individual (i.e., independent self-construal) 

or as a member of a group (i.e., interdependent self-construal). These two different self-

views alternately coexist within the same person and one can be situationally induced to 

make one more accessible than the other (Aaker & Lee, 2001; Gardner et al., 1999). 

Furthermore, the two self-construals are considerably different in terms of their general 

motivational tendency, valued goals, and self-regulation (Cross et al., 2011). Thus, the 



 48 

effects of goal framing may vary depending on the type of self-construal that is more 

accessible at a given time. Therefore, the inconsistent findings in prior literature may be 

clarified by considering consumers’ self-construal as a situational influence instead of 

viewing them as a cultural proxy. 

Based on the differences between independent and interdependent self-construal, 

the general prediction of this dissertation is that consumers’ accessible self-construal will 

moderate the effect of goal framing on persuasion effects. Specifically, when individuals’ 

independent self-construal is accessible, intrinsic goal framing is predicted to lead to 

greater persuasion effects, compared to extrinsic goal framing. In contrast, when 

individuals’ interdependent self-construal is accessible, extrinsic goal framing is expected 

to generate greater persuasion effects, compared to intrinsic goal framing. A summary of 

theoretical support for this prediction is as follows.  

First, self-construal influences the prioritization of goals and self-regulation. 

When individuals’ independent self-construal is more accessible, people tend to value 

independence and autonomy and strive to be different, unique, and distinguished from 

others. Thus, their personal goals and values are often prioritized compared to other 

people’s goals or social goals (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). In contrast, when individuals’ 

interdependent self-construal is more accessible, they tend to place importance on social 

relationships and interconnection with others. In this case, social goals can be prioritized 

over personal goals due to their motivational tendency to be accepted and conform to 

their social groups (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). With an interdependent self-construal, it 

is possible that another person’s goal is perceived as one’s own personal goals because 

the other person’s goal becomes so central in one’s consciousness (Markus & Kitayama, 
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1991). Therefore, when an independent self-construal is more accessible, intrinsic goal 

framing that articulates the satisfaction of inherent needs is more aligned with their 

prioritized goals. In contrast, when an interdependent self-construal is more accessible, 

extrinsic goal framing that emphasizes social relationships is more aligned with their 

prioritized goals. 

Second, a situationally accessible self-construal can influence the relative weight 

of certain values (Verplanken & Holland, 2002). When an independent self is more 

accessible, the values of independence, autonomy, and volition become more weighted 

and important. In contrast, when an interdependent self is more accessible, the values of 

responsibility, harmony, and commitment become more heavily weighted. These 

different weighted values, in turn, serve as key determining factors for subsequent 

decisions and behavioral intention (Verplanken et al., 2009). Thus, intrinsic goal framing 

is more aligned with the values associated with an independent self-construal, whereas 

extrinsic goal framing is more aligned with the values associated with an interdependent 

self-construal. Prior research has demonstrated that when a message demonstrates values 

that are aligned with the situationally accessible self-construal, people tend to make a 

decision and behave in a way that the message suggests, thus increasing persuasion 

effects (Aaker & Lee, 2001; Gardner et al., 1999; Hong & Zinkhan, 1995). Accordingly, 

when an independent self-construal is more accessible, intrinsic goal framing, relative to 

extrinsic goal framing, is expected to result in enhanced persuasion effects. Contrarily, 

when an interdependent self-construal is more accessible extrinsic goal framing, 

compared to intrinsic goal framing, will increase persuasion effects.  
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To conclude, the current study predicts that the effects of goal framing (intrinsic 

vs. extrinsic) on persuasion will vary depending on consumers’ accessible self-construal 

(independent vs. interdependent). Prior research has shown that when a message conveys 

values that are aligned with a situationally accessible self-construal, persuasion effects 

are enhanced (Aaker & Lee, 2001; Gardner et al., 1999; Hong & Zinkhan, 1995). Based 

on this postulation, the current study hypothesizes that consumers’ accessible self-

construal will moderate the effects of goal framing. More specifically, when individuals’ 

independent self-construal is more accessible, intrinsic goal framing is expected to result 

in increased persuasion effects. In contrast, when individuals’ interdependent self-

construal is more accessible, extrinsic goal framing is predicted to lead to increased 

persuasion effects.  

To evaluate differentiated persuasion effects of goal framing, the current study 

uses four dependent variables: attitude toward the ad, attitude toward the message, 

message persuasiveness, and behavioral intention. In the following section, a conceptual 

definition for each dependent variable is described followed by a set of proposed 

hypotheses.  

Attitude toward the ad is a critical concept for evaluation of the outcomes of 

advertising. Attitude toward the ad is defined as “predisposition to respond in a favorable 

or unfavorable manner to a particular advertising stimulus during a particular exposure 

occasion” (MacKenzie, Lutz, & Belch, 1986, p. 130). Across a broad range of disciplines 

including advertising, marketing, and communication, numerous studies have 

investigated ad-induced effects by measuring consumers’ attitudes toward the ad (Brown 

& Stayman, 1992). In empirical research, attitude toward the ad evaluates consumers’ 
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affective responses and an overall measure of liking an advertisement (Haley & 

Baldinger, 1991). A considerable number of studies have supported that attitude toward 

the ad is a valid measurement of advertising effectiveness (Jin & Lutz, 2013; MacKenzie 

et al., 1986). Thus, this dissertation uses attitude toward the ad to evaluate goal framing 

effects. To formulate the hypotheses, it is predicted that individuals who have a more 

accessible independent self-construal will have a more favorable attitude toward the ad 

when exposed to intrinsic goal framing, compared to extrinsic goal framing. In contrast, 

individuals who have a more accessible interdependent self-construal are expected to 

show a more favorable attitude toward the ad when exposed to extrinsic goal framing, 

compared to intrinsic goal framing. Thus, the following hypotheses are formally stated: 

H1a: When an independent self-construal is more accessible, intrinsic goal 
 framing will lead to a more favorable attitude toward the ad, compared to 
 extrinsic goal framing. 

 
H1b: When an interdependent self-construal is more accessible, extrinsic goal 

 framing will lead to a more favorable attitude toward the ad, compared to intrinsic 
 goal framing. 

 
Attitude toward the message is adapted from the concept of attitude toward the ad 

(Mitchell & Olson, 1981). Attitude toward the message is defined as individuals’ 

predisposition to respond in a favorable or unfavorable manner to messages in advertising 

after reading the message. Prior studies have shown that differential framing of goals 

influence message persuasion and attitude toward the message (Chandran & Menon, 

2004). Also, attitude toward the message has been found to be a stronger predictor of 

attitude toward a given behavior advocated by the messages and behavioral intention 

(Cho & Choi, 2010; Shen & Dillard, 2007). Thus, attitude toward the message was 

included in the current study.  
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Similarly, it is predicted that when individuals’ independent self-construal is more 

accessible, they will show a more favorable attitude toward the message with intrinsic 

goal framing, relative to extrinsic goal framing. In contrast, when individuals’ 

interdependent self-construal is more accessible, they are expected to show a more 

favorable attitude toward the message with extrinsic goal framing versus intrinsic goal 

framing. Thus, the following hypotheses are set forth: 

H2a: When an independent self-construal is more accessible, intrinsic goal 
 framing will lead to a more favorable attitude toward the message, compared to 
 extrinsic goal framing. 

 
H2b: When an interdependent self-construal is more accessible, extrinsic goal 

 framing will lead to a more favorable attitude toward the message, compared to 
 intrinsic goal framing. 

 
Message Persuasiveness is defined as the degree to which individuals evaluate 

message persuasiveness subjectively to comply with the messages’ recommendations (La 

France & Boster, 2001). Message persuasiveness is often used to assess consumers’ 

cognitive responses after reading advertising messages in order to assess advertising 

effectiveness (Chandran & Menon, 2004; Thompson & Hamilton, 2006). Since increased 

message persuasiveness influences the actual behaviors recommended in the messages, 

many behavioral intervention studies emphasize the importance of improving message 

persuasiveness (Latimer et al., 2008). Therefore, message persuasiveness is included in 

this study to evaluate advertising effectiveness. 

Thus, the same pattern of effects is expected. It is expected that when individuals’ 

independent self-construal is more accessible, intrinsic goal framing will increase 

message persuasiveness, compared to extrinsic goal framing. In contrast, when 

individuals’ interdependent self-construal is more accessible, extrinsic goal framing is 
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expected to increase message persuasiveness compared to intrinsic goal framing. Thus, 

the following hypotheses are set forth: 

H3a: When an independent self-construal is more accessible, intrinsic goal 
 framing will lead to higher message persuasiveness, compared to extrinsic goal 
 framing. 

 
H3b: When an interdependent self-construal is more accessible, extrinsic goal 

 framing will lead to higher message persuasiveness, compared to intrinsic goal 
 framing. 

 
Behavioral intention is defined as the self-reported probability that a person will 

perform a given behavior (Bentler & Speckart, 1979). Behavioral intention has been 

extensively used to gauge the likelihood of performing an actual behavior. Numerous 

studies and meta-analyses have consistently documented the positive relationships 

between behavioral intention and actual behavior (Ajzen, 1991; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975). 

Thus, behavioral intention was included to estimate the possibility of engaging in an 

actual behavior. As discussed above, it is expected that when individuals’ independent 

self-construal is more accessible, intrinsic goal framing will increase behavioral intention, 

compared to extrinsic goal framing. In contrast, when individuals’ interdependent self-

construal is more accessible, extrinsic goal framing is expected to increase behavioral 

intention compared to intrinsic goal framing. Thus, the following hypotheses are 

developed:  

H4a: When an independent self-construal is more accessible, intrinsic goal 
framing will lead to higher behavioral intention, compared to extrinsic goal 
framing. 
 
H4b: When an interdependent self-construal is more accessible, extrinsic goal 

 framing will lead to higher behavioral intention, compared to intrinsic goal 
 framing. 
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Finally, this study formulates a research question to examine consumers’ 

autonomous motivation. Previous research has shown that the positive effects of intrinsic 

goal framing, relative to extrinsic goal framing, were primarily due to individuals’ 

increased autonomous motivation (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004). Intrinsic goal framing 

enhances individuals’ autonomous motivation, and thus it increases relevant engagement 

performance, and behavioral persistence (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; Vansteenkiste et al., 

2005). However, it is unclear if intrinsic goal framing can increase individuals’ 

autonomous motivation when their accessible self-construal is interdependent. Prior 

studies indicated that autonomy could be differently experienced depending on one’s 

self-construal. Although intrinsic goal framing is known to increase autonomous 

motivation in general, individuals with an interdependent self-construal tend to 

experience autonomy when they successfully adjust and restrain their inner desires 

(Markus & Kitayama, 1991). This tendency is more aligned with what extrinsic goal 

framing suggests. Therefore, it remains questionable if intrinsic goal framing will 

increase autonomous motivation when individuals’ interdependent self-construal is more 

accessible. Thus, the following research question is proposed. 

RQ1: Will there be an interaction effect between an accessible self-construal and 
 goal framing on the extent of individuals’ autonomous motivation? 
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Chapter 4: Study 1 Method and Results 

Study 1: The Moderating Role of Self-Construal on Goal Framing Effects 

The purpose of Chapter 4 is to outline Study 1 methodologies and to report the 

findings of Study 1. Study 1 investigated the influence of consumers’ accessible self-

construal on goal framing and examined eight hypotheses and one research question. To 

evaluate the proposed persuasion effects, two independent variables (self-construal and 

goal framing) were manipulated within four fictitious public service announcements 

(PSA) stimuli. The four dependent variables were measured through an online-based 

survey. The operationalization of each variable is described below.  

Study 1 Method 

Procedure  

To test the hypotheses, a 2 (self-construal: independent vs. interdependent) × 2 

(goal framing: intrinsic vs. extrinsic) between-subjects experimental design was used. 

Preliminary G-power Analysis indicated that 125 participants were adequate. Four PSAs 

were created based on a pre-test in the context of weight management (see Appendix 1). 

A pretest was conducted to ensure the manipulation of goal framing and accessible self-

construal was successful. The same PSAs were used in the main study and each PSA 

included a headline, image, and brief text promoting physical activity and healthy eating. 

Consistent with prior research, the operative goal (i.e., managing weight) and temporal 

horizon (i.e., in three months) were consistent across all four conditions to avoid 

confounding effects (Patrick & Hagtvedt, 2012).  

An online-based experiment was conducted using a self-administered online 

survey. Participants were recruited from Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk), a Web-
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based platform. MTurk Survey participants are called “MTurk workers” and they can 

voluntarily participate in a survey through a Human Intelligence Task (HIT). The MTurk 

workers who agreed to participate in the survey were directed to a click-through survey. 

Once the survey was completed, they received compensation ($1). MTurk subjects are 

similar to traditional samples and more representative of the general population than 

convenience samples (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Goodman, Cryder, & 

Cheema, 2013). Due to these advantages for data collection, numerous social science 

researchers have used this platform. To exclude participants who did not pay attention to 

the experimental materials, two screening questions were included to identify participants 

who did not pay attention to the stimuli and survey items (e.g., the ad I just saw was 

about weight management; please check false regardless of your answer) (Goodman et 

al., 2013). After participants provided consent to participate, they were assigned to one of 

four experimental conditions and viewed the assigned ad for a minimum of thirty 

seconds. Participants were not able to proceed to the next page until thirty seconds 

elapsed. Next, they completed an online survey, which included the manipulation checks, 

dependent variables, and demographic information.  

Measures  

Independent Variables  

Self-construal. Consumers’ self-construal (independent vs. interdependent) was 

manipulated by priming a specific type of self-construal using images and ad-copy within 

the PSAs. Prior literature has demonstrated that priming a specific self-construal using 

pictures and text is an effective way to induce a situationally more accessible self-

construal (Aaker & Lee, 2001; Pounders et al., 2015). Thus, in this study, consumers’ 



 57 

self-construal refers to a situationally accessible self-construal through the manipulation 

in the PSA. To prime an independent self-construal, participants viewed a picture of a 

single individual and the ad-copy stated “Do it just for you. You will be proud of 

yourself.” In contrast, to prime an interdependent self-construal, participants viewed a 

picture of a group of people and the ad-copy stated “Do it for your friends and family. 

They will be so proud of you.”  

Goal framing. Consistent with prior work (Patrick & Hagtvedt, 2012; 

Vansteenkiste et al., 2004), goal framing was manipulated by emphasizing the attainment 

of intrinsic goals versus extrinsic goals in the content of the PSA. For both intrinsic and 

extrinsic goal framing conditions, the operative goal was regular physical activity and a 

healthy diet. However, the emphasized goal contents varied. For the intrinsic goal 

framing condition, the PSA emphasized attaining intrinsic goals such as being physically 

fit, remaining healthy, and avoiding illness (Kasser & Ryan, 1993, 1996). In contrast, the 

extrinsic goal framing emphasized attaining extrinsic goals including being physically 

attractive, looking appealing to others, and avoiding weight gain (Kasser & Ryan, 1993, 

1996).  

Manipulation Checks 

 To test the successful manipulation of accessible self-construal, four items were 

used on a seven-point Likert scale anchored by 1 = “not at all true” through 7 = “very 

true” (Pounders et al., 2015; Spassova & Lee, 2013). Two items were averaged to create 

the independent-self index: “while reading the ad, I focused on myself” and “while 

reading the ad, I thought about myself” (𝛼 = .90). The two other items were also 

averaged to create the interdependent-self index: “while reading the ad, I focused on my 
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friend and family” and “while reading the ad, I thought about my friend and family” (𝛼 

= .87). 

To check the success of the goal framing manipulation, the focus of a given goal 

was assessed with a single item. Consistent with prior research (Patrick & Hagtvedt, 

2012), participants were asked, “What is the focus of motivation for your weight-loss 

goal?” on a seven-point scale anchored by 1 = “yourself” through 7 = “others.”  

Covariate 

  To evaluate potential confounding effects of goal relevancy, three items were 

included on a seven-point scale, ranging from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly 

agree.” The items include, “Weight management is very important to me,” “Weight 

management means a lot to me,” and “Weight management personally matters to me” (𝛼 

= .89).   

Dependent Variables  

Attitude toward the ad (Aad). To assess the extent to which participants liked the 

ad, three items measured participants’ attitudes toward the ad on a seven-point scale 

(Kees, Burton, & Tangari, 2010). The items ranged from 1 = “negative, unfavorable, 

bad” to 7 = “positive, favorable, good” (𝛼 = .92). 

Attitude toward the message (Am). Five items on a seven-point scale were used to 

measure participants’ attitudes toward the message (Chandran & Menon, 2004). The 

items ranged from 1 = “not informative, not credible, not interesting, not useful, not well-

written” to 7 = “informative, credible, interesting, useful, well-written” (𝛼 = .78). 

Message persuasiveness. To measure participants’ perception of message 

persuasiveness, two items on a seven-point scale, ranging from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 
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7 = “strongly agree” were used (Chandran & Menon, 2004). The items included, “How 

much have you learned from the message?” and “How much would the message affect 

your future behavior?” (𝛼 = .89). 

Behavioral intention. To measure participants’ behavioral intention to pursue the 

advocated goal, four items were used on a seven-point scale, ranging from 1 = “strongly 

disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree.” The items included, “I will exercise regularly,” “I will 

try to manage my weight,” “I will plan a healthy diet,” and “I will start eating healthier 

food” (𝛼 = .90) (Chandran & Menon, 2004).   

Autonomous motivation (AM). To assess RQ1, autonomous motivation was 

measured via a self-reported survey, the Self-Regulation Questionnaire (SRQ; Ryan & 

Connell, 1989). SRQ was developed to evaluate individuals’ relative autonomy for their 

behavioral regulations (1989). This measurement includes four sub-categories: external, 

introjected, identified, and intrinsic reasons on a seven-point scale, ranging from 1 = 

“strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree” (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999). The survey asked 

participants to rate a set of possible reasons why they would pursue a given goal (i.e., 

weight management). They were informed that multiple reasons could apply to the goal. 

The items included, “I will manage my weight, because of the enjoyment or fun that this 

goal provides me (i.e., intrinsic)”, “because I really believe it is an important goal (i.e., 

identified)”, “because I would feel guilty, ashamed, or anxious if I did not (i.e., 

introjected)”, and “because the situation demands it (i.e., external).” SRQ does not 

include items for integrated reasons because the integrated style is closely related to 

developmental growth (Deci, Ryan, & Williams, 1996). Therefore, consistent with prior 
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work (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; Vansteenkiste et al., 2005), intrinsic and identified 

reasons were averaged (𝛼 = .92) to create the index of autonomous motivation.  

Study 1 Results 

Sample Characteristics  

A total of 170 respondents were recruited; eleven participants were eliminated 

due to incomplete responses or failure to pass screening questions. As a result, a total of 

159 subjects were included for a final sample and used for data analyses in Study 1. The 

sample was composed of 45.9% males and 54.1% females between 19 and 69 years old 

with an average age of 32.7 years (SD = 10.71). The largest age group was between the 

ages of 26-35 years (39%), followed by the group of ages 36-50 years (22%). The 

majority of the participants were Caucasian (71.1%), followed by Asian (10.1%), 

Hispanic (8.8%), and African American (7.5%), and 2.5% identified themselves as 

“other”. Approximately half of the participants held a bachelor’s degree or higher. Tests 

of random assignment to each condition indicated there were no significant differences 

by demographic variables across experimental conditions.    

Manipulation Check and Preliminary Analysis 

To assess the self-construal manipulation, a 2 (self-construal: independent vs. 

interdependent) × 2 (goal framing: intrinsic vs. extrinsic) multivariate analysis of 

variance (MANOVA) was conducted using the independent-self index and 

interdependent-self index as the dependent variables. As expected, the results showed a 

significant multivariate main effect for self-construal, Wilks’s λ = .858, F(2, 154) = 

12.78, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .14 with no other significant effects. Univariate analysis results 

indicated that there were significant differences between the independent self-construal 
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condition and interdependent condition on both the independent-self and interdependent-

self index. Specifically, participants in the independent self-construal condition reported a 

significantly higher independent-self index score (M = 5.36) compared to those in the 

interdependent self-construal condition (M = 4.57), F(1, 155) = 10.87, p < .01, 𝜂2 = .07. 

In contrast, participants in the interdependent self-construal condition showed a 

significantly higher interdependent-self index score (M = 4.11) than those in the 

independent self-construal condition (M = 2.80), F(1, 155) = 25.26, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .14. 

Thus, the manipulation for participants’ accessible self-construal was successful (see 

Table 4.1).  

Table 4.1: The Effectiveness of Manipulation (Study 1)  

Self-Construal Manipulation     
 Independent  Interdependent Wilks’ λ F-value p-value 

   .86 12.78 .000 
Independent 

index 5.36 (1.36) 4.82 (1.53)  10.87 .001 

Interdependent 
index 

 
2.80 (1.59) 4.11 (1.74)  25.26 .000 

Goal Framing Manipulation     

 Intrinsic  Extrinsic   F-value p-value 
Motivational 

focus 
 

2.94 (1.54) 3.53 (1.70)  5.33 .022 

Note. Standard Deviations appear in parentheses.  

To check the manipulation of goal framing, a 2 (self-construal: independent vs. 

interdependent) × 2 (goal framing: intrinsic vs. extrinsic) ANOVA was conducted. As 

predicted, the main effect for goal framing was significant, F(1, 155) = 5.33, p < .05, 𝜂2 

= .03 while no other effects were significant. Specifically, participants in the intrinsic 
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goal framing condition focused on themselves (M = 2.94) significantly more than those in 

the extrinsic goal framing condition (M = 3.53, p < .05). Thus, the goal framing 

manipulation was successful (see Table 4.1).  

As a preliminary analysis, it was investigated if participants’ demographic 

variables (i.e., age, gender, ethnicity, education level, and annual household income) had 

a significant influence on the dependent variables; none of the demographic variables had 

a significant effect on the dependent variables (ps > .05). Additionally, participants’ goal 

relevancy was measured to check its potential influence and goal relevancy did not have 

any significant effects on the dependent variables (p > .05). Table 4.2 shows the means 

for all variables across conditions and the correlations between each pair of variables. 

Table 4.2: Means and Intercorrelations Among the Dependent Variables (Study 1)  
 
 

Variable 
 

M 
 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 

1. Aad 5.03 
(1.69) -    

2. Am 4.56 
(1.54) .830*** -   

3. MP 4.02 
(1.60) .729*** .795*** -  

4. BI 4.57 
(1.24) .511*** .459*** .608*** - 

5. AM 5.06 
(1.03) .262** .264** .353*** .393*** 

Note. Standard Deviations appear in parentheses below means; *p < .05 **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

Hypotheses Testing 

This study used a set of five dependent variables to investigate the influence of 

consumers’ accessible self-construal on goal framing: attitude toward the ad (H1), 

attitude toward the message (H2), message persuasiveness (H3), behavioral intention 

(H4), and autonomous motivation (RQ1). To test H1 through H4 and RQ1, a series of 

two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) were conducted for each dependent variable.  
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H1a and H1b hypothesized that intrinsic (vs. extrinsic) goal framing would lead to 

a more favorable attitude toward the ad for those with an independent self-construal 

(H1a), whereas extrinsic (vs. intrinsic) goal framing would lead to a more favorable 

attitude toward the ad for those with an interdependent self-construal (H1b). To test these 

hypotheses, a 2 (self-construal: independent vs. interdependent) × 2 (goal framing: 

intrinsic vs. extrinsic) ANOVA was conducted using attitude toward the ad as the 

dependent variable. The results showed that there was a significant main effect for both 

self-construal (F(1, 155) = 5.75, p < .05, 𝜂2 = .04) and goal framing (F(1, 155) = 9.53, p 

< .01, 𝜂2 = .06). Participants with an independent self-construal (M = 5.33) reported a 

more favorable attitude toward the ad than those with an interdependent self-construal (M 

= 4.72). In addition, intrinsic goal framing (M = 5.42) resulted in a more favorable 

attitude toward the ad than extrinsic goal framing (M = 4.63) (see Table 4.3).  

Table 4.3: Descriptive Statistics and Univariate Analysis of Variance Results for Attitude 
toward the Advertisement (Aad)  
 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Independent  Interdependent 

 Intrinsic  Extrinsic  Intrinsic  Extrinsic  

Aad 
6.01 

 (0.81) 
4.65 

(1.91) 
4.62 
(1.89) 

4.83 
(1.55) 

 F = 14.40, p = .000*** F = 0.34, p = .562 

ANOVA Results      

 Source of Variation Df MS F-value p-value 

Aad 

Self-Construal 1 14.74 5.75 .018* 

Goal Framing  1 24.42 9.53 .002** 

Interaction 1 13.11 5.12 .025* 
Note. *p < .05 **p < .01. ***p < .001.  
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The results also showed a significant interaction effect, F(1, 155) = 5.12, p <  

.05, 𝜂2 = .03. Specifically, when participants’ independent self-construal was more 

accessible, intrinsic goal framing (M = 6.01) led to a more favorable attitude toward the 

ad than extrinsic goal framing, (M = 4.65; p < .001). However, when participants’ 

interdependent self-construal was more accessible, there was no significant difference 

between intrinsic (M = 4.62) and extrinsic framing (M = 4.83) for attitude toward the ad, 

p > .05. Thus, H1a was supported and H1b was not supported. 

H2a and H2b predicted that intrinsic (vs. extrinsic) goal framing would lead to a 

more favorable attitude toward the message for those with an independent self-construal 

(H2a) whereas extrinsic (vs. intrinsic) goal framing would lead to a more favorable 

attitude toward the message for those with an interdependent self-construal (H2b). A 2 

(self-construal: independent vs. interdependent) × 2 (goal framing: intrinsic vs. 

extrinsic) ANOVA was conducted using attitude toward the message as the dependent 

variable. The results revealed a nonsignificant main effect for self-construal (F(1, 155) = 

3.18, p = .08, 𝜂2 = .02) and a significant main effect for goal framing (F(1, 155) = 6.09, p 

< .05, 𝜂2 = .04). Intrinsic goal framing (M = 4.85) resulted in a more favorable attitude 

toward the message than extrinsic goal framing (M = 4.27) (see Table 4.4). 

Furthermore, these results were qualified by an interaction effect, F(1, 155) = 

7.52, p < .01, 𝜂2 = .05. Specifically, when participants’ independent self-construal was 

accessible, intrinsic goal framing (M = 5.38) lead to a more favorable attitude toward the 

message than extrinsic goal framing, (M = 4.16; p < .001). In contrast, when participants’ 

interdependent self-construal was more accessible, there was no significant difference in 
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participants’ attitudes toward the message between intrinsic (M = 4.32) and extrinsic goal 

framing (M = 4.38), p >. 05. Thus, H2a was supported and H2b was not supported. 

Table 4.4: Descriptive Statistics and Univariate Analysis of Variance Results for Attitude 
toward the Message (Am)  
 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Independent  Interdependent 

 Intrinsic  Extrinsic  Intrinsic  Extrinsic  

Am 5.38 
 (1.12) 

4.16 
(1.52) 

4.32 
(1.60) 

4.38 
(1.61) 

 F = 13.67, p = .000*** F = 0.38, p = .846 

ANOVA Results      

 Source of Variation df MS F-value p-value 

Am 

Self-Construal 1 6.94 3.18 .076 

Goal Framing  1 13.27 6.09 .015* 

Interaction 1 16.39 7.52 .007** 
Note. *p < .05 **p < .01. ***p < .001.  

H3a and H3b predicted that intrinsic (vs. extrinsic) goal framing would lead to 

higher message persuasiveness for those with an independent self-construal (H3a) 

whereas extrinsic (vs. intrinsic) goal framing would lead to higher message 

persuasiveness for those with an interdependent self-construal (H3b). A 2 (self-construal: 

independent vs. interdependent) × 2 (goal framing: intrinsic vs. extrinsic) ANOVA was 

conducted to test H3a and H3b. The results revealed significant main effects for both 

self-construal (F(1, 155) = 3.97, p < .05, 𝜂2 = .03) and goal framing (F(1, 155) = 5.10, p 

< .05, 𝜂2 = .03). Participants with an independent self-construal reported significantly 

higher message persuasiveness (M = 4.26) than those with an interdependent self-

construal (M = 3.77). Also, intrinsic goal framing (M = 4.29) resulted in significantly 
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increased message persuasiveness compared to extrinsic goal framing (M = 3.74) (see 

Table 4.5). 

Table 4.5: Descriptive Statistics and Univariate Analysis of Variance Results for Message 
Persuasiveness (MP)   
 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Independent  Interdependent 

 Intrinsic  Extrinsic  Intrinsic  Extrinsic  

MP 4.86 
 (1.16) 

3.67 
(1.44) 

3.73 
(1.87) 

3.82 
(1.61) 

 F = 11.92, p = .001** F = 0.61, p = .806 

ANOVA Results      

 Source of Variation df MS F-value p-value 

MP 

Self-Construal 1 9.44 3.97 .048* 

Goal Framing  1 12.12 5.10 .025* 

Interaction 1 16.16 6.80 .010* 
Note. *p < .05 **p < .01. ***p < .001.  

Results also revealed a significant interaction, F(1, 155) = 6.80, p < .05, 𝜂2 = .04. 

Specifically, when participants’ independent self-construal was more accessible, they 

perceived the message to be more persuasive when goal framing was intrinsic (M = 4.86) 

than extrinsic, (M = 3.67; p < .01). However, when participants’ interdependent self-

construal was more accessible, there was no difference between intrinsic (M = 3.73) and 

extrinsic goal framing (M = 3.82; p > .05) for message persuasiveness. Thus, H3a was 

supported and H3b was not supported. 

Finally, H4a and H4b predicted that the same interaction effect for behavioral 

intention. To test H4a and H4b, a 2 (self-construal: independent vs. interdependent) × 2 

(goal framing: intrinsic vs. extrinsic) ANOVA was conducted. Results showed no main 
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effects for either consumers’ self-construal (F(1, 155) = 0.32, p > .05, 𝜂2 = .01) or goal 

framing (F(1, 155) = 2.99, p > .05, 𝜂2 = .02) (see Table 4.6). 

Table 4.6: Descriptive Statistics and Univariate Analysis of Variance Results for 
Behavioral Intention (BI)   
 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Independent  Interdependent 

 Intrinsic  Extrinsic  Intrinsic  Extrinsic  

BI 5.16 
 (0.92) 

4.10 
(1.19) 

4.32 
(1.38) 

4.72 
(1.21) 

 F = 15.85, p = .000*** F = 2.31, p = .131 

ANOVA Results      

 Source of Variation df MS F-value p-value 

BI 

Self-Construal 1 0.54 0.32 .572 

Goal Framing  1 4.21 2.99 .086 

Interaction 1 21.23 15.09 .000*** 
Note. *p < .05 **p < .01. ***p < .001.  

In addition, results showed a significant interaction effect between self-construal 

and goal framing on behavioral intention, F(1, 155) = 15.09, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .09. 

Specifically, when participants’ independent self-construal was more accessible, they 

reported significantly higher behavioral intention with intrinsic goal framing (M = 5.16) 

compared to extrinsic goal framing (M = 4.10; p < .001). However, when participants’ 

interdependent self-construal was more accessible, extrinsic goal framing did not 

significantly increase participants’ behavioral intention (M = 4.72) compared to intrinsic 

goal framing (M = 4.32) for those with an interdependent self-construal, p > .05. Thus, 

H4a was supported and H4b was not supported. 
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Lastly, RQ1 asked if there would be an interaction effect between consumer’s 

accessible self-construal and goal framing for their autonomous motivation. Thus, a 2 

(self-construal: independent vs. interdependent) × 2 (goal framing: intrinsic vs. 

extrinsic) ANOVA was conducted using autonomous motivation as the dependent 

variable. As shown in Table 4.6, there was a significant interaction, F(1, 155) = 6.04, p <  

.05, 𝜂2 = .04 whereas main effects for self-construal and goal framing were not 

significant (p > .05) (see Table 4.7). 

Table 4.7: Descriptive Statistics and Univariate Analysis of Variance Results for 
Autonomous Motivation (AM)   
 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Independent  Interdependent 

 Intrinsic  Extrinsic  Intrinsic  Extrinsic  

AM 5.31 
 (0.82) 

4.75 
(1.03) 

4.98 
(1.25) 

5.21 
(0.91) 

 F = 6.00, p = .015* F = 1.06, p = .305 

ANOVA Results      

 Source of Variation df MS F-value p-value 

AM 

Self-Construal 1 0.15 0.15 .703 

Goal Framing  1 1.03 1.00 .321 

Interaction 1 6.24 6.04 .015* 
Note. *p < .05 **p < .01. ***p < .001.  

The interaction effects showed a similar pattern with the other dependent 

variables. Specifically, when participants’ independent self-construal was more 

accessible, intrinsic goal framing (M = 5.31) lead to significantly higher autonomous 

motivation, compared to extrinsic goal framing (M = 4.75, F(1, 155) = 6.00, p <  .05). In 

contrast, when participants’ interdependent self-construal was more accessible, there was 
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no significant difference between extrinsic (M = 5.21) and intrinsic goal framing (M = 

4.98; F(1, 155) = 1.06, p = .31) on autonomous motivation.  

Study 1 Discussion  

Study 1 initially investigated the influence of consumers’ self-construal on goal 

framing effects in the context of promoting healthy behavior. Consistent with prior 

findings (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; Vansteenkiste et al., 2005), intrinsic goal framing 

generally led to more positive persuasion effects, compared to extrinsic goal framing. 

Specifically, framing a goal of regular physical activity and a healthy diet as instrumental 

to the attainment of intrinsic (vs. extrinsic) goals significantly increased participants’ 

attitudes toward the ad, attitudes toward the message, and message persuasiveness. The 

only exception was behavioral intention: intrinsic goal framing did not significantly 

increase participants’ intention to follow the advocated behaviors, compared to extrinsic 

goal framing.  

More importantly and the focus of the present study, the findings demonstrated 

that consumers’ accessible self-construal moderated the effects of goal framing. Follow-

up contrast analyses showed that the moderation effect was attributed to independent self-

construal. Specifically, when consumers’ independent self-construal was accessible, 

intrinsic (vs. extrinsic) goal framing significantly increased all four dependent variables: 

attitude toward the ad, attitude toward the message, message persuasiveness, and 

behavioral intention. However, when participants’ interdependent self-construal was 

more accessible, there was no significant difference between intrinsic and extrinsic goal 

framing for all dependent variables. This indicates that the superior effects of intrinsic 

goal framing dissipate when participants’ interdependent self-construal was accessible. 
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These findings suggest a boundary condition for the effects of goal framing. This 

provides important managerial implications in developing advertisements and PSAs that 

promote certain goals, specifically via goal framing, in terms of how to present goal 

framing with other message elements that may trigger an accessible self-construal. This 

will be further discussed in the General Discussion.    

One important finding of the current study is that extrinsic goal framing did not 

significantly increase persuasion effects when participants’ interdependent self-construal 

was more accessible. Inconsistent with the posited hypotheses, there was no significant 

difference between intrinsic and extrinsic goal framing for any dependent variables, when 

participants’ interdependent self-construal was more accessible. Thus, the hypotheses are 

partially supported. One possible explanation for the insignificant differences between 

intrinsic and extrinsic goal framing among those with an interdependent self-construal 

may be due to the context of the extrinsic goal (e.g., looking appealing to others). 

Perhaps, the content of physical attractiveness could have been difficult to be perceived 

as a social or group goal. Looking attractive at weddings could have been perceived as a 

personal goal rather a group goal, thus it did not significantly increase persuasion effects 

when an interdependent self-view was more accessible. Also, in Study 1, participants’ 

interdependent self-construal was primed by the involvement of their best friend (e.g., 

your best friend is getting married), and thus, participants’ concept of best friend as their 

close other might carry different meaning at the individual level. Therefore, the goal 

context and interdependent self-construal priming procedure (e.g., family-oriented ads) 

may explain why H1b-H4b was not supported.   
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In addition, the results indicate that the significant interaction effects between 

self-construal and goal framing on participants’ responses might be attributed to their 

autonomous motivation. RQ1 asked if the effects of goal framing on participants’ 

autonomous motivation would also be influenced by an accessible self-construal. The 

results showed that participants’ autonomous motivation was indeed influenced by 

individuals’ accessible self-construal. Previous research demonstrated that intrinsic goal 

framing, relative to extrinsic goal framing, increased individuals’ autonomous 

motivation, which in turn enhanced message engagement and deeper processing 

(Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; Vansteenkiste et al., 2005). However, the results of the 

current study showed that intrinsic goal framing did not increase participants’ 

autonomous motivation when an interdependent self-construal was more accessible. This 

indicates that when participants’ interdependent self-construal is more accessible, 

intrinsic goal framing does not increase their autonomous motivation, extrinsic goal 

framing does not hamper their autonomous motivation, or both of these effects may  

occur. This supports the notion in SCT that individuals’ autonomy can be differently 

experienced depending on situationally accessible self-construal. Given that autonomous 

motivation has been considered as a crucial driving source to initiate and sustain goal-

directed behavior (Vansteenkiste et al., 2006), a closer examination is necessary in 

regards to the relationship between relative autonomy and self-construal.      

To summarize, the findings of Study 1 indicate consumers’ accessible self-

construal can moderate the effect of goal framing. When participants’ independent self-

construal was more accessible, intrinsic goal framing increased persuasion effects, 

compared to extrinsic goal framing. However, when participants’ interdependent self-
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construal was more accessible, there was no significant difference between intrinsic and 

extrinsic goal framing in terms of persuasion effects. Also, Study 1 findings suggest that 

individuals’ autonomy can be experienced differently depending on the accessible self-

construal. Therefore, Study 1 adds to the broader body of work by offering a new 

theoretical perspective so as to understand the influence of consumers’ self-construal on 

consumer motivation. Also, by delineating conditions that facilitate or hamper the effects 

of goal framing, meaningful implications are obtained in terms of how to frame certain 

goals. Based on these findings, Study 2 examines the influence of consumers’ accessible 

self-construal on message framing effects.  
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Chapter 5: Hypotheses Development for Study 2 

Study 2: Message Framing and Self-Construal  

The primary purpose of Study 2 is to extend findings of Study 1 and investigate 

the influence of consumers’ accessible self-construal on message framing effects. Study 1 

investigated the moderating role of consumers’ accessible self-construal on goal framing 

effects and identified a boundary condition of goal framing effects. Study 1 findings 

provide initial evidence that consumers can experience autonomy differently depending 

on consumers’ accessible self-construal and in turn, influence subsequent persuasion 

effects. Extending this finding, Study 2 examines the effects of message framing: 

autonomy-supportive versus controlling.  

Autonomy refers to individuals’ innate psychological need to experience the self 

as the genuine source of their behavior (Deci, 1975). When people experience autonomy, 

they tend to have autonomous motivation, and consequently put intensive effort into 

carrying out a goal-related activity (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Therefore, motivation 

researchers have investigated social and environmental factors that promote autonomous 

motivation. Message framing is one factor that has been examined. Scholars have 

differentiated message framing into either autonomy-supportive or controlling conditions 

(Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; Vansteenkiste et al., 2005). Specifically, autonomy-

supporting message framing uses words or phrases that increase feelings of volition and 

making a choice such as “you can,” “you might,” and “if you choose.” By contrast, 

controlling message framing uses words or phrases that deliver feeling pressure and being 

controlled such as “you should,” “you have to,” and “you’d better.” 
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Not surprisingly, autonomy-supportive message framing, compared to controlling 

message framing, enhanced message framing effects by showing enhanced task 

engagement and deeper information processing, which, in turn, increased test 

performance and behavioral persistence. Further, they found the positive outcomes of 

autonomy-supportive message framing are mediated via individuals’ increased 

autonomous motivation (Vansteenkiste et al., 2006). These findings advanced practical 

applications of SDT for persuasive communication by demonstrating that subtle changes 

in usage of phrases and language can profoundly influence consumers’ autonomous 

motivation. In addition, increased autonomous motivation subsequently enhances 

relevant goal-directed outcomes such as academic competence, goal achievement, and 

persistent behaviors (Soenens & Vansteenkiste, 2005; Vansteenkiste et al., 2006).  

Building on previous findings, Study 2 aims to investigate a boundary condition 

of message framing effects (autonomy-supportive vs. controlling) to further extend the 

utility of message framing. Study 2 proposes that the effects of message framing can be 

moderated by consumers’ accessible self-construal. Specifically, when individuals’ 

independent self-construal is more accessible, autonomy-supportive message framing is 

predicted to lead to greater persuasion effects, compared to controlling message framing. 

In contrast, when individuals’ interdependent self-construal is more accessible, it is 

predicted that there will be no significant differences between autonomy-supportive and 

controlling message framing in terms of persuasion effects. A summary of theoretical 

support for this prediction is as follows.  

As discussed earlier, there are many different aspects of an independent and 

interdependent self-construal. Relevant to this study, the concept of autonomy differs 
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depending on one’s self-construal (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Prior studies have 

provided empirical evidence that the significance of autonomy becomes less important 

for individuals with an interdependent self-construal (Iyengar & Lepper, 1999; Markus & 

Kitayama, 2003). Further, autonomy can be experienced differently depending on one’s 

self-construal (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). According to SCT, for people with an 

independent self-construal, the feeling of autonomy and the sense of agency are 

experienced “as an effort to express one’s internal needs, rights, and capacities and to 

withstand undue social pressure (Markus & Kitayama, 1991, p. 240).” In contrast, for 

those with an interdependent self-construal, the feeling of autonomy and the sense of 

agency are experienced “as an effort to be receptive to others, to adjust to their needs and 

demands, and to restrain one’s own inner needs or desires (Markus & Kitayama, 1991, p. 

240).” This suggests that the manner to experience autonomy is different depending on an 

individual’s accessible self-construal. Thus, autonomy-supportive message framing may 

yield different persuasion effects depending on an accessible self-construal. Specifically, 

when individuals’ independent self-construal is more accessible, autonomy-supportive 

message framing that emphasize one’s rights and capacities is expected to increase 

persuasion effects. In contrast, when individuals’ interdependent self-construal is more 

accessible, the same autonomy-supportive message framing may not increase persuasion 

effects. This is because those with a more accessible interdependent self-construal 

experience autonomy as an effort to restrain their own inner needs and embrace the needs 

of close others, which is more aligned with controlling message framing (Cross et al., 

2011; Kağitçibaşi, 2005).   
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Furthermore, the effects of controlling message framing may differ by 

individuals’ accessible self-construal. SDT suggests that controlling conditions 

undermine the effects of persuasion by thwarting individuals’ feelings of autonomy 

(Vansteenkiste et al., 2006). Yet, several studies suggest self-construal may influence the 

relationship between a controlling message framing and experienced autonomy. For 

example, prior work has demonstrated that subordinating an individual’s own will to the 

will of close others does not mean the individual’s autonomy is impeded, particularly 

when the person has an interdependent self-construal (Miller, 2003). When individuals 

with an interdependent self-construal pursue goals of close others, they can perceive their 

behavior as volitional due to the overlap between the self and close others (Aron, Aron, 

Tudor, & Nelson, 1991; Gore & Cross, 2006). Thus, although a controlling message may 

emphasize pressure and control, it may not undermine one’s autonomous motivation if 

feeling pressure and control (e.g., you should) is perceived as supporting the goals of 

close others, particularly when individuals have an accessible interdependent self-

construal. In contrast, when individuals’ independent self-construal is more accessible, a 

controlling message will significantly decrease their autonomous motivation because the 

message thwarts their need to resist social pressure and feelings of volition and 

willingness (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). In other words, a controlling message may not 

inhibit autonomous motivation for those with an interdependent self-construal. Thus, the 

positive effects of autonomy-supportive message framing on persuasion may not hold 

true when an interdependent self-construal is more accessible. 

To summarize, feelings of autonomy and being agentic can be experienced 

differently depending on individuals’ situationally accessible self-construal (Markus & 
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Kitayama, 1991). When individuals’ interdependence is more accessible, autonomy is 

experienced when people are receptive to others’ needs and wants and when they restrain 

their will (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Therefore, when an interdependent self-construal 

is more accessible, autonomy-supportive message framing should not increase their 

autonomy. Further, when an interdependent self-construal is more accessible, a 

controlling message should not undermine their autonomy. Such variations in 

autonomous motivation are expected to subsequently influence message persuasion 

effects. 

 Prior research contends that enhanced persuasion effects are attributed to 

individuals’ increased autonomous motivation (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; Vansteenkiste 

et al., 2005). Autonomous motivation leads to a deeper level of message processing and 

higher engagement, and thus results in better message comprehension (Vansteenkiste et 

al., 2006). Message comprehension is a prerequisite condition to attitude changes and 

behavioral intention (Ratneshwar & Chaiken, 1991). Message comprehension is related 

to message persuasiveness, attitude toward the ad, and behavioral intention (Celsi & 

Olson, 1988; Maclnnis, & Jaworski, 1989; MacKenzie & Lutz, 1989, McGuire, 1978).  

To conclude, Study 2 predicts that consumers’ accessible self-construal will 

moderate the effects of message framing. It is expected when an independent self-

construal is more accessible, autonomy-supportive message framing will increase 

persuasion effects, compared to controlling message framing. In contrast, it is predicted 

that when an interdependent self-construal is more accessible, there will be no differences 

between autonomy-supportive and controlling message framing in terms of persuasion 

effects. Study 2 used the same four dependent variables to evaluate persuasion effects: 
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attitude toward the ad, attitude toward the messages, message persuasiveness, and 

behavioral intention. In addition, autonomous motivation was included as a dependent 

variable to further investigate the interplay between consumers’ self-construal and 

message framing on autonomous motivation. Thus, a total of nine hypotheses are 

formulated:  

H5a: When an independent self-construal is more accessible, autonomy-
supportive message framing will lead to higher autonomous motivation, compared 
to controlling message framing. 
 
H5b: When individuals’ interdependent self-construal is more accessible, there 
will be no significant difference between autonomy-supportive and controlling 
message framing for autonomous motivation.  
 
H6a: When an independent self-construal is more accessible, autonomy-
supportive message framing will lead to a more favorable attitude toward the ad, 
compared to controlling message framing. 

 
H6b: When individuals’ interdependent self-construal is more accessible, there 

  will be no significant difference between autonomy-supportive and controlling 
 message framing for attitude toward the ad.  
 

H7a: When an independent self-construal is more accessible, autonomy-
supportive message framing will lead to a more favorable attitude toward the 
message, compared to controlling message framing. 
 
H7b: When individuals’ interdependent self-construal is more accessible, there 
will be no significant difference between autonomy-supportive and controlling 
message framing for attitude toward the message.  
 
H8a: When an independent self-construal is more accessible, autonomy-
supportive message framing will lead to higher message persuasiveness, 
compared to controlling message framing. 
 
H8b: When individuals’ interdependent self-construal is more accessible, there 
will be no significant difference between autonomy-supportive and controlling 
message framing for message persuasiveness. 
 
H9a: When an independent self-construal is more accessible, autonomy-
supportive message framing will lead to higher behavioral intention, compared to 
controlling message framing. 
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H9b: When individuals’ interdependent self-construal is more accessible, there 
will be no significant difference between autonomy-supportive and controlling 
message framing for behavioral intention.  
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Chapter 6: Study 2 Method and Results 

Study 2: The Moderating Role of Self-Construal on Message Framing Effects 

The purpose of Chapter 6 is to discuss the research methodologies and findings of 

Study 2. Study 2 examines the influence of consumers’ accessible self-construal 

(independent vs. interdependent) on message framing effects (autonomy-supportive vs. 

controlling) in a persuasion context. Consistent with Study 1, two independent variables 

(self-construal and message framing) are manipulated within four fictitious PSA stimuli 

in the context of promoting recycling. The same four dependent variables used in Study 1 

(attitude toward the ad, attitude toward the message, message persuasiveness, and 

behavioral intention) are included to evaluate persuasive effects of message framing. 

Additionally, autonomous motivation was included as a dependent variable. In Study 2, a 

student sample is employed through an online-based survey. Prior to Study 2, a pre-test 

was conducted to ascertain the success of the message framing manipulation. 

Pre-Test 

 Consistent with prior research a pre-test was conducted to assess the message 

framing manipulation (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004). Three items from the Self-Regulation 

Questionnaire (SRQ; Ryan & Connell, 1989) were averaged to create the autonomous 

motivation index (“I will recycle because of the enjoyment that it provides me,” “I will 

recycle because I really believe it is important to me,” and “I will recycle because it is 

personally meaningful to me”) (𝛼 = .79). An independent t-test (n = 58) revealed that 

participants who read autonomy-supportive message framing (M = 5.12) reported a 

significantly higher autonomous motivation than those who read controlling message 

framing (M = 4.20, t(57) = 3.68, p < .01). Thus, the results indicated that the message 
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framing was successful in producing the intended effect - that autonomy-supportive 

message framing (vs. controlling) increases autonomous motivation.  

Study 2 Method 

A 2 (self-construal: independent vs. interdependent) × 2 (message framing: 

autonomy-supportive vs. controlling) between-subjects experimental design was 

conducted to test H5a through H8b. Four fictitious PSAs were created to promote 

recycling. The context of recycling was selected to examine if the same findings of Study 

1 could hold true in a different setting. In addition, recycling is a context that has been 

used in prior literature to investigate the influence of autonomy-supportive versus 

controlling condition (e.g., Vansteenkiste et al., 2004). Each PSA consisted of a headline, 

image, and brief text that encouraged people to engage in recycling and to register for a 

recycling program (see Appendix 2). An online-based experiment was conducted using a 

student sample. Prior research has used a student sample in the context of recycling to 

understand the effects of autonomy-supportive versus controlling conditions because of 

the relevance of recycling to college students (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004). Further, 

individuals in their 20s are familiar with online-based advertisements and have proficient 

skills to register for an online program (Bennett, Maton, & Kervin, 2008). Thus, they were 

considered as an appropriate sample for the current study. Students received extra credit for 

completing the survey (Basil, 1996). Similar to Study 1, participants voluntarily agreed to 

participate via a consent form, and then were randomly assigned to one of four 

experimental conditions. Participants viewed the PSA a minimum of 30 seconds. Lastly, 

they completed a self-administered online survey including the manipulation checks, 

dependent variables, control variables, and demographic information.  

 



 82 

Measures  

Independent Variables  

Self-construal. Consistent with Study 1, consumers’ self-construal was 

manipulated using the image and the ad-copy featured in the PSA (Aaker & Lee, 2001; 

Pounders et al., 2015). To prime an independent self-construal, participants viewed a 

picture focusing on a single individual and read messages such as “go green for yourself” 

In contrast, to prime an interdependent self-construal, participants viewed a picture of a 

family and read messages including “go green for your family” (see Appendix 2). 

Message framing. Message framing was manipulated by the wording of the 

headline and message in PSAs (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004). Consistent with prior work, 

autonomy supportive message framing used language and phrases that emphasize 

opportunities for self-initiation and choice (Deci et al., 1994). The autonomy-supportive 

condition included a headline “You can make the world a better place,” and the PSA used 

phrases such as “You can” and “We ask you” (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004). In contrast, 

controlling message framing used language and phrases that induced feelings of control 

and constrained self-initiation (Deci et al., 1994). The controlling condition included a 

headline “Make the world a better place,” and the PSA included phrases “You should” 

and “You need to” (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004) (see Appendix 2). 

Manipulation Checks 

 To test the self-construal manipulation, the same four items used in Study 1 were 

used, anchored by 1 = “not at all true” through 7 = “very true” (Pounders et al., 2015; 

Spassova & Lee, 2013). Two items were averaged to create the independent-self index: 

“while reading the ad, I focused on myself” and “while reading the ad, I thought about 
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myself” (𝛼 = .79). The other two items were also averaged to create the interdependent-

self index: “while reading the ad, I focused on my family” and “while reading the ad, I 

thought about my family” (𝛼 = .94).  

Covariate  

To evaluate potential confounding effects of goal relevancy, three items were 

included on a seven-point scale, ranging from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = “strongly 

agree.” The items include, “Recycling is very important to me,” “Recycling means a lot 

to me,” and “Recycling personally matters to me” (𝛼 = .90).   

Dependent Variables  

Autonomous motivation. The same autonomous motivation index used in the pre-

test was used. Three items from the Self-Regulation Questionnaire (SRQ; Ryan & 

Connell, 1989) were averaged to create the autonomous motivation index (𝛼 = .78). The 

measurement included three items on a seven-point Likert scale anchored by 1 = 

“strongly disagree” through 7 = “strongly agree” and include, “I will recycle because of 

the enjoyment that it provides me (i.e., intrinsic),” “I will recycle because I really believe 

it is important to me (i.e., identified)” and “I will recycle because it is personally 

meaningful to me (i.e., identified).”   

Attitude toward the ad (Aad) To assess the extent to which participants like the ad, 

three items measured participants’ attitudes toward the ad on a seven-point scale were 

used to on a seven-point scale (Kees et al., 2010). The items ranged from 1 = “negative, 

unfavorable, bad” to 7 = “positive, favorable, good” (𝛼 = .92). 

Attitude toward the message (Am). Five items on a seven-point scale were used to 

measure participants’ attitudes toward the message (Chandran & Menon, 2004). The 
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items ranged from 1 = “not informative, not credible, not interesting, not useful, not well-

written” to 7 = “informative, credible, interesting, useful, well-written” (𝛼 = .79). 

Message persuasiveness. To measure participants’ perception of message 

persuasiveness, two items on a 7-point scale, ranging from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 7 = 

“strongly agree” were used (Chandran & Menon, 2004). The items include, “How much 

have you learned from the message?” and “How much would the message affect your 

future behavior?” (𝛼 = .91). 

Behavioral intention. To measure participants’ behavioral intention to pursue the 

advocated goal, four items were used on a seven-point scale, ranging from 1 = “strongly 

disagree” to 7 = “strongly agree.” The items include, “I will recycle regularly,” “I will 

plan to collect glass, cans, and plastic separately,” and “I will plan to sign up for a 

recycling program” (𝛼 = .92) (Chandran & Menon, 2004).   

Study 2 Results 

Sample Characteristics  

One hundred-fifty undergraduate students enrolled at a U.S. university participated in 

Study 2. Out of 150 students, 16 participants were eliminated for non-completion. As a 

result, a total of 134 subjects were used for data analyses in Study 2. The final sample 

consisted of 28.4% males and 71.6% females aged between 17 and 25 with an average 

age of 19.9 years (SD = 1.37). The majority of the participants were Caucasian (60.6%), 

followed by Hispanics (22.0%), Asians (9.8%), others (5.3%), and African Americans 

(2.3%). Tests of random assignment to each condition showed that there were no 

significant differences by demographic variables across experimental conditions.    

 



 85 

Manipulation Check and Preliminary Analysis 

To assess the self-view manipulation, a 2 (self-construal: independent vs. 

interdependent) × 2 (message framing: autonomy-supportive vs. controlling) 

multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) was conducted using the independent-self 

index and interdependent-self index as the dependent variables. As expected, the results 

showed a significant multivariate main effect for self-construal, Wilks’s λ = .53, F(2, 

129) = 56.80, p <  .001, 𝜂2 = .47. Univariate analysis results showed that there were 

significant differences between the independent self-construal and interdependent self-

construal conditions for both the independent-self and interdependent-self index. As 

shown in Table 6.1, participants in the independent self-construal condition reported a 

significantly higher independent-self index score (M = 4.80) than those in the 

interdependent self-construal condition (M = 3.40), F(1, 130) = 34.42, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .21. 

In contrast, participants in the interdependent self-construal condition showed a 

significantly higher interdependent-self index score (M = 5.04) than those in the 

independent self-construal condition (M = 2.90), F(1, 130) = 77.97, p < .001, 𝜂2 = .38. 

Thus, the manipulation for participants’ accessible self-construal was successful. 

Table 6.1: The Effectiveness of Manipulation (Study 2)  

Self-Construal Manipulation     
 Independent  Interdependent Wilks’ λ F-value p-value 

   .53 56.80 .000*** 
Independent 

index 4.80 (1.37) 3.40 (1.43)  34.42 .000*** 

Interdependent 
index 

 

2.90 (1.31) 5.04 (1.47)  77.97 .000*** 

Note. Standard Deviations appear in parentheses below means 
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Preliminary analysis was conducted to investigate if participants’ demographic 

variables (age, gender, ethnicity, education level, and annual household income) and 

participants’ goal relevancy (e.g., “how important weight management is to you”) had 

significant influence on any of the dependent variables. The results showed that none of 

the demographic variables had a significant effect on the dependent variables (ps > .05). 

However, goal relevancy did have a significant influence on all the dependent variables. 

Goal relevance was positively related to autonomous motivation (𝛽 = .70, t(132) = 

11.38, p < .001), attitude toward the ad (𝛽 = .20, t(132) = 2.40, p < .05), attitude toward 

the message (𝛽 = .24, t(132) = 2.89, p < .01), message persuasiveness (𝛽 = .39, t(132) = 

4.76, p < .001), and behavioral intention (𝛽 = .46, t(132) = 5.90, p < .001). Thus, goal 

relevancy was added as a covariate variable for hypotheses testing (Hair, Black, & Babin, 

2006). Table 6.2 demonstrates the means for all variables across conditions and the 

correlations between each pair of variables. 

Table 6.2: Means and Intercorrelations Among the Dependent Variables (Study 2)  
 
 

Variable 
 

M 
 

1 
 

2 
 

3 
 

4 

1. AM 5.07 
(1.32) -    

2. Aad 5.28 
(1.33) .222* -   

3. Am 4.84 
(1.14) .251** .688*** -  

4. MP 4.01 
(1.37) .353*** .591*** .727*** - 

5. BI 3.78 
(1.54) .426*** .498** .525*** .684*** 

Note. Standard Deviations appear in parentheses below means; *p < .05 **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

Hypotheses Testing 

This study used a set of five dependent variables to investigate the influence of 

consumers’ accessible self-construal on message framing: autonomous motivation (H5), 
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attitude toward the ad (H6), attitude toward the message (H7), message persuasiveness 

(H8), and behavioral intention (H9). To test H5 through H9, a series of two-way analysis 

of covariance (ANCOVA) was conducted for each dependent variable.  

To test H5a and H5b, a 2 (self-construal: independent vs. interdependent) × 2 

(message framing: autonomy-supportive vs. controlling) ANCOVA was conducted using 

the autonomous motivation index as the dependent variable and goal relevance as the 

covariate. As predicted, there was a significant interaction effect, F(1, 129) = 5.32, p < 

.05, 𝜂2 = .04, The results did not show significant main effects of self-construal and 

message framing for autonomous motivation (see Table 6.3). 

Table 6.3: Descriptive Statistics and Univariate Analysis of Covariance Results for 
Autonomous Motivation (AM)  
 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Independent  Interdependent 

 Autonomy-
supportive  Controlling  Autonomy-

supportive  Controlling  

AM 4.92 
 (1.26) 

4.38 
(1.43) 

4.49 
(1.19) 

4.96 
(1.29) 

 4.90a 4.39a 4.63a 4.85a 

 F = 5.48, p < .05 F = .90, p = .344 

ANCOVA Results      

 Source of Variation Df MS F-value p-value 

AM 

Self-Construal 1 0.29 0.35 .553 

Message Framing  1 0.74 0.89 .348 

Interaction 1 4.41 5.32 .023* 
Note. *p < .05 **p < .01. ***p < .001; a means adjusted means 
 

The interaction effects showed that when participants’ independent self-construal 

was more accessible, autonomy-supportive message framing (M = 4.90) increased their 
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autonomous motivation significantly compared to controlling message framing (M = 

4.38; p < .05). In contrast, when participants’ interdependent self-construal was more 

accessible, there was no significant difference between autonomy-supportive message 

framing (M = 4.49) and controlling message framing (M = 4.96; p > .05).  

To test H6a and H6b, a 2 (self-construal: independent vs. interdependent) × 2 

(message framing: autonomy-supportive vs. controlling) ANCOVA was conducted using 

attitude toward the ad as the dependent variable and goal relevance as the covariate. After 

controlling for the covariate, the results yielded a significant interaction between self-

construal and message framing for attitude toward the ad, F(1, 129) = 4.62, p < .05, 𝜂2 = 

.04 while both main effects for self-construal and message framing were not significant 

(see Table 6.4).  

Table 6.4: Descriptive Statistics and Univariate Analysis of Covariance Results for 
Attitude toward the Advertisement (Aad)  
 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Independent  Interdependent 

 Autonomy-
supportive  Controlling  Autonomy-

supportive  Controlling  

Aad 
5.54 

 (0.97) 
5.08 

(1.49) 
4.94 
(1.46) 

5.54 
(1.33) 

 5.54a 5.08a 4.98a 5.50a 

 F = 2.10, p = .15 F = 2.53, p = .11 

ANCOVA Results      

 Source of Variation Df MS F-value p-value 

Aad 

Self-Construal 1 0.15 0.89 .766 

Message Framing  1 0.03 0.02 .890 

Interaction 1 7.87 4.62 .033* 
Note. *p < .05 **p < .01. ***p < .001; a means adjusted means 
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Specifically, when participants’ independent self-construal was more accessible, 

autonomy-supportive message framing (M = 5.54) yielded a more favorable attitude 

toward the ad than controlling message framing (M = 5.08; p > .05), but the contrast 

effects did not reach statistical significance. When participants’ interdependent self-

construal was more accessible, there was no significant difference between autonomy-

supportive message framing (M = 4.98) and controlling message framing (M = 5.50; p > 

.05).  

H7a and H7b predicted that consumers’ accessible self-construal would moderate 

the effects of message framing on attitude toward the message. However, the results 

showed that both interaction effect and main effects were not significant (see Table 6.5).  

Table 6.5: Descriptive Statistics and Univariate Analysis of Covariance Results for 
Attitude toward the Message (Am)  
 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Independent  Interdependent 

 Autonomy-
supportive  Controlling  Autonomy-

supportive  Controlling  

Am 5.06 
 (0.98) 

4.82 
(1.12) 

4.49 
(1.29) 

4.96 
(1.13) 

 5.06a 4.83a 4.54a 4.93a 

 F = 0.76, p = .386 F = 1.97, p = .163 

ANOVA Results      

 Source of Variation Df MS F-value p-value 

Am 

Self-Construal 1 1.47 1.20 .275 

Message Framing  1 0.20 0.17 .686 

Interaction 1 3.18 2.60 .110 
Note. *p < .05 **p < .01. ***p < .001; a means adjusted means 
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H8a and 8b predicted that when individuals’ independent self-construal was 

accessible, autonomy-supportive (vs. controlling) message framing would lead to higher 

message persuasiveness (H8a), whereas when individuals’ interdependent self-construal 

was accessible, there would be no significant difference between autonomy-supportive 

and controlling message framing for message persuasiveness (H8b). A 2 (self-construal: 

independent vs. interdependent) × 2 (message framing: autonomy-supportive vs. 

controlling) ANCOVA was conducted using message persuasiveness as the dependent 

variable and goal relevance as the covariate. After controlling for the covariate, the 

results yielded a significant interaction between self-construal and message framing for 

message persuasiveness, F(1, 129) = 5.91, p <  .05, 𝜂2 = .04 while both main effects for 

self-construal and message framing were not significant (see Table 6.6).   

Table 6.6: Descriptive Statistics and Univariate Analysis of Covariance Results for 
Message Persuasiveness (MP)   
 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Independent  Interdependent 

 Autonomy-
supportive  Controlling  Autonomy-

supportive  Controlling  

Am 4.37 
 (1.15) 

3.73 
(1.42) 

3.66 
(1.37) 

4.26 
(1.44) 

 4.35a 3.73a 3.75a 4.19a 

 F = 4.21, p = .04* F = 1.96, p = .16 

ANOVA Results      

 Source of Variation Df MS F-value p-value 

Am 

Self-Construal 1 0.18 0.11 .739 

Message Framing  1 0.27 0.17 .678 

Interaction 1 9.26 5.91 .016* 
Note. *p < .05 **p < .01. ***p < .001; a means adjusted means 
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When participants’ independent self-construal is more accessible, they perceived 

autonomy-supportive message framing to be more persuasive (M = 4.35) than controlling 

message framing (M = 3.73; p <  .05). However, when participants’ interdependent self-

construal is more accessible, there was no difference between autonomy-supportive (M = 

3.75) and controlling message framing (M = 4.19; p > .05) for message persuasiveness. 

Lastly, H9a and H9b predicted that when individuals’ independent self-construal 

was more accessible, autonomy-supportive (vs. controlling) message framing would lead 

to higher behavioral intention (H9a), whereas when individuals’ interdependent self-

construal was more accessible, there would be no significant difference between 

autonomy-supportive and controlling message framing for behavioral intention (H9b). A 

2 (self-construal: independent vs. interdependent) × 2 (message framing: autonomy-

supportive vs. controlling) ANCOVA was conducted using behavioral intention as the 

dependent variable and goal relevance as the covariate. After controlling for the 

covariate, the results yielded a significant interaction between self-construal and message 

framing for behavioral intention, F(1, 129) = 5.35, p <  .05, 𝜂2 = .04 while both main 

effects for self-construal and message framing were not significant (see Table 6.7).  

Specifically, when participants’ independent self-construal was more accessible, 

autonomy-supportive message framing  (M = 4.15) lead to higher behavioral intention 

than controlling message framing (M = 3.61; p = .09). However, the contrast effects did 

not reach statistical significance. In addition, when participants’ interdependent self-

construal was more accessible, there was no significant difference between autonomy-

supportive message framing (M = 3.39) and controlling message framing (M = 3.94; p > 

.05) for behavioral intention.  
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Table 6.7: Descriptive Statistics and Univariate Analysis of Covariance Results for 
Behavioral Intention (BI)   
 
Descriptive Statistics 

 Independent  Interdependent 

 Autonomy-
supportive  Controlling  Autonomy-

supportive  Controlling  

BI 4.17 
 (1.03) 

3.60 
(1.39) 

3.27 
(1.37) 

4.04 
(1.95) 

 4.15a 3.61a 3.39a 3.94a 

 F = 2.76, p = .09 F = 2.61, p = .11 

ANOVA Results      

 Source of Variation Df MS F-value p-value 

BI 

Self-Construal 1 1.42 0.82 .367 

Message Framing  1 0.00 0.00 .994 

Interaction 1 9.91 5.35 .022* 
Note. *p < .05 **p < .01. ***p < .001; a means adjusted means 
 
Study 2 Discussion  
 

Study 2 examined the interplay between self-construal and message framing in 

the context of promoting recycling. As hypothesized, Study 2 findings did reveal 

significant interaction effects between consumers’ accessible self-construal and message 

framing for autonomous motivation, attitude toward the ad, message persuasiveness, and 

behavioral intention, but not for attitude toward the message. The general pattern of 

results indicated that when participants’ independent self-construal was accessible, 

autonomy-supportive message framing (vs. controlling) resulted in enhanced autonomous 

amotivation and increased persuasion effects. However, contrast tests showed a 

significant difference only for autonomous motivation and message persuasiveness. In 

addition, as hypothesized, when participants’ interdependent self-construal was 
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accessible, there were no differences between autonomy-supportive and controlling 

message framing for autonomous motivation, attitude toward the ad, message 

persuasiveness, and behavioral intention. The findings support the notion that 

autonomous motivation plays a significant role in persuasion effects by demonstrating 

similar patterns of interaction effects. Also, the significant interaction between 

consumers’ self-construal and message framing for autonomous motivation suggested 

additional evidence that consumers’ autonomous motivation can be experienced 

differently depending on a situationally accessible-self-construal, thereby influencing the 

relevant persuasion effects.   

 Additional contrast analyses revealed the interaction effect between self-

construal and message framing is attributed to the significant difference between 

independent and interdependent self-construal within the autonomy-supportive message 

framing condition. When exposed to autonomy-supportive message framing, participants 

with an accessible independent self-construal reported significantly higher message 

persuasiveness and behavioral intention than those with an interdependent self-construal 

condition. This finding is consistent with Study 1’s finding that autonomy-supportive 

message framing could increase its persuasion effects only when individuals’ 

independent self-construal was accessible. This will be further discussed in the General 

Discussion.    

  In addition, Study 2 expected when participants’ interdependent self-construal 

was more accessible, there would be no significant differences between autonomy-

supportive and controlling message in terms of persuasion effects. As expected, when 

participants’ interdependent self-construal was more accessible, there were no significant 
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differences between autonomy-supportive and controlling message framing for attitude 

toward the ad, message persuasiveness, and behavioral intention. This is consistent with 

the current study’s proposition that the effects of message framing can be varied 

depending on consumers’ accessible self-construal. In previous findings, controlling 

message framing significantly decreased individuals’ autonomous motivation and 

persuasion effects (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; Vansteenkiste et al., 2005). However, in 

the current study, when an interdependent self-construal was accessible, controlling 

messages did not decrease participants’ autonomous motivation or persuasion effects. 

This further suggests that the effects of message framing vary depending on consumers’ 

accessible self-construal.  

Interestingly, goal relevancy was significantly correlated to all dependent 

variables. When participants perceived that recycling is an important goal, they reported a 

more favorable attitude toward the ad, more favorable attitude toward the message, 

higher message persuasiveness, and higher behavioral intention. Therefore, the context of 

recycling could have significant meaning to participants at the individual level. Although 

goal relevance was controlled as a covariate variable, it is plausible that the results may 

show different patterns in different contexts.  

To summarize, the findings of Study 2 indicate that consumers’ accessible self-

construal can moderate the effect of message framing on persuasion effects. Out of the 

four dependent variables, the results showed significant interaction effects for three 

dependent variables (attitude toward the ad, message persuasiveness, and behavioral 

intention). Although contrast effects showed a potential significant boundary condition 

for only two dependent variables (message persuasiveness and behavioral intention), the 
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general patterns were consistent with the predictions. Autonomy-supportive message 

framing can increase persuasion effects only when an individual’s independent self-

construal is accessible.  
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Chapter 7: General Discussion 

In the field of consumer behavior and social marketing, numerous behaviors are 

advocated and promoted via messages. Many marketing communication campaigns and 

PSAs try to motivate people to engage in healthy behaviors (e.g., regular exercise, quit 

smoking, etc.), environmental-friendly behaviors (e.g., recycling, conserving energy, 

etc.), and pro-social behaviors (e.g., donating blood, fundraising, etc.). The primary 

purpose of such social marketing campaigns is fundamentally the same—to persuade the 

audience to engage in the advocated behaviors. To do so, communication practitioners 

should influence the audience’s attitude, message perception, and behavioral intention. 

This dissertation attempted to extend Self-Determination Theory (SDT) by examining 

how goal framing (Study 1) and message framing (Study 2) are influenced by consumers’ 

situationally accessible self-construal. By integrating the theoretical framework of Self-

Construal Theory (SCT) with SDT, this dissertation sought to contribute theoretically to 

the literature streams on motivation and goals and managerially to the field of persuasive 

communication by identifying effective message strategies.  

This study investigated a potential boundary condition, one’s accessible self-

construal, to the established pattern of effects for both goal framing (intrinsic vs. 

extrinsic) and message framing (autonomy-supportive vs. controlling) in the context of 

persuasion. Specifically, this study revealed the that extant notion—which is that intrinsic 

goal framing (vs. extrinsic) and autonomy-supportive message framing (vs. controlling) 

are more effective message strategies, hold true only when an individual’s independent 

self-construal is more accessible. When an individual’s interdependent self-construal was 

more accessible, the superior persuasion effects of intrinsic goal framing and autonomy-
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supportive message framing dissipated. In fact, the general pattern of the findings 

demonstrated reversed effects: when individuals’ interdependent self-construal was more 

accessible, extrinsic goal framing (vs. intrinsic) and controlling message framing (vs. 

autonomy-supportive) were generally more effective, although the difference did not 

reach significance. Overall, the findings of this dissertation suggest that consumers’ 

accessible self-construal moderates the effect of goal framing and message framing. 

Thus, this dissertation adds to the extant body of work in the SDT literature by 

integrating the new perspective of accessible self-construal. Additionally, these studies 

provide practical managerial implications for developing message strategies in the realm 

of consumer behavior and social marketing. 

Study 1 investigated the influence of consumers’ accessible self-construal on goal 

framing effects (intrinsic vs. extrinsic). The goal of regular physical activity and a healthy 

diet was framed as a means of attaining either intrinsic goals (i.e., being physically fit, 

remaining healthy, and avoiding illness) or extrinsic goals (being physically attractive, 

looking appealing to others, and avoiding weight gain). Consistent with the tenets of 

SDT, intrinsic goal framing demonstrated increased persuasion effects by showing more 

favorable attitude toward the ad, more favorable attitude toward the message, and higher 

message persuasiveness, compared to extrinsic goal framing. Interestingly, the same main 

effect was not observed for behavioral intention. Prior research suggested that predicting 

performance of behavior or behavioral intention is more complicated than predicating 

attitude because behavioral variables are influenced by many other factors such as 

physical and social environment (Ajzen & Fishbein, 2005). For example, although people 
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are highly motivated to engage in regular exercise, they may report low behavioral 

intention because they do not have time for exercise or have access to it.  

Furthermore, as hypothesized, Study 1 showed significant interaction effects 

between self-construal and goal framing for all dependent variables. When participants’ 

independent self-construal was more accessible, the same main effects were observed: 

intrinsic goal framing (vs. extrinsic) enhanced persuasion effects. Yet, when participants’ 

interdependent self-construal was more accessible, intrinsic goal framing did not increase 

persuasion effects. Instead, extrinsic goal framing appeared to be more persuasive than 

intrinsic goal framing, even though the difference was not statistically significant. These 

findings do advance the theoretical cornerstone of SDT literature by addressing the 

superior effects of intrinsic goal farming can be limited to certain conditions. Prior 

research had put forth a relevant question asking if the tenets of SDT would always 

manifest (e.g., Iyengar & Lepper, 1999; Patrick & Hagtvedt, 2012). The results of the 

current study offer a meaningful answer by demonstrating there is a boundary condition 

by consumers’ situationally accessible self-construal. This fills a void in extant literature 

as part of a broader inquiry into persuasion effects.  

Study 1 findings also provide practical managerial implications to the domain of 

consumer behavior and social marketing. Many elements in an advertisement or PSA can 

trigger a situationally accessible self-construal (independent or interdependent). Study 1 

findings identify a desirable combination of message elements when developing message 

strategies. When promoting intrinsic goals (e.g., health, affiliation, personal growth, and 

community contribution), message elements that encourage consumers’ independent self-

construal such as an image of a single person and the use of “you”, will warrant more 
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effective persuasion. By contrast, when extrinsic goals are advocated (e.g., physical 

attractiveness, attaining wealth, fame, and image), message elements that invite 

consumers’ interdependent self-construal, such as an image of family or friends and the 

use of “your family” and “your friends,” may increase persuasion effects. By delineating 

message elements that facilitate or thwart the effects of goal framing on persuasion, 

practical insights into developing effective message strategies can be obtained.  

Another important finding of Study 1 is an interaction effect between self-

construal and goal framing for autonomous motivation. Prior work postulated that the 

enhanced persuasion effects of intrinsic goal framing (vs. extrinsic) are derived from 

increased autonomous motivation. Intrinsic goal framing (vs. extrinsic) increases 

individuals’ autonomous motivation, thus people tend to engage in a deeper depth of 

information processing and comprehend the information better, leading to better test 

performance and behavioral persistency (Vansteenkiste et al., 2004). Therefore, the 

primary function of intrinsic goal framing is increasing individuals’ autonomous 

motivation (Vansteenkiste et al., 2006). However, the interaction effect between self-

construal and goal framing suggests that intrinsic goal framing does not always increase 

one’s autonomous motivation. Specifically, when participants’ interdependent self-

construal was more accessible, there was no significant difference between intrinsic goal 

framing and extrinsic goal framing. Thus, this finding suggests that autonomous 

motivation derived from goal framing can be experienced differently depending on 

accessible self-construal.  

To further address the moderating role of consumers’ accessible self-construal on 

autonomous motivation and persuasion effects, Study 2 investigated the influence of 
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consumers’ accessible self-construal on message framing effects (autonomy-supportive 

vs. controlling). Previous studies have demonstrated that autonomy-supportive message 

framing (vs. controlling) increases individuals’ autonomous motivation, which, in turn, 

enhances persuasion effects. Thus, based on Study 1’s findings, Study 2 examined the 

possibility that consumers’ self-construal can moderate the effects of message framing. 

Alongside the experimentally induced self-construal, Study 2 tried to seek and identify 

self-construal as a boundary condition of message framing effects. Study 2 predicted that 

the superior persuasion effects of autonomy-supportive message framing would occur 

only when participants’ independent self-construal was accessible.  

As predicted, results revealed significant interaction effects for four dependent 

variables out of five while there was no main effect of message framing for any 

dependent variable. In terms of autonomous motivation, autonomy-supportive message 

framing tended to increase participants’ autonomous motivation only when participants’ 

independent self-construal was more accessible. When participants’ interdependent self-

construal was accessible, autonomy-supportive message framing did not increase 

participants’ autonomous motivation. Interestingly, when participants’ interdependent 

self-construal was accessible, controlling message framing led to higher autonomous 

motivation compared to autonomy-supportive message framing although the difference 

was not statistically significant. Additional contrast effects revealed that, within the 

controlling message framing condition, autonomous motivation was significantly higher 

for participants with an interdependent self-construal, compared to those with an 

independent self-construal. This result indicates that the effects of message framing 
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(autonomy-supportive vs. controlling) vary depending on consumers’ accessible self-

construal.   

This finding is significant in that the persuasion effects of autonomy-supportive 

versus controlling have known to occur through increased autonomous motivation 

(Vansteenkiste et al., 2006). If message framing did not affect individuals’ autonomous 

motivation, it should not influence its persuasion effects as well. This postulation was 

substantiated via significant interaction effects for attitude toward the ad, message 

persuasiveness, and behavioral intention in Study 2. This finding adds to SDT literature 

suggesting that the messages that provide feeling of choice and autonomy do not 

invariably promise positive persuasion effects. As SCT suggests, the concept of 

autonomy can be different depending on one’s self-construal. From the interdependent 

self-construal perspective that places an importance on social harmony, autonomy is 

experienced when people resist their own will to contribute to the goals of in-groups and 

community (Markus & Kitayama, 1991). Thus, making a decision for one’s own right 

(i.e., autonomy-supportive condition) can ironically thwart the person’s autonomous 

motivation when they have an accessible interdependent self-construal. Thus, the concept 

of autonomy should be carefully considered when applied to persuasion contests.  

Study 2’s findings also provide important managerial implications. Many 

practitioners in education and health communication believe instilling feelings of 

autonomy is a crucial aspect to result in desired outcomes. However, findings of Study 2 

provide a novel insight that the associated message elements significantly matter when 

framing messages. The positive effects of an autonomy-supportive message can sustain 

its persuasiveness only when the accompanied message elements trigger a person’s 
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independent self-construal. In fact, autonomy-supportive message framing is 

considerably prevalent in the health-promotion and pro-social contexts such as “you can 

stop smoking,” “you can check your heart health,” and “you can donate.” Based on the 

current study’s findings, these messages can increase their persuasion effects by 

employing imagery or message elements that can invite an independent self-construal 

such as using the noun “you” and a picture of single individuals. Also, a controlling 

message can be easily found in health-promotion and pro-social contexts. “Don’t drink 

and drive,” “stop texting and drive,” and “start a healthy diet today” are comment 

examples of using controlling message framing. Study 2 findnings suggest that 

controlling message framing can enhance persuasion effects by triggering consumers’ 

interdependent self-construal. In this case, it will be more effective to combine a 

controlling message with the noun “we” or “us” and a picture of friends or family to 

invite an interdependent self-construal. 

Limitations and Future Research  

This dissertation has several limitations that should be noted. First, the proposed 

hypotheses were tested in a single context. Study 1 was conducted in the context of 

promoting weight management and Study 2 was conducted in the context of promoting 

recycling. Interestingly, the goal relevancy in Study 1 (e.g., “weight management is very 

important to me”) was not related to any of the dependent variables whereas the goal 

relevancy in Study 2 (e.g., “recycling is very important to me”) was significantly related 

to all dependent variables. This might indicate that the context of a goal might have a 

significant influence on persuasion effects. Although goal relevance was included as a 

covariate to control its confounding effect in Study 2, it is plausible that the context of 
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both goal framing and message framing could have considerably influenced the results. 

Thus, future research may conduct the same experimental studies in different contexts to 

increase the generalizability of findings in the current study. 

 A second limitation is that the current research did not fully consider the wide 

array of intrinsic versus extrinsic goals. Prior research has identified different sets of 

intrinsic and extrinsic goals (Kasser & Ryan, 1996). However, the current study only 

used health (intrinsic goal) versus physical attractiveness (extrinsic goal) in manipulating 

goal framing. Thus, future research should shed more light on different intrinsic and 

extrinsic goals to see if the current findings are applicable to different contexts. Also, 

Study 2 used close friends to activate participants’ interdependent self-construal for a 

specific condition (i.e., at the best friend’s wedding). Thus, this specific condition might 

have influenced participants’ responses depending on their age, relationships with 

friends, and marital status. Thus, future research may seek to understand the moderating 

role of consumers’ situationally accessible self-construal using different in-group 

members (e.g., family, classmates, etc.) to see if the relationship with close others that 

trigger an interdependent self-construal has an impact on the findings. 

Additionally, another limitation is the reliance on self-reported measurements on 

autonomous motivation. Prior research investigated participants’ autonomous motivation 

via indirect measurements (Iyengar & Lepper, 1999) to ensure the external validity of the 

measurement. Thus, future research may rely on a different measurement to assess 

participants’ autonomous motivation. Considering that the findings obtained from Study 

1 and Study 2 are self-reported measurements, future studies may delve into a new 

approach that can measure consumers’ autonomous motivation. Also, future studies may 
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measure consumers’ actual behaviors instead of measuring behavioral intention to 

strengthen the findings of the current study.   

In summary, the findings of this dissertation addressed a need for considering 

consumers’ situationally accessible self-construal in developing message strategies, 

particularly in motivating its audience to engage in a certain behavior. This work 

provided a solid theoretical foundation of integrating consumer motivation with self-

construal in persuasive communication. The current study advances the traditional 

perspectives by adding a boundary condition to explain the role of autonomous 

motivation in persuasion. Also, the findings suggest practical managerial implications in 

developing effective message strategies to motivate consumers to engage in advocated 

behaviors.  
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Appendix A: Study 1 Stimuli   

 
Intrinsic Goal Framing/ 

Independent Self-Construal 
 

 
Intrinsic Goal Framing/ 

Interdependent Self-Construal 

  
 

Extrinsic Goal Framing/ 
Independent Self-Construal 

 

 
Extrinsic Goal Framing/ 

Interdependent Self-Construal 
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Appendix B: Study 2 Stimuli   

 
Autonomy-supportive Message Framing/ 

Independent Self-Construal 
 

 
Autonomy-supportive Message Framing/ 

Interdependent Self-Construal 

  
 

Extrinsic Goal Framing/ 
Independent Self-Construal 

 

 
Extrinsic Goal Framing/ 

Interdependent Self-Construal 
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