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ABSTRACT Self-regulation research typically focuses on the modulation of thoughts, feelings, and behavior to

achieve desired ends. We propose that understanding the regulation of the underlying motivational orientations that

drive these reactions is a critical yet underappreciated research question. We review research on metamotivation—peo-

ple’s understanding and goal-directed regulation of their motivational states. A central metamotivational challenge is

identifying the type and amount of motivation that best promotes goal outcomes in a task, and then finding the means

to instantiate this state. To illustrate these principles, we review research in the context of construal level theory. This

work suggests that people recognize high-level and low-level construal as motivational orientations that benefit per-

formance on distinct tasks and may strategically select the construal level induction that best promotes performance.

We then discuss the implications of this work (and the metamotivational approach more generally) for consumer be-

havior research.

C
onsumer self-regulation research attempts to un-
derstand why some people are successful (and oth-
ers are not) in achieving their goals (e.g., Bagozzi

and Dholakia 1999; Kivetz and Simonson 2002; Fishbach
and Dhar 2005; Vohs and Faber 2007; Hong and Lee 2008).
For example, why do some dieters successfully lose weight
while others do not? Why do those who intend to capitalize
on mail-in rebates sometimes follow through but at other
times forget? The goal of consumer self-regulation research
is to understand when and why people’s behavior in the con-
sumer context aligns or not with their intentions. Much
of this work has been guided by traditional models of self-
regulation that highlight the monitoring and modulation of
thoughts, feelings, and behaviors (e.g., Carver and Scheier
1982;Mischel, Shoda, andRodriguez 1989;Mann, deRidder,
andFujita 2013). Cognitive controlmodels, for example, sug-
gest that dieting self-regulation entails inhibiting cognitions
about eating tasty, fattening foods (e.g., Shiv and Fedorikhin

1999; Stroebe et al. 2013). What has largely been overlooked
is people’s monitoring and control of their underlying moti-
vational concerns and orientations (cf. Trope and Fishbach
2000). Given that motivation provides the impetus and di-
rection for how people think, feel, and act, we propose that
understanding whether and how consumers regulate their
motivational orientations is a critical yet underappreciated
research question.

In the present article, we describe an emerging per-
spective to self-regulation, namely, metamotivation. At the
broadest level, metamotivation refers to the processes and
knowledge involved in regulating one’s own motivational
states. More specifically, metamotivation consists of two re-
ciprocal processes. The first process involves assessing the
strength and quality of one’smotivation to pursue a particu-
lar goal (i.e.,metamotivationalmonitoring). The secondpro-
cess involves using the output of the first process to select
and implement strategies for bolstering or maintaining a
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particular motivational orientation (i.e., metamotivational
control). Critically, the effectiveness of both processes is
thought to depend on one’s metamotivational knowledge—
that is, one’s beliefs about the basic functioning of motiva-
tion (Scholer and Miele 2016; Miele and Scholer 2018). In
what follows, we describe the metamotivational approach
in more detail. We then review emerging research that has
used this approach to gain new insight into the role of con-
strual level in people’s goal pursuit. By using research on con-
strual level theory as an example, we hope to highlight more
broadly the transformative potential of themetamotivational
approach for understanding consumer self-regulation.

METAMOTIVATION

Motivation science reveals that effective task motivation is
not only a function of quantity or magnitude but also of
quality or type. To the extent that task performance can ben-
efit from a particular type of motivational orientation (e.g.,
prevention vs. promotion, intrinsic vs. extrinsic, assessment
vs. locomotion), embodying or instantiating that motiva-
tional orientation during the task can lead to superior out-
comes. For example, when a task demands accuracy over
speed (e.g., finding the “one dress” for the “perfectwedding”),
adopting a matching motivational orientation that priori-
tizes vigilance over eagerness (i.e., prevention vs. promo-
tion) may bolster performance (e.g., Förster, Higgins, and
Bianco 2003). Research has done much to distinguish vari-
ous forms of motivation and to document the benefits for
performance of matching the “right” motivational orienta-
tions to the “right” types of tasks (e.g., Gollwitzer 1990;
Freitas and Higgins 2002; Förster et al. 2003; Hong and Lee
2008). Yet much of this work has focused on passive forms
of matching, whereby the fit between the motivational ori-
entation and task is experimentally determined by the ex-
perimenter or by chance. Metamotivation research instead
focuses on how people who want to perform well on a task
strategically create a task-motivation fit—inducing them-
selves into the motivational orientation that would produce
the best outcomes.

An important assumption of metamotivation research is
that the regulation of task motivation requires at least two
types of knowledge. First, in order to identify the quality and
quantity of motivation that would best enhance outcomes,
people must know something about what motivational ori-
entations might be beneficial for the task at hand. For ex-
ample, when faced with a task that requires accuracy over
speed, people must understand the difference between vig-
ilance versus eagerness, and that the former is more bene-

ficial in this context than the latter. We refer to this as task
knowledge. People must also know something about how to
induce or sustain the preferred motivational orientation. For
example, knowing that vigilance versus eagerness might be
morebeneficial toa given task, peoplemustbeable to identify
and capitalize on various methods by which one might be-
comemore vigilant (e.g., recallingmemories that make them
feel anxious vs. sad, focusing on losses vs. gains). We refer to
this as strategy knowledge.

Consumers may not be consciously aware that they have
thisknowledge.Researchsuggests that someformsofknowl-
edge are tacit and/or operate implicitly (e.g., Wagner and
Sternberg 1985; Reber 1989). Such knowledge can be as-
sessed by presenting participants with scenarios and ask-
ing them to endorse one of several potential responses. Al-
though they may not be able to verbalize why, those with
greater knowledge tend to endorse the most appropriate re-
sponse—presumably because it feels right. Some metamo-
tivational knowledge may be tacit or implicit and thus best
assessed in this manner. Consumers who are particularly
self-aware may be able to articulate certain aspects of their
metamotivational knowledge, but we need not assume that
this is universal.

To provide empirical support for the metamotivation ap-
proach and to explore some of its implications, we spotlight
emerging research on people’s metamotivational knowledge
about the kinds of task-motivation fit specified by construal
level theory (e.g., MacGregor et al. 2017; Nguyen et al.,
forthcoming). Although we use this research on construal
level theory to exemplify some of the advances of the meta-
motivational approach in the present article, we note that
foundational work on metamotivation was originally con-
ducted in the context of regulatory focus theory (Higgins
1998, 2000; Scholer andMiele 2016). Moreover, other work
can be interpreted as examining people’s metamotivational
knowledge (or lack thereof) in contexts that extend beyond
the purview of construal level and regulatory focus theories,
including research on intrinsic versus extrinsic motivation
(Woolley and Fishbach 2015; Murayama et al. 2016), coun-
teractive control (e.g., Trope and Fishbach 2000), and re-
sponses to positive versus negative feedback (e.g., Fishbach,
Eyal, and Finkelstein 2010).

CONSTRUAL LEVEL AND SELF-REGULATION

One important determinant of successful goal pursuit is
subjective construal. The term construal refers to people’s
interpretation or understanding of events and captures not
only their thoughts and beliefs but also their affective, moti-
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vational, and behavioral orientations (e.g., Griffin and Ross
1991; Mischel and Shoda 1995). Construal level theory (CLT;
Trope and Liberman 2010) proposes that people represent
eventsat varying levels of abstractionas a functionofpsycho-
logical distance (i.e., of the removal of an event from direct
experience). CLTpostulates that people representpsycholog-
ically distant events by engaging in high-level construal—an
orientation toward the abstract and essential features of
those events. One can construe going on vacation, for exam-
ple, as disconnecting from the demands of daily life. By con-
trast, CLT postulates that people represent psychologically
near events by engaging in low-level construal—an orienta-
tion toward the concrete and idiosyncratic information that
distinguishes an event from similar others. For example, the
same vacation might be alternatively construed as traveling
to Miami to this hotel near this beach. Shifts in construal
level systematically affect judgment, decision making, and
behavior (e.g., Trope, Liberman, and Wakslak 2007; Fujita,
Trope, and Liberman 2015). Critically, construal level affects
performance on goal-relevant tasks.

Both high-level and low-level construal can enhance per-
formance, depending on the nature of the task. Research ex-
amining self-control (one important type of self-regulation
challenge) has revealed that high-level relative to low-level
construal promotes successful outcomes (e.g., Fujita andCar-
nevale 2012). Self-control conflicts arise when local motiva-
tional concerns compete with more global concerns (Fujita
2011) and are typically experienced in the kind of decision
that pits smaller-immediate versus larger-delayed outcomes
(Ainslie 1975; Mischel et al. 1989; Hoch and Loewenstein
1991; Wertenbroch 1998; Shiv and Fedorikhin 1999). Re-
search suggests that high-level versus low-level construal re-
duces delay discounting—the tendency to value smaller-
immediate over larger-delayed outcomes (e.g., Fujita et al.
2006; Malkoc and Zauberman 2006; Malkoc, Zauberman,
andBettman2010). In a sample concernedaboutweight loss,
high-level versus low-level construal promoted preferences
for an apple over a candy bar, suggesting enhanced self-
control (Fujita and Han 2009).

Other research has demonstrated the benefits of low-
level relative tohigh-level construal,particularlyontasks that
require precision or fine-tuned behavioral responses (e.g.,
Taylor et al. 1998; Gollwitzer and Sheeran 2006; Schmei-
chel, Vohs, and Duke 2011; Freund and Hennecke 2015).
For example, Schmeichel et al. (2011) presented participants
engaged in high-level versus low-level construal with a stop-
signal task—a task that requires inhibiting a habitual re-
sponse in the presence of a stop-cue. Success requires vigi-

lantly monitoring a dynamically shifting environment for
subtle variations in cognitive demands. Results indicated
that low-level relative to high-level construal led to superior
task performance. Research also suggests that low-level rela-
tive tohigh-level construal canpromote skilledmotor behav-
ior, such as throwing darts (e.g., Zimmerman and Kitsantas
1997). This and other work suggests that low-level versus
high-level construal can enhance performance on tasks that
require precise behavioral responses.

METAMOTIVATIONAL KNOWLEDGE OF THE

REGULATORY BENEFITS OF HIGH-LEVEL

AND LOW-LEVEL CONSTRUAL

Applying a metamotivational approach to CLT leads one to
ask to whether people understand the regulatory benefits of
high-level versus low-level construal and, if so, to what ex-
tent are they able to implement this knowledge to create
task-motivation fit. We review research suggesting that peo-
ple can (1) recognize whether performance on a particular
regulatory task would benefit from high-level versus low-
level construal (task knowledge), (2) identify strategies that
they can reliably use to shift themselves into high-level or
low-level construal (strategy knowledge), and (3) strategi-
cally select the construal level induction that best promotes
performance on an anticipated regulatory task. Collectively,
these findings suggest that people indeed have the metamo-
tivational task and strategy knowledge needed to optimize
performance by creating task-motivation fit.

Task Knowledge: The Benefits of High-Level
Construal for Self-Control Tasks
Initial investigations focused on whether people recognize
that high-level versus low-level construal is beneficial for
self-control (MacGregor et al. 2017). Experiments asked
participants to imagine situations that either posed a self-
control conflict or did not. In one study, participants imag-
ined participating in a market research study that entailed
eating tasty yet unhealthy cookies. Half imagined that their
goal was to refrain from eating too many cookies (self-
control condition), whereas the other half imagined that
their goal was to maximize their eating enjoyment (control
condition). As an assessment of metamotivational knowl-
edge, participants indicated to what extent asking them-
selves why (or why not) versus how (or how not) they would
engage in the task would be useful for achieving their re-
spective goals. Whereas thinking about why is associated
with high-level construal, thinking about how is associated
with low-level construal (Liberman and Trope 1998; Frei-
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tas, Gollwitzer, and Trope 2004). Participants reported that
thinking about why relative to how would be more useful in
the restraint relative to the control condition, suggesting
that they understood that high-level versus low-level con-
strual is beneficial for promoting self-control.

The metamotivational approach also suggests that indi-
vidual differences in this task knowledge should predict self-
control outcomes. To test this, MacGregor et al. (2017) asked
undergraduate students to list temptations that might com-
pete with their motivation to study for their Introduction
to Social Psychologyfinal exam. Participantswere then asked
to describe what they might do to overcome these tempta-
tions. These written responses were coded for linguistic ab-
straction as an assessment of construal level (using LCM;
Semin and Fiedler 1988). More abstract language would sug-
gest that participants possessed metamotivational knowl-
edge about the usefulness of high-level construal for resist-
ing temptations. To ensure that academics was perceived
by participants as a self-control domain (i.e., one in which
temptations compete withmore valued academic goals), par-
ticipants were also asked to report their level of achievement
motivation for the course. As predicted, among individuals
who had high achievement motivation (11 standard devia-
tion above the mean), an increase of 1 unit of metamotiva-
tional knowledge was associated on average with an increase
of almost 4 percentage points in end-of-semester grades in
the course (i.e., B1 vs. A2). This suggests that individual dif-
ferences in metamotivational knowledge can predict indi-
vidual differences in meaningful self-control outcomes.

Task and Strategy Knowledge: Choosing High-Level
versus Low-Level Construal Inductions to Prepare
for Different Types of Tasks
Although the studies byMacGregor et al. (2017) suggest that
people recognize that high-level construal promotes self-
control, they say little about whether people also recognize
that low-level construal can benefit performance on other
kinds of regulatory tasks. Moreover, the studies say little
about whether people recognize how to shift themselves
into high-level versus low-level construal (i.e., strategy knowl-
edge). To address these questions, Nguyen et al. (forthcom-
ing) presented participants with tasks in which performance
has been shown to benefit from high-level construal or low-
level construal. The high-level scenarios entailed self-control
conflicts, such an assessment of delay discounting (e.g., re-
ceiving $30 today vs. $60 in three months). The low-level
scenarios described tasks that require precision orfine-tuned
behavior, such as completing cognitive vigilance assessments

and throwing darts. A third set of scenarios that served as an
experimental control described tasks in which performance
did not a priori appear to benefit from high-level or low-level
construal, such as choosing between equally desirable alter-
natives and enjoying the opportunity to daydream.

Participants were asked to choose which of two prepara-
tory exercises they would prefer to complete in order to “set
their minds” to perform the regulatory tasks with which
they were presented. These preparatory exercises consisted
of previously validated inductions of high-level versus low-
level construal, respectively. In one study, for example, par-
ticipants were told that the preparatory exercises would en-
tail the recall of distant versus near past memories (e.g.,
Kyung, Menon, and Trope 2010). In another study, partici-
pants were told that the exercises would require engaging in
global versus local visual information processing (e.g., Kim-
chi and Palmer 1982; Smith, Wigboldus, and Dijksterhuis
2008; Wakslak and Trope 2009).

Results revealed that participants systematically pre-
ferred thepreparatory exercise that induceshigh-level rather
than low-level construal in anticipation of regulatory tasks
that typically benefit from high-level construal, replicating
MacGregor et al. (2017). For example, 56% versus 44% of
participants chose to complete the global versus local visual
processing exercise in anticipation of a delay discounting
task. By contrast, they preferred the preparatory exercise
that induces low-level rather than high-level construal in an-
ticipation of regulatory tasks that benefit from low-level con-
strual. For example, 72% versus 28%of participants chose to
complete a local versus global visual processing exercise in
anticipation of a cognitive vigilance task. Thus, participants
correctly identified which construal would best enhance per-
formance on each type of task (task knowledge). Note that
the design of these experiments also required participants
to recognizewhich taskswouldhelp theminstantiateorman-
ifest high-level versus low-level construal (strategy knowl-
edge). To demonstrate metamotivational knowledge, then,
not only did participants have to differentiate the construal
level demands of tasks like delay discounting versus percep-
tual vigilance, but they also had to recognize completing
global versus local visual processing exercises as an effective
induction of high-level versus low-level construal—and then
match the rightmotivational orientation (construal level) to
the appropriate regulatory task. Given how little overlap
therewas between the superficial features of the preparatory
exercises and the regulatory tasks, it is rather remarkable
that participants were able to link the two in order to create
task-motivation fit.
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ADVANCING MOTIVATIONAL SCIENCE AND

IMPLICATIONS FOR CONSUMER BEHAVIOR

Implications
The metamotivational approach advances motivation sci-
ence in a number of ways, with important implications for
consumer behavior. First, it generates novel predictions, as
illustrated above. These findings are notable not only be-
cause they provide further evidence for the role of construal
level in supporting goal pursuit, but they also suggest that
people know about this role and may use this knowledge to
create task-motivation fit. Although preliminary findings
indicate that this knowledge can be used to predict mean-
ingful outcomes, such as academic performance (e.g., Mac-
Gregor et al. 2017), more work needs to be done to establish
that people are able to use different construal levels strate-
gically and spontaneously in the real world (i.e., when not
prompted tomake a choice by an experimenter). Yet the fact
that people even know about various methods of inducing
high-level versus low-level construal in order to achieve de-
sired outcomes suggests that retailers could potentially de-
velop products that would aid consumers in creating task-
motivation fit. Onemight imagine, for example, a cell phone
application that people use to prepare themselves motiva-
tionally for the various self-regulation tasks that they might
anticipate.

A second noteworthy advancement of the metamotiva-
tional approach is highlighting new ways that knowledge
may serve as a source of goal success versus failure. Most
self-regulation research focuses on what people can do (e.g.,
how well someone can inhibit an undesired thought), rather
than their knowledge about themselves and the situation.
Consider, for example, popular “brain-training” services that
attempt to help people improve their self-regulation by en-
hancing their cognitive control skills (Simons et al. 2016).
The metamotivational approach suggests that these services
aremisguided in that the effectiveness of any skill in promot-
ing self-regulation requires deploying it at the right time. That
is, task knowledge is a precondition to any effective regula-
tion and worthy of investigation in its own right. Some peo-
ple may struggle to attain their goals not because they are de-
ficient in some ability (such as inhibitory control) but rather
because they lack accurate knowledge about when to imple-
ment that ability. Similarly, some people may have erroneous
beliefs about the nature of motivation and implement flawed
strategies that unknowingly backfire (e.g., Woolley and Fish-
bach 2015; Murayama et al. 2016). Exploring suchmisbeliefs
is an important future direction for two reasons. First, they
are likely associated with goal failure. Second, and perhaps

more importantly, misbeliefs may predict resistance to any
attempts at intervention. If people believe that their flawed
knowledge of motivation is valid, they may dismiss or dero-
gate efforts to correct this knowledge. Thus, tackling the is-
sue of metamotivational misbeliefs may be an important
new direction for research and a critical one for the develop-
ment of novel services and programs designed to support
consumer goal pursuit.

A third benefit of the metamotivational approach is that
it allows researchers to make not only between-subject pre-
dictions about who is likely to succeed versus fail at attaining
important goals but also within-subject predictions about
the particular tasks in which an individual is likely to suc-
ceed. Consider, for example, the domain of athletics. To be
successful, athletes must overcome the temptation to skip
practice and workouts as well as properly execute highly
skilled behavior during competitions and games. Whereas
high-level construal should enhance the former, low-level
construal should enhance the latter. Athletes who incor-
rectly believe that engaging in high-level construal is always
beneficial for task performance can be expected to attend
practice regularly but may then overlook the subtle contex-
tual cues that enhance in-game performance. We would ex-
pect the opposite pattern of results from athletes who incor-
rectly believe the low-level construal is always beneficial for
task performance. Although both types of athletes might
struggle to attain their goals, a service provider would have
to develop very different types of products and services to
assist each, given that they struggle with different kinds of
motivational problems. In this way, themetamotivational ap-
proach pushes researchers and retailers to not only predict
who might struggle with goal pursuit but to also identify the
specific challenges with which they struggle.

Finally, the metamotivation approach more generally pro-
poses that flexibility is key to goal attainment. That is, it takes
as a given that no singlemotivational orientation ensures suc-
cess—the orientation that is best suited to the current task
may undermine performance on the next task. Thus, success-
ful goal pursuit requires that people be sensitive to how mo-
tivational demands change across tasks and shift their moti-
vational orientation to match these changing demands.

Future Directions
Although currently available measures have been sufficient
for testing theoretical claims in the lab, futureworkwill need
to develop and validatemetamotivational knowledge assess-
ments thatmaybemoreappropriate for consumers, and that
can be used pragmatically to predict consumer outcomes in
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real-world contexts. The development of these consumer-
relevant instruments may benefit from further exploration
of the extent to which people are explicitly aware of this
knowledge. Current assessments have assumed that this
knowledge is tacit or implicit, leading researchers to adopt
indirect measurement strategies that involve respondents
selecting options on the basis of what feels right. Future re-
search, however, should explore to what extent this assump-
tion is warranted. In some contexts, people may be able to
articulate explicitly what they know. This may reduce some
of the artificiality of the assessment items, thereby increas-
ing reliability and accuracy.

Another important future direction is to examine how
people learn and acquire metamotivational knowledge. It is
possible that parents and teachers teach children about the
basic principles of motivation during formative childhood
years.Forexample,whenfacedwithtemptation(e.g.,waiting
to eat dessert after dinner), children may be taught to con-
strue these challenges in high-level terms (e.g., focusing on
why they are waiting). By contrast, when challenged to en-
gage in a precision task (e.g., learning to write legibly), chil-
dren may instead be instructed on how to construe these
challenges in low-level terms (e.g., focusing on how to hold
a pencil vs. a pen when writing on a particular surface). In
this way, parents and teachers may teach children to distin-
guish different types of regulatory tasks and help them to
identify the variousmeans by which they canmotivationally
prepare for themselves for these tasks. It is also possible
that people develop metamotivational knowledge on their
own. Specifically, if a certain strategy has been effective in
a particular kind of situation, people may continue using it
in this kind of situation in the future. Alternatively, if a mo-
tivational strategy has led to poor outcomes, people may be
inclined to explore other strategies. Through trial and error,
people may come to develop an understanding of the most
optimal construal level for the task at hand. One final possi-
bility is that people may gain metamotivational knowledge
through logical reasoning, much as researchers have done
to develop theories of self-regulation and motivation. Ulti-
mately, understanding how people come to form meta-
motivational beliefs may not only provide insight into the
nature of this knowledge (e.g., are people aware that they
have this knowledge?) but may also advance understanding
of how best to educate people should they have incorrect
knowledge—a critical issue for those looking to develop ser-
vices and programs to enhance consumers’ self-regulation.

It should be noted that merely having metamotivational
knowledge does not guarantee goal success. Consider, for ex-

ample, budget-constrained impulsive shoppers. These con-
sumers may recognize the benefits of engaging in high-level
construal when confronted with highly desirable yet expen-
sive products. Research on CLT suggests, however, that the
immediate proximity of temptations evokes low-level con-
strual. Thus, at the critical moment when they know they
must engage in high-level construal, the proximity of the
temptation may lead impulsive shoppers to engage instead
in low-level construal. To successfully implement theirmeta-
motivational knowledge, these consumers need to inhibit a
salient but inappropriate construal and flexibly switch to a
construal that betterfitswith the task or situation.Anumber
of variables might affect whether they are successfully able
to do so. Research on executive function suggests that one
important variable might be individual differences in cogni-
tive flexibility (e.g., Monsell 2003; Miyake and Friedman
2012). It may only be those with high flexibility that are able
to switch and adopt alternative construals as needed—an
interesting research question that integrates metamotiva-
tion research with research from the developmental and cog-
nitive psychology literatures.

Beyond cognitive abilities, sociocultural norms and be-
liefs may also influence the implementation of metamotiva-
tional knowledge (Scholer and Miele 2016). Certain groups
and cultures may preferentially embrace some motivational
orientations over others. Although these may be important
sources of metamotivational knowledge, the orientations
that they promote or encourage may at times conflict with
task demands. For example, in social settings that celebrate
andpromotelow-levelconstrual—suchascompaniesthatem-
phasize meeting short-term benchmarks rather than more
long-term objectives—individuals may struggle or choose
not to embody the high-level construal that is more appro-
priate for some tasks (e.g., decision making that entails val-
ues vs. pragmatics; Kivetz and Tyler 2007). The opposite may
be true as well: social settings that prioritize abstract con-
cerns may make it challenging for individuals to embody the
low-level construal necessary to execute precision-oriented
tasks (e.g., proof-reading, debugging computer code). Future
research should explore the interplay between individuals
and their sociocultural contexts as an important step in de-
termining whether people respond to challenges as they
know they should.

CONCLUSION

In this article, we described the metamotivational approach
to studying self-regulation—an approach that focuses on
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motivational states and orientations, rather than thoughts,
feelings, and behavior, as the target of regulation. This ap-
proach assumes that people monitor and modify their mo-
tivational orientations to secure desired outcomes. To do so,
peoplemustunderstand, at some level, thebasic principles of
motivation and how best to shift themselves into particular
motivational orientations for the task at hand. To highlight
its transformative advances, we reviewed research applying
this approach to construal level theory. This work suggests
that people have the requisite knowledge to strategically
use high-level and low-level construal level to create task-
motivation fit. We believe that metamotivation is the next
frontier ofmotivation science and encourage others to adopt
this framework to explore new research directions and ap-
plications.
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