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Abstract

While consumer research has long explored social influences in consumer
phenomena, the literature rarely considers the implications of different dynamics in
relationships. In this dissertation, I take a multi-dimensional perspective on social
relationships in consumer behavior. In Chapter 1, I develop a conceptual framework of
social relationships that situates different types of relationships along three theoretically
orthogonal and consumer-relevant relational dimensions: closeness, competitiveness,
and power. I argue that these key relational dimensions jointly shape consumer
phenomena in important ways. Then, in Chapter 2, I provide an empirical
demonstration of this framework in the context of a novel source of social influence: the
effect of making consumption choices for different types of others. I focus on two
theoretically relevant relational dimensions, closeness and competitiveness, and show
across eight experiments that making goal-related consumption choices for others can
influence subsequent goal-related choices for the self, depending on the type of
relationship with the other. I conclude by considering the practical and theoretical

implications of taking a multi-dimensional approach to consumer behavior.
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1. Introduction: A Multi-Dimensional Approach to Social
Relationships in Consumer Behavior

Consumer psychologists have long considered interpersonal influences on
consumer behavior. From exploring social roles (e.g., Menasco and Curry 1989) and joint
decision making (Kirchler 1993) to non-conscious influence from strangers (e.g.,
Goldstein, Cialdini, and Griskevicius 2008), a focus on social relationships is a robust
area of marketing research. However, with few exceptions, it is common practice across
all of these literatures to largely ignore the complex dynamics of how different types of
social relationships might differentially shape the phenomena studied —often grouping
qualitatively different relationships, such as friends and romantic partners, as the same
sources of influence on consumer behavior. But friends and romantic partners might
differ from each other in important ways. How, if at all, might the dynamics of different
social relationships be important to understanding consumer behavior? In this
dissertation, I take a multi-dimensional perspective on social relationships to further
understanding about how consumers’ personal relationships influence consumption
behavior. Across two chapters, I develop a conceptual framework of social relationships
in consumer behavior (Chapter 1) and provide an empirical demonstration of the

framework (Chapter 2).



1.1 Types of Social Relationships

As social beings, people maintain various different relationships in their life. But,
of course, not all social relationships are the same. They vary on many factors that shape
the nature of the relationship and the function it serves in an individual’s life. For
example, while one’s spouse and child might both be very close relationships (e.g.,
Aron, Aron, and Smollan 1992), they serve very different roles in one’s life. In just one
way they differ, spouses provide each other support (Beach et al. 1996), whereas a child
instead relies upon the parent for support. Thus, while spouses might have equal
responsibility to each other, there is a clear unidirectional path of responsibility in a
parent-child relationship. This direction of responsibility may flip over time, though, as
the parent becomes elderly and the child enters adulthood. I contend that the different
social relationships individuals have —friends, romantic partners, children, coworkers,
and so on—are qualitatively different in systematic and measurable ways.

Accordingly, in Chapter 1, I develop a conceptual framework of social
relationships that situates different types of relationships along three orthogonal
dimensions that I argue are of particular relevance to consumer behavior: closeness,
competitiveness, and power. Then, in Chapter 2, I leverage this framework to
experimentally examine how different types of relationships—parent-child, owner-pet,

and friend-friend —differentially shape a novel source of social influence.



1.2 Social Relationships and Consumption

Interpersonal relationships play an integral role in many consumption settings.
They both serve as a source of influence on individual consumption behaviors, such as
purchasing decisions, and also generate consumption settings that are uniquely social,
such as gift-giving. In both Chapters 1 and 2, I consider two primary consumption
domains: motivation and decision making. Motivation drives the decisions consumers
make, and together these domains encompass a broad spectrum of consumption
contexts, including eating behavior, purchasing behavior, and goal pursuit.

In Chapter 1, I organize the existing relevant psychology and marketing
literatures within these domains by the key relational dimensions in the framework—
closeness, competitiveness, and power —and discuss how each is relevant to these
consumption domains. Then, in Chapter 2, I build on the framework to propose and
experimentally test a novel social influence effect within these domains. Specifically, I
explore how making goal-related choices for different types of relational others

influences the chooser’s subsequent goal pursuit.

1.3 Overview of Chapters 1 and 2

Chapter 1 is drawn from an invited chapter for the APA Handbook of Consumer
Psychology: “Social Relationships and Consumer Behavior” (Gullo, K., P. J. Liu, J. R.
Bettman, and G. J. Fitzsimons 2020, Eds: Huber, J., L. Kahle, and T. Lowery). Chapter 2 is

drawn from a manuscript that, at the time of submitting this dissertation, is invited for



revision at the Journal of Marketing Research: “Is Choosing My Dog’s Treats Making Me
Fat? The Effects of Choices Made for Others on Subsequent Choices for the Selt” (Gullo,

K., P.]. Liu, L. Zhou, and G. J. Fitzsimons 2020).



2. Chapter I: Developing a Multi-Dimensional Framework
of Social Relationships in Consumer Behavior

Social relationships permeate consumers’ interactions with both the marketplace
and consumption more broadly. Imagine a consumer, Sam, walking through a
department store. Sam hopes to buy a birthday present for their best friend, pick up
socks for their spouse, find a microwave that will be more accessible for their aging
parents, pick up a bedding set for themselves and their spouse, and find something to
wear at an upcoming wedding. Any individual consumer, on any given trip, may be
shopping for themselves (such as the wedding outfit) or for both themselves and
someone else (such as the bedding set), but they also might be buying solely for
someone else for a number of reasons, including gifting, providing favors, and
caretaking (Liu, Dallas, and Fitzsimons 2019). Now imagine that Sam is not alone in the
store but brought along their spouse, Joe, and called their sister, Carmen, while picking a
microwave for their parents as they are splitting the cost. In this situation, the purchase
decisions become joint decisions, which can further shape the decision-making process
and the decisions made. Joe might be more price sensitive than Sam and expand Sam’s
consideration set by price-checking the products online. Or Joe might feel impatient with
clothes shopping and rush Sam through picking a wedding outfit. On the other hand,

Carmen might prioritize their parents’ preferences and push for Sam to buy the higher



quality, but more expensive, microwave. Both Joe and Carmen influence Sam’s
purchasing behavior whether or not they are directly involved in the decision process.

Even reminders of relationships can affect consumption behavior; after seeing an
in-store advertisement featuring two best friends, Sam is reminded of their current lack
of close friendships. Such reminders of a shortage of relationships can lead to a
restriction in indulgent consumption because they make consumers feel undeserving
(Cavanaugh 2014), and so Sam decides not to get a treat at the department store’s
expensive in-house café. As these examples demonstrate, personal relationships can
influence many aspects related to consumption, including consumers’ goal pursuit and
product choices. The resulting consumption can then also affect aspects of relationships,
for example by making people feel more or less close to each other (e.g., Ruth, Otnes,
and Brunel 1999). Thus, personal relationships can both directly and indirectly influence
consumer behavior, and vice versa. Understanding such effects is important for
consumer psychologists, policy makers, and marketers.

In this chapter, I discuss the intersection of social relationships and consumer
behavior. I focus my discussion on close personal consumer-to-consumer connections
such as friendships, romantic relationships, and familial relationships, primarily in the
form of dyads but also considering groups, which are generally less researched in
consumer behavior. I do not extend my discussion to distant relationships (e.g.,

strangers or relationship-ambiguous social referents) or relationships with authority



tigures (e.g., boss-employee), experts (e.g., doctor-patient, lawyer-client), salespersons,
or non-humans (e.g., with brands, firms, or animals).

While social relationships influence many aspects of consumer behavior, I focus
on two domains that are of high relevance for consumers, policymakers, marketers, and
researchers and have received much attention in marketing’s interpersonal and social
influence literatures: motivation and decision making. These topics are related to one
another, in that one’s goals and motivations shape consumption decisions, and the
outcome of such decisions can affect consumers’ ensuing goals and motivations. I
consider both individually-held goals (e.g., for oneself to spend less) and jointly-held
goals (e.g., both partners aim to get physically fit to prepare for an upcoming hiking trip
together) and decisions for oneself, decisions for others, and jointly made decisions.

This chapter is structured as follows. First, I propose three key theoretical
relationship dimensions (closeness, competitiveness, and power) and discuss the
relevant psychology and marketing literatures on each of these dimensions as well as
how each affect two focal consumer behavior domains (motivation and decision
making). Then, I highlight gaps in the current understanding of consumer relationship
theory and areas for future research. I also discuss challenges in studying relationships

and identify solutions for dealing with those challenges.



2.1 Three Key Relational Dimensions

Although most research on interpersonal effects in social psychology has used
closeness as the sole dimension to distinguish between relationship types (Aron, Aron,
and Smollan 1992), I contend that one’s relationship with their young child, for example,
is systematically different than their relationship with a friend, even though both would
be categorized as “close.” To more fully characterize relationships, I organize my
discussion of social relationships around three key relational dimensions: closeness,
competitiveness, and power.

Closeness describes how interconnected individuals are (Aron et al. 1992; Kelley
et al. 1983). Competitiveness describes the extent to which a relationship motivates social
comparison and a desire to close any gaps or perceived differences (Festinger 1954;
Garcia, Tor, and Schiff 2013). Power describes who has control over outcomes within the
relationship, which I further subdivide into control coming from relationship power (e.g.,
one spouse exerts more influence over the other but blame for the outcome is shared;
e.g., Brick et al. 2017) and/or control coming from responsibility power (e.g., a parent has
influence over their child and has ultimate blame for the outcomes; e.g., Steffel,
Williams, and Perrmann-Graham 2016). Figure 1 contains a conceptual diagram of these

three key relational dimensions.
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Figure 1: Conceptual Depictions of the Three Key Relational Dimensions.
Each set of circles represents two individuals in a dyadic relationship. (A) Closeness
is represented by increasingly overlapping circles. (B) Competitiveness is represented
by increasingly dark arrows, which are focused on the other person. (C) Power is
represented by increasing hierarchy in the vertical orientation of the circles.

I suggest that these are theoretically orthogonally related, even if some octants
may be more frequently occupied than others. For example, even if most of people’s
close relationships tend to be non-competitive and with similar-power individuals, I
contend that people can sometimes be highly competitive with close others (e.g., sibling
rivalry) or occupy different power status with close others (e.g., parent-young child
relationships). Figure 2 contains a conceptual diagram of how these three key relational

dimensions interrelate to form distinct types of relationships.



(A) Less Close &

More power 4
differential

Less power

Less Competitive Relationships

>

PERSON 1

.-, PERSON 2

S d

differential

(C) Less Close &

More power 4

differential

Less power

More Competitive Relationships

3

differential y

(B) More Close & Less Competitive Relationships

More power 4
differential

Less power
differential y

i 1 PERSON 1

' | PERSON 2

(D) More Close & More Competitive Relationships

More power 4
differential

Less power

differential y

Y'

Figure 2: Conceptual Depictions of How Each of the Three Key Relational
Dimensions Interrelate to Form Distinct Relationships. Examples of prototypical
established relationships in each quadrant: (A) college roommates in different degree
tracks and with varying degrees of social power within the relationship, (B) parent-



child relationship over time, where the power differential decreases as the child
becomes an adult, (C) teammates who compete on personal records with varying
degrees of leadership roles on the team, (D) best friends or even romantic partners
who compete on fitness goals with varying degrees of social power within the
relationship.

Although there are various other relational dimensions—including attachment
(e.g., Bowlby 1969/1982), interdependence (e.g., Rusbult and Arriaga 1997), and
exchange/communal orientation (Clark and Mils 1993) —in relationship psychology that
are relevant to consumer behavior, I focus on closeness, competitiveness, and power for
two main reasons. First, research suggests that many of these dimensions are
interrelated; thus, focusing on these encompassing dimensions enables me to still cover
the others to some extent. Interdependence and attachment style, for example, can
influence feelings of closeness (e.g., Collins and Feeney 2004; Kelley et al. 1983), and
exchange orientations are more likely to engender competitiveness than communal
orientation, which is associated with cooperation (Silk 2003). Second, my goal was to
develop a tractable framework that would allow research on each of the dimensions to
be used to understand how qualitatively different types of relationships (e.g., one’s
spouse, one’s child, one’s friend, etc.) can affect consumer behavior outcomes. That is, I
argue that nearly all social relationships can be situated along these three focal
dimensions. One’s relationship with their young child, for example, could prototypically
be defined as high in closeness, low in competitiveness, and high in power differential,

whereas one’s relationship with a friend could prototypically be defined as involving
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mid-levels of closeness, ranging from low to high competitiveness, and low in power
differential. However, other relational dimensions are not as suitable for this task.
Attachment style, for example, is generally viewed as an individual difference instead of

varying by relationship type (as discussed in Heffernan et al. 2012).

2.2 Interpersonal Closeness

Interpersonal closeness is, in my view, currently the most studied relational
factor in social psychology and in consumer behavior. Although various definitions
exist, one excellent encompassing definition is provided by Aron, Aron, and Smollan
(1992): closeness is the perceived overlap between the self and the other. Feelings of
closeness are achieved (and reflected) through many potential paths, including
reciprocal disclosure (Collins and Miller 1994; Sedikides et al. 1999), spending time
together, engaging in a variety of activities together, perceptions of mutual influence
over each other’s plans (Berscheid, Snyder, and Omoto 1989), and maintaining a
relationship over time (Kelley et al. 1983).

Feeling close with another person influences how one perceives oneself and
behaves toward others. As implied by the definition, people tend to think of close others
as part of their own self-concept, placing themselves and close others in the same
cognitive category relative to that of strangers (e.g., Bower and Gilligan 1979). As a
result, people tend to adopt, at least in part, the close other’s perceived characteristics,

perspectives, and resources as their own (e.g., Aron et al. 1991; Tu, Shaw, and Fishbach

12



2015). Altogether, feeling close to others can exert a powerful influence on behavior,

which I discuss in detail next.

2.2.1 Interpersonal Closeness and Motivation

Consumer goals and motivations are a major area of study in consumer
psychology because they are major drivers of behavior. Although goals and motivation
research has traditionally focused on individual-level goals, recent theorizing in
psychology on Transactive Goal Dynamics (TGD) (Fitzsimons, Finkel, and vanDellen
2015) adopts an explicitly interpersonal perspective on goal pursuit, which I use to
organize my discussion of interpersonal closeness and motivation.

TGD theory proposes that interpersonal relationships create an interconnected
web of goals, which increases in size and strength as the relationship becomes closer and
more interdependent (Fitzsimons et al. 2015). This theory delineates the types of goals
created in an interpersonal context by who holds the goal and who is the target of the
goal. Self-oriented goals refer to the personal goals each partner has for themselves (e.g.,
Sam wants to lose weight and Joe wants to read more), whereas partner-oriented goals
refer to goals partners hold for the other (e.g., Sam wants Joe to eat less sugar and Joe
wants Sam to watch less TV). Goals become parallel when both partners hold the same
goal, such as parallel self-oriented goals (e.g., both Sam and Joe want to lose weight) or
parallel partner-oriented goals (e.g., Sam wants Joe to lose weight and Joe wants Sam to

lose weight). In addition to having goals for one of the partners, TGD theory asserts that

13



partners can have system-oriented goals for the relationship itself (e.g., saving enough
money to buy a house together). Goals become shared when both partners hold the same
goal for the same target (e.g., both Sam and Joe want Joe to lose weight or both Sam and
Joe want to save enough money to buy a house) (Fitzsimons et al. 2015).

Close relationships can influence goal setting, goal pursuit, and goal satiation for
each type of goal (for more detailed reviews, see: Fitzsimons and Finkel 2010; Fitzsimons
et al. 2015; Orehek 2017). In goal setting, for example, people tend to adopt the self-
oriented goals they observe close others pursuing through the process of goal contagion
(Aarts, Gollwitzer, and Hassin 2004), and this goal contagion is stronger as the close
other is perceived to put more effort towards the goal pursuit (Dik and Aarts 2007).

In terms of goal pursuit, extensive research on the Michelangelo phenomenon
demonstrates that close others play an integral role in people achieving their self-
oriented goals for their ideal self. The more that a close other affirms a person’s ideal
goals, the more successful the person is in achieving those ideals over time (for a review,
see Rusbult et al. 2005). Indeed, even the presence or thought of a close other makes
related goals more accessible (e.g., one’s mother might activate achievement goals) and
can non-consciously trigger goal pursuit in the relevant domain (Fitzsimons and Bargh
2003; Shah 2003). Further, research shows that people are aware that certain others can
help them with their goal pursuit (“instrumental others”), finding that people will

consciously think about such others and feel closer to them during initial goal pursuit
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(Fitzsimons and Shah 2008; Huang et al. 2014); however, this boost in closeness is
reduced at later stages of goal pursuit (Fitzsimons and Fishbach 2010; Huang et al. 2014).
Finally, in terms of goal satiation, observing a close other complete a goal can satiate one’s
own desire to pursue that goal (McCulloch et al. 2011).

Moreover, the very quality of one’s close relationships (i.e., relationship
satisfaction) influences one’s ability to pursue self-oriented goals. In an experiment and
a longitudinal study with romantic couples, Hofmann, Finkel, and Fitzsimons (2015)
find that momentary increases in relationship satisfaction boost perceived control, goal
focus, perceived partner support, and positive affect during goal pursuit, which in
combination leads to more success. However, focusing on close ties with others is not
always positive. For example, engaging with one’s network on social media can have
harmful self-control effects. When social media users are focused on close friends (vs.
weaker ties), they experience a momentary increase in self-esteem which, in turn,
reduces self-control (Wilcox and Stephen 2013). For people with strong ties to their social
network, there is a positive correlation between social media use and real-life indicators
of reduced self-control, such as body mass index and credit card debt (Wilcox and
Stephen 2013).

In parallel goal pursuit, people generally perceive their close partner’s individual
progress to be their own (e.g., McCulloch et al. 2011; Tu et al. 2015). If Sam and Joe each

have self-oriented goals to lose weight, for instance, Joe might feel like he made progress
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even when it is only Sam who has achieved noticeable results. Although it might be
intuitive to assume that holding parallel goals would help each partner stick to their
goal, research suggests that people are not always successful in self-control when faced
with the opportunity to indulge together, despite their parallel goals. When co-
indulgence is perceived as a relatively minor transgression against each other’s goals,
indulging together can make “partners in crime” feel closer together (Lowe and Haws
2014). However, when the indulgence is perceived to be a relatively greater
transgression, people instead feel closer when they both abstain together (Lowe and
Haws 2014).

Even when partners do not share the same goals, their individual choices affect
each other’s goal pursuit. For example, one study of married couples finds that having
only one partner with high self-control does not help the dyad make joint self-control
decisions. Instead the one high self-control partner tends to prioritize pro-relationship
behaviors and indulges with the other (Dzhogleva and Lamberton 2014). Relatedly, in
the second chapter of this dissertation, I find that making goal-consistent choices for
close and non-competitive others (e.g., packing a healthy lunch for one’s child) can be
experienced as contributing toward one’s own goal progress, even when the other does
not hold the same goal, thereby hindering subsequent goal pursuit.

Finally, recent research suggests that different types of close relationships can

affect the approach and motivation to pursue goals by influencing regulatory focus.
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Among the first research in marketing to examine familial relationships and friendships
as distinct types of close relationships, Fei and colleagues (2020) find that, in China,
friends are associated with “interest and aspirations,” which activates a promotion-
focused mindset when friendship relationships are more accessible. In contrast, family
members are often associated with “obligations and responsibilities,” which activates a
prevention-focused mindset when familial relationships are more accessible (Fei, You,
and Yang 2020). Returning to the opening example, this research suggests that Sam
would be more likely to have a promotion-focused mindset while shopping for their
best friend’s birthday present. As a result, they likely would be more willing to take
risks in their purchase decision and be more responsive to promotion-focused
messaging. However, when Sam was buying a microwave for their parents, this research
suggests that Sam would be more likely to have a prevention-focused mindset and be

more sensitive to potential risks and more responsive to prevention-focused messaging.

2.2.2 Interpersonal Closeness and Decision Making

As previewed in the opening example, close others frequently play a role in
consumers’ decisions. People make choices for close others, such as gifts, and make joint-
consumption decisions with close others, such as which house to purchase or even just
what to eat for dinner. More peripherally, close others can influence consumers’ choices
for themselves. In the opening example, Joe’s presence affected Sam’s wedding outfit

choice by making his preferences for spending less time and money on the purchase
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more salient. In addition, Joe could still shape Sam’s decision even if he were not there
(e.g., Cavanaugh 2016; Gorlin and Dhar 2012; Simpson, Griskevicius, and Rothman 2012)
or via his own choices (e.g., his own wedding outfit choice). It might be important to
Sam that Joe liked how they looked at the wedding, and thus Sam might have
considered both of their sets of preferences and anticipated how Joe would react when
choosing which outfits to try on and ultimately purchase. Thus, close social relationships
can both shape individual consumer decisions and also affect how relationship-specific

decision situations unfold.

2.2.2.1 Individual Decisions Influenced by Close Others

Close social relationships can affect individual decisions through several paths,
e.g., via both the nature and amount of shared resources (e.g., space, money) and also
via social influence (e.g., observing a close other make their own choices). In terms of
shared resources, a study of romantic couples revealed differences in purchases for the
self depending on how financial resources were structured (Garbinsky and Gladstone
2017). Specifically, members of romantic couples tend to make more utilitarian and less
hedonic purchases for themselves when using funds from a shared account than from a
separately held account. A primary driver of this shift in purchasing behavior is feeling
the need to justify purchase decisions when financial resources are shared (Garbinsky

and Gladstone 2017). Indeed, Garbinsky and colleagues (2019) show that when members
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of couples are lower in financial harmony, they are more likely to have some resources
that are concealed rather than fully shared.

Another source of influence is observing the choices of close others. For instance,
observing a close relationship partner’s purchasing patterns over time can create similar
purchasing habits for the observer, leading them automatically to select what their
relationship partner usually chooses even when making the decision alone (Wood and
Hayes 2012). However, sometimes people instead choose the opposite of what they
observed close others choose in order to satisfy relationship goals. When ordering last at
a restaurant with a group of friends, for example, consumers are more likely to choose a
less preferred menu item for the sake of introducing variety into the group (Ariely and
Levav 2000). Likewise, uniqueness concerns can cause consumers to create dissimilar
custom-made products after observing examples from close (vs. distant) others
(D’Angelo, Diehl, and Cavanaugh 2019). Liu and colleagues (2020) offer one bridge
between these divergent findings, demonstrating that consumers tend to match their
friends on “ordinal” attributes (e.g., portion size, brand tier) but to differentiate on
“nominal” attributes (e.g., flavor), thereby balancing uniqueness concerns with

mitigating social relationship discomfort (Liu, McFerran, and Haws 2020).

2.2.2.2 Decisions for Close Others

Researchers started examining the phenomenon of consumers making choices

for other consumers in earnest in the last decade, often focusing on how choices for
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others differ from choices made for the self. There are many contexts in which
consumers choose for close others; such occasions often arise as a function of being close
to another (e.g., spouses shopping for one another) and can have downstream
implications for subsequent relational closeness. Liu, Dallas, and Fitzsimons (2019)
recently offered a conceptual framework to organize this emerging literature, identifying
four prototypical situations in which consumers make choices for others: gift-giving,
everyday pickups/favors, joint consumption, and caregiving. Because of its inherent ties
with power and responsibility, I will defer discussion of caregiving decisions for close
others to the Interpersonal Power section of this chapter.

Gift decisions for close others. Perhaps the choosing-for-others context most
germane to interpersonal closeness, gift-giving prototypically involves the chooser
focusing on their relationship with the recipient (Liu et al. 2019; for a review, see Ward
and Chan 2015). Giving gifts is often viewed as a way to signal one’s closeness with a
relationship partner (Belk 1976; Caplow 1982). As a result, consumers tend to prioritize
signaling their connection with the recipient when making a gift decision, doing so even
at the expense of choosing the recipient’s actual preferred gift. Indeed, even when the
recipient’s preferences are explicitly known, as with a gift registry, givers trying to
signal their social closeness with the receiver will purposefully choose a gift not on the
registry that they think demonstrates their closeness and knowledge of the receiver’s

preferences, often resulting in gifts less liked by the recipient (Ward and Broniarczyk
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2016). In some cases, choosing gifts that align with the inferred preferences of the
recipient can even have negative downstream effects for the giver. For example,
choosing a gift for a close other that is inconsistent with the giver’s identity (e.g., giving
a friend a mug featuring the logo of the giver’s rival sport team) can threaten the giver’s
sense of identity (Ward and Broniarczyk 2011).

Additionally, consumers use the perceived closeness of their relationship with
the intended recipient of a gift to inform what type of gift to choose and how much to
spend. For example, givers are more likely to choose experiential gifts (e.g., a massage
gift card or concert tickets) for more socially close others than they are for more socially
distant others because experiential gifts require more specific knowledge of the
receiver’s preferences and therefore pose a greater risk of sending a negative social
signal from giving a gift that does not match the receiver’s preferences (Goodman and
Lim 2018). Beyond the relationship with one particular recipient, givers’ gift choices for
a specific close other are also influenced by other people in their social network (Lowrey,
Otnes, and Ruth 2004). In a qualitative study of Christmas gift exchanges over a five-
year period, consumers were observed to determine how close/important their
relationship is with any given focal gift recipient by comparing their relationship with
the recipient to their relationship with others in their network, thus affecting their

decisions about how much to spend (Lowrey et al. 2004).
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Gift exchanges themselves can also affect feelings of closeness within the
relationship (Ruth et al. 1999). Experiential gifts, for example, foster greater relational
closeness on the part of the recipient than material gifts (e.g., jewelry or electronics)
(Chan and Mogilner 2017). This is because experiential gifts elicit greater levels of
emotion during consumption than do material gifts, which functions to boost the
relationship (Chan and Mogilner 2017). As another example, receiving practical and
convenient-to-use gifts (vs. high quality but non-practical gifts), increases recipients’
perceptions of closeness to givers (Rim et al. 2019). Ironically, gifts that reflect the giver
more than the receiver can boost feelings of closeness in the relationship for both
partners, even though both prefer to give and receive gifts that reflect the receiver (Aknin
and Human 2015). This can occur for several reasons, including givers’ frequent
mispredictions of the receiver’s preferences (Galak, Givi, and Williams 2016) and that a
giver-focused gift may function as a form of self-disclosure, which is generally thought
to boost relationship closeness (Collins and Miller 1994).

Everyday favors for close others. Everyday favors for others differ from gift-giving
on at least one important dimension: the social focus of the decision. Unlike deciding on
a gift, the prototypical social focus of everyday favors tends to be on the recipient
instead of on the relationship between the giver and receiver (Liu et al. 2019). Occasions
for everyday favors commonly arise as a function of having a close relationship with

another consumer. Going back to the opening example in which Sam was buying socks

22



for Joe, it would be less likely that Sam would do such a favor if Joe were not their
spouse and were instead a coworker or even just a friend.

Unfortunately, some research suggests that consumers may get worse at
choosing options their partners would prefer as familiarity and closeness increase, due
in part to overconfidence in their knowledge of the other’s preferences (Lerouge and
Warlop 2006). When consumers make snack choices, for example, consumers choose
more variety (Choi et al. 2006) and more indulgence (Laran 2010; Lu, Liu, and Fang
2016) for friends than they do for themselves. Similarly, people are more likely to choose
a desirable experience for their friends (e.g., a more interesting study to participate in)
but a more feasible experience for themselves (e.g., an easier study to participate in) (Lu,
Xie, and Xu 2012). When consumers are more uncertain of other’s preferences, such as
when choosing for less close others, they tend to choose compromise options, whereas
they are less likely to choose compromise options for either themselves or for closer
others (Chang et al. 2012).

In addition, Polman and colleagues show that the process of making everyday
decisions for others is different than it is for making the same choices for the self. For
instance, when making everyday favor decisions for friends, people are more likely to
have a promotion- (vs. prevention-) focus (Polman 2012b), seek more information and

focus more on choice-alternatives (Liu et al. 2019), exhibit a reverse of the choice
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overload effect (Polman 2012b), experience less decision fatigue (Polman and Vohs
2016), and enjoy making the decisions more (Polman and Vohs 2016).

Joint-consumption decisions for close others. Consumers are also frequently in a
position to make decisions for close others that they will consume together with the
other, such as Sam in the opening example choosing a new bedding set that would be
used by both Sam and Joe. When making joint-consumption decisions for close others,
the chooser has to take both their own preferences and the close other’s preferences into
consideration (Liu et al. 2019; Simpson et al. 2012). In many cases, research suggests that
consumers will try to balance both sets of preferences (Corfman and Lehmann 1987;
Davis 1970; Menasco and Curry 1989), often asking companions for their joint
consumption preferences (e.g., “Where do you want to go to dinner?”) (Liu and Min
2020).

Under some circumstances, though, some consumers do not attempt to
incorporate their co-consumer’s preferences. Recent research shows that as the number
of close others one is jointly consuming with and choosing for increases, some choosers
start to shift towards only considering their own preferences (Wu, Moore, and
Fitzsimons 2018). Specifically, when consumers are making a joint-consumption decision
for a large group (e.g., choosing the wine to serve with a group of friends), independent-
(vs. interdependent-) oriented consumers tend to make choices that reflect primarily

their own preferences (vs. balancing everyone’s preferences) (Wu et al. 2018). Likewise,
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consumers are more likely to choose self-benefiting joint consumption when they have a
close (vs. distant) relationship with their co-consumer (Tu et al. 2015), but only if the
overall consumption offers a greater total benefit.

As Tu et al. (2015) suggests, perceptions of the relationship itself can influence
joint-consumption decisions. People tend to choose more variety for joint-consumption
with a relationship partner, for example, when they perceive more (vs. less) time left in
their committed relationship (Etkin 2016), driven by a desire to have more excitement in
the relationship when perceptions of time left in the relationship are longer (Etkin 2016).
Thus, Sam from the opening examples might choose more varied date activities to do
with Joe (e.g., going to dinner, watching a movie, hiking) when the perceived amount of
time they have left to spend in their life together seems relatively long and might choose
less varied date activities with Joe (e.g., going to dinner at different restaurants) when
the relationship time seems relatively short.

Finally, consumers are often aware that their joint consumption decisions will
affect their relationships (Liu et al. 2019), and this knowledge affects their choices. For
instance, consumers sometimes intentionally choose activities to engage in with close
others in order to maintain close social ties, such as playing board games as a family
(Epp, Schau, and Price 2014). Likewise, the consumption patterns and direction of
influence varies within heterosexual couples depending on whether the relationship is

in a formation or maintenance stage: females are influenced by how healthily their male
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partner eats in the formation stage, but males are influenced by their female counterpart
in the maintenance stage (Hasford, Kidwell, and Lopez-Kidwell 2017). Joint
consumption can also help to foster closer relationships among unacquainted
consumers. Sharing extraordinary (vs. ordinary) experiences boosts relational closeness
for people who are less acquainted with each other because it distracts from the social
discomfort of initial interactions; this effect does not occur for established relationships
because they, presumably, do not have any discomfort to distract from (Min, Liu, and

Kim 2017).

2.3 Interpersonal Competitiveness

Interpersonal competitiveness is a manifestation of social comparison (Festinger
1942, 1954; Tesser, Millar, and Moore 1988)—that is, comparing one’s own state to that
of someone else—and of a motivation to perform better than the other in the focal
domain, either by closing a perceived negative gap or maintaining a perceived current
gain (for a review, see Garcia et al. 2013). People can feel momentarily competitive with
others, such as during an auction or while playing a game, and they can have chronic
feelings of competitiveness within a relationship. From the opening example, siblings
Sam and Carmen might feel chronically competitive with one another in various
different consumer-relevant domains, such as health or fitness goals or the number of
luxury brands they own as a signal of social status, but they might not feel competitive

with each other at all in other domains. On the other hand, in-laws Joe and Carmen

26



might not feel competitive with each other in any domain. The extent to which people
experience competitiveness within their social relationships is also an individual
difference (e.g., the Hypercompetitive Attitude Scale; Ryckman, Hammer, Kaczor, and
Gold 1990); some people feel competitive in nearly all of their relationships, whereas
others do not feel competitive with any relationship partner. Thus, the experience of
competitiveness can vary across people, situations, and within and across one’s
relationships.

Garcia and colleagues (2013) outline individual and situational factors that
increase competitiveness. In their framework, individual factors that can increase
competitiveness include individual differences, the relevance of the domain to the self
(e.g., one is unlikely to feel competitive regarding fitness goals if one does not care about
becoming fit), and one’s relationship with the focal other (Garcia et al. 2013). Both
perceptions of similarity with the focal other (Festinger 1954; Goethals and Darley 1987;
Kilduff, Elfenbein, and Staw 2010) and interpersonal closeness with the focal other
(Tesser and Campbell 1982) can induce competitiveness, because they each amplify
comparison concerns. Garcia and colleagues (2013) further outline situational factors that
can increase competitiveness, including the incentive structure, number of competitors
(competition increases as number of competitors decrease; Garcia and Tor 2009),
proximity to a meaningful standard (e.g., a performance threshold to win), and social

category fault lines (e.g., Duke student vs. UNC student is a more competitive situation
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than Duke vs. Duke or UNC vs. UNC). Despite its relevance, the marketing literature
has only recently seen an increase in research exploring interpersonal competitiveness
within established relationships (as opposed to anonymous or stranger consumers

competing with each other, such as in auction settings).

2.3.1 Interpersonal Competitiveness and Motivation

Perhaps unsurprisingly given competition’s inherent implications for motivation
(Berger and Pope 2011; Erev, Bornstein, and Galili 1993; Reeve, Olson, and Cole 1985),
the extant consumer-relevant literature on interpersonal competitiveness is
predominantly in the context of self-oriented goal pursuit and parallel self-oriented goal
pursuit; there is a dearth of research on the role of competitiveness within other
interpersonal goal orientations (e.g., partner-oriented, joint; Fitzsimons et al. 2015).

Motivation and interpersonal competitiveness are dynamically related in self-
oriented goal pursuit. In multiphase competitions, for example, learning that one is
ahead of competitors increases motivation at early stages (i.e., earlier rounds) but
decreases motivation at later stages (i.e., later rounds) (Huang, Etkin, and Jin 2017).
Moreover, the stage of goal pursuit and one’s standing relative to others can make
consumers feel more competitive with others pursuing the same goal (i.e., parallel self-
oriented goals). When people are near meaningful standards in their goal pursuit, such
as near a cut-off threshold (e.g., top 10) or near goal completion, they begin to feel more

competitive with their fellow goal pursuers (Garcia, Tor, and Gonzalez 2006; Huang,
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Lin, and Zhang 2019). However, recent research finds that observing a perceived
superior other complete the goal (e.g., a friend posting that they met their weight goal on
a health app social network) while one is still actively pursuing it can be demotivating
for continued goal pursuit (Chan and Briers 2019).

Interpersonal interactions are also related to the dynamics of competitive goal
pursuit. Whereas parallel-goal pursuers are friendlier and more helpful to each other at
earlier stages of goal pursuit (Garcia et al. 2006; Huang et al. 2014), they are less helpful
to each other at later stages of goal pursuit (Garcia et al. 2006) and are even more likely
to sabotage each other (Huang et al. 2019). In one striking example, Tumbat and Belk
(2011) describe instances of consumer-consumer sabotage among climbers paying group
guides to hike Mount Everest; climbers stole each other’s equipment even at the risk of
the other’s injury or death on the treacherous climb.

Over time, perceived competitions in goal pursuit with one or more consumers
can evolve into a rivalry relationship. A rivalry is an established competitive
relationship in which competitors have shared notable competitions against each other
(e.g., due to identity-relevance, intensity, etc.) (Kilduff et al. 2010). Consumers are more
motivated in parallel goal pursuit with a rival than a nonrival (Kilduff 2014) and, due to
a focus on their overall legacy with the rival, are more eager and less risk-averse in their

goal pursuit (Converse and Reinhard 2015).
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2.3.2 Interpersonal Competitiveness and Decision Making

Limited consumer research has examined the role of competitiveness in decision
making within established relationships, much of it instead focusing on anonymous or
non-personal interactions among consumers, such as in auction settings or in-store
scarcity situations (e.g., Ariely and Simonson 2003; Kristofferson et al. 2016; Norton,
Lamberton, and Naylor,2013; Roux, Goldsmith, and Bonezzi 2015). In general, this
research finds that competitiveness in such settings leads to overpaying and
aggressiveness. Although this research is important, it remains an open question
whether these insights extend to consumers’ competitiveness experiences within
established relationships, such as with friends, siblings, coworkers, or a spouse, and

future research in this domain is much needed.

2.4 Interpersonal Power

Within relationships, the amount of influence each partner has over the other
and the amount of control each partner has over outcomes in the relationship are not
always equal. Researchers define interpersonal power as having relative control over
another’s resources, behavior, and outcomes more generally (Dépret and Fiske 1993;
Emerson 1962; Keltner, Gruenfeld, and Anderson 2003) while resisting influence on
one’s own behavior and outcomes from others (Cromwell and Olsen 1975; Mourali and
Yang 2013). This control can come from one or more of various sources, of which I focus

on two: 1) relationship power, in which one member of the group has influence over other
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members but blame for the final outcomes is shared (e.g., as in a romantic couple; Brick
et al. 2017) and 2) responsibility power, in which one member of the group has both
control over outcomes and the ultimate blame for the outcomes (e.g., as in the
relationship between parent and young child or between adult child and an aging
parent needing care-taking; Steffel et al. 2016).

In the opening examples, Joe might have relatively more power in his
relationship with Sam than does Sam; Joe was able to influence Sam to behave as he
wanted, leading Sam to be more price-sensitive and to rush wedding outfit shopping. As
a married couple with joint blame for the outcomes, Joe’s relative influence and control
is relationship power. On the other hand, Sam and their sibling, Carmen, have power in
their relationship with their aging parents. Together, they control the outcomes (which
microwave to buy, how much to spend) for their parents and, as caretakers, have
ultimate blame for the outcomes. Thus, their relative control with respect to their parents
is responsibility power, whereas they might each have equal relationship power as siblings.

Because many consumer goals and decisions are made in the context of social
relationships (Fitzsimons et al. 2015; Simpson et al. 2012), it is important to understand
how power dynamics within relationships can shape consumer behavior. Next, I
consider the intersection of interpersonal power and consumer psychology, organizing

the discussion around relationship power and responsibility power.
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2.4.1 Relationship Power
2.4.1.1 Relationship Power and Motivation

Feelings of power are a strong motivator for goal pursuit (for a review, see
Guinote 2017). Feeling powerful, even due simply from recalling a time one had control
over the outcomes of a relational partner, increases approach orientation (Galinsky,
Gruenfeld, and Magee 2003; Smith and Bargh 2008). Additionally, people feeling
powerful demonstrate better self-regulation (Guinote 2017). In contrast, feeling low in
power can have the opposite effects on motivation, self-regulation, and goal pursuit
(Anderson and Berdahl 2002; Galinsky et al. 2003; Smith et al. 2008).

Despite the robust findings regarding power’s influence on motivation and
power’s inherently interpersonal nature (i.e., power to influence another person), little
work has examined the effects of relationship power on interpersonal goal pursuit. In
one exception, across five studies with both members of the couple, Laurin and
colleagues (2016) find that the lower power partner in a romantic couple not only
pursues goals on behalf of their partner (e.g., Joe avoids junk foods even though it is
Sam with the dieting goal) but, over time, also adopts their partner’s goals as their own
(e.g., Joe now identifies with a dieting goal himself). Thus, high power partners
inadvertently influence the self-oriented goal setting and the goal-directed behavior of
their low power counterparts (Laurin et al. 2016). This work provides an excellent
starting point for much needed future research on how relationship power shapes goal

setting and goal pursuit in social contexts.
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2.4.1.2 Relationship Power and Decision Making

Although much of the extant marketing literature on power and decision making
examines the effects of feeling powerful in general (rather than within an established
relationship), many of the insights extend to interpersonal settings. General feelings of
power make people more action-ready, such as being more likely to initiate negotiations
or to switch brands (Jiang, Zhan, and Rucker 2014; Magee, Galinsky, and Gruenfeld
2007). Additionally, those in power or leadership positions tend to not pay attention to
others’ attitudes and opinions (Berdahl and Martorana 2006; Fiske 1993). On the other
hand, feeling powerless leads to greater compensatory consumption of status-oriented
products (Rucker and Galinsky 2008), greater attention to the attitudes and opinions of
those in power (Berdahl and Martorana 2006; Fiske 1993), and more communal
orientations (Rucker, Galinsky, and Dubois 2012). Combined, these findings suggest that
those high in relationship power dominate decision making within the couple, perhaps
without even knowing it.

Indeed, in terms of decision making for joint consumption, high-power partners in
a relationship often get their way. When choosing which brands to consume in the
household (e.g., which soda brand to buy), for example, couples with greater power
differential tend to buy the brands that the high-power partner prefers (Brick et al. 2017).

Lower power partners are aware of their partner’s influence over decisions and so use

33



different influence tactics (i.e., less overt tactics) to attempt to get what they want in a
joint purchase decision (Kirchler 1993).

In turn, one’s relative power in a relationship affects satisfaction with the joint
consumption decisions. In a study with romantic couples, Brick and colleagues (2017)
find that when couples have differing brand preferences (e.g., Coke vs. Pepsi, having
low “brand compatibility”), low-power partners report lower life satisfaction. However,
brand compatibility does not influence the reported life satisfaction of high-power
partners because they get their way whether or not they share the same brand
preferences with their partner (Brick et al. 2017). Although having power in joint
decisions with a relationship partner seems to affect satisfaction over time, it is less clear
whether one’s power influences satisfaction with each individual joint decision in close
relationships. Fisher and colleagues (2011) examined whether relative relationship
power influenced joint decision satisfaction in pairs with either a weak (i.e.,
acquaintances) or a strong (i.e., friends) relationship. In the context of choosing between
restaurants to eat at together in which each partner strongly preferred a different option,
the high-power partner only reported greater satisfaction with their choice if they also
had a competitive (vs. cooperative) orientation and a weak relationship with the other.
Those with a cooperative orientation or in a strong relationship reported no differences

in decision satisfaction (Fisher, Grégoire, and Murray 2011)
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Finally, a few papers have begun to examine the impact of relationship power on
other types of interpersonal decision making. In decisions for others, Rucker, Dubois, and
Galinsky (2011) find that those with higher power spend more on themselves than they
do on their low-power counterparts, whereas those lower in power exhibit the opposite
effect. In terms of others influencing individual decisions, Brick and Fitzsimons (2017) find
that frustration with one’s partner leads low-power partners to consume brands that are
oppositional to their partner’s preferences when they are without their partner. For
example, if Sam is a low-power partner in their relationship with Joe, when Sam is
teeling frustrated with their relationship, they might purposefully drink Starbucks coffee
instead of Joe’s preferred Dunkin” Donuts brand on the way to work. Thus, high-power
partners can shape low-power partner’s individual decisions even when they are not

present.

2.4.2 Responsibility Power
2.4.2.1 Responsibility Power and Motivation

Caregiving, such as for one’s child or one’s aging parents, is perhaps the most
prototypical context in which a relationship is high in responsibility power (Liu et al.,
2019). The motivational system behind parental care and caregiving more generally is
thought to serve as the basis for other pro-social processes, such as empathy,
compassion, and altruistic behavior (Buckels et al. 2015; Goetz, Keltner, and Simon-

Thomas 2010; Preston 2013). In line with this, parents tend to have virtuous partner-
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oriented goals for their children. For instance, they might have goals for them to eat
healthy foods (Mukhopadhyay and Yeung 2010; Tandon et al. 2011), to spend a limited
amount of time in front of the TV (Carlson and Grossbart 1988), and to achieve future
success (Li, Haws, and Griskevicius 2019). Moreover, caretaking can have negative
downstream consequences for one’s own goal pursuit. In the second chapter of this
dissertation, my findings suggest that caretaker’s own goal pursuit can be hindered after
making virtuous goal-related consumption choices for their charges (e.g., a parent

packing a healthy lunch for their child is then more likely to eat unhealthily themselves).

2.4.2.2 Responsibility Power and Decision Making

Research on responsibility power and decision-making falls mainly into the
domain of caretaking decisions for others. In the Choosing for Others framework,
caretaking is defined as having a social focus on the recipient but balancing one’s own
preferences for the recipient with the recipient’s preferences (Liu et al. 2019). This
balancing of preferences is true for many caretaker relationships, including parent-
young child (Dix 1991) and child-aging parent (Matthews and Rosner 1988). When
making food choices for children, for example, parents are more likely to choose lower-
calorie (i.e., healthier) options for their children when they are exposed to the calorie
information than when the calorie information is undisclosed (Tandon et al. 2011). This
suggests that parents might choose their child’s more preferred option unless their own

preferences for the child (e.g., the child’s health) are activated and actionable.
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Perceptions of resources also influences decisions that caretakers make for their
charges. How parents view self-control as a resource, for example, shapes how much
self-control they exert for their children when making consumption choices for them
(Mukhopadhyay and Yeung 2010). Perceptions that self-control is a limited resource or
can be increased over time lead to parents making more self-control choices for their
children (e.g., choosing healthier foods, watching educational TV), whereas parents who
view self-control as either a large or an unchangeable resource show less restraint in
their choices for their children (e.g., choosing less healthy snacks, watching entertaining
TV) (Mukhopadhyay and Yeung 2010). Additionally, perceptions of financial resources
can influence parental decisions for children. Drawing on evolutionary psychology,
Durante and colleagues (2015) show that parents differentially invest in money and
extracurricular activities for their children in times of financial scarcity depending on
which child has more reproductive value (e.g., closer to maturity, female).

Similarly, research has shown that parents can treat their children differentially
when making gift decisions for them. Parents tend to favor the child that shares their
biological sex because they identify more strongly with them, choosing to give that child
more money than children of the opposite biological sex (Nikiforidis et al. 2018).
Relatedly, parents also tend to choose gifts for their children that are aligned with their

own identity, rather than their child’s. As an extension of the self, gift giving to one’s
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child allows for parents to bolster their own identity and live vicariously through them
(e.g., Belk 1988).

In terms of individual decisions influenced by responsibility-power relationship
partners, both the caretaker and the charge can influence the other’s individual choices.
For example, parents use their parenting styles to influence their children’s consumption
habits (e.g., Carlson and Grossbart 1988). Parents” communication with their child is also
a strong determinant of how a child is socialized toward or away from obesity (Moore,
Wilkie, and Desrochers 2017) and of materialism in adolescents (Chaplin and John 2010).
Caretaking can also affect the caretaker’s subsequent choices for themselves. When in a
caretaking mindset, females adopt a short-term focus and males adopt a long-term focus
due to strong gender norms in parenting styles (Li et al. 2019). This shift in focus has
downstream consequences for unrelated individual consumption decisions, such as
whether consumers prefer a smaller immediate reward or a larger reward later.

Finally, early work on family decision making in marketing suggests that
children can exert relationship power influence when making joint-consumption decisions
despite the responsibility power differential between them and their parents. For example,
Filiatrault and Ritchie (1980) find that children had unexpected influence over the final

outcomes when making vacation choices together.
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2.5 Future Directions

Clearly, social relationships play a key role in consumer psychology, and in this
chapter, I have discussed the intersection of social relationships and consumer
psychology in terms of three key relational dimensions: closeness, competitiveness, and
power. However, consumer research related to each of these dimensions exists in largely
separate streams. Next, I discuss two key avenues for future research to further

understanding of social relationships and consumer psychology.

2.5.1 Adopting a Dynamic Multi-Dimensional Perspective on
Relationships

As noted, the majority of existing research on social relationships and consumer
psychology considers dimension of relationships in insolation! —usually closeness, but
also competitiveness or power. However, relationships simultaneously differ on
multiple dimensions, and it is not always clear how insights from any given paper can
generalize to other kinds of established relationships. Considering how more than one
aspect of a relationship (e.g., closeness and power) interact to influence consumer
psychology provides a number of opportunities for future research.

For example, one area worthy of exploration is how competitiveness and power
jointly shape outcomes for goal pursuit and goal setting within the various interpersonal

goal orientations of Transactive Goal Dynamics theory (Fitzsimons et al. 2015). In

1] recognize one notable exception considered all three relational dimensions: Fisher, Grégoire, and
Murray’s (2011) study of relationship strength, competitive orientation, and power on satisfaction with joint
decisions.
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particular, it is unclear how competitiveness and power might influence vicarious goal
progress. Much research suggests that partners tend to assume their partner’s progress
as their own in parallel self-oriented goal pursuit (e.g., McCulloch et al. 2011). Might the
social comparison processes of competitiveness or the self-focused nature of high-power
individuals interrupt this effect? Similarly, exploring multiple relationship dimensions
could further understanding of how people identify close others who are instrumental
to their goal pursuit (e.g., Fitzsimons and Shah 2008). Are high-power partners less
likely to view their close relational partner as instrumental even though that partner
would probably actively work to help further their goals (Laurin et al. 2016)? Can people
in a competitive relationship view each other as instrumental? Or is instrumentality
reserved for close, non-competitive, and equal power relationship partners?

A dynamic approach to relational dimensions could also further research on
interpersonal decision making. For instance, researchers could examine questions
regarding how competitiveness influences decisions made for close others. How do
consumers who feel competitive with a close relational partner navigate the conflicting
motives to distinguish themselves from their perceived competitor and to use perceived
similarities to signal closeness? Or, as I explore in the second chapter of this dissertation,
how might closeness and competitiveness jointly shape how choices consumers make
for others influence subsequent choices for the self? Similarly, how do high-power and

low-power partners approach gift-giving in a close relationship versus a more distant
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relationship? Exploring the multi-dimensional aspects of relationships and their impact

on consumer behavior is an important area for future study.

2.5.2 Examining the Dyad and Beyond

Much traditional consumer research on social relationships has utilized just one
member of the relationship as the unit of analysis. Although this is appropriate in some
cases (e.g., observing, but not interacting with, a close other), in other cases doing so can
ignore more than half of the relationship-system: it can neglect the effects of the
partner’s attitudes and reactions and the effects of the relationship as a whole. Taking a
system-focused rather than individual-focused approach to studying social relationships
(e.g., Fitzsimons et al. 2015) can provide richer insights and open many avenues for
future research.

Further, with few exceptions consumer research on social relationships has
largely ignored group interactions. Although much research has been done on groups in
organizational psychology, there are many important consumption-related questions yet
to be explored. For example, friend groups frequently engage in consumption activities
together: going out to dinner, celebrating one another’s achievements, going on
vacations, and so on. Understanding how group dynamics factor into both goal pursuit

and decision making remains a rich and understudied area for future research.
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2.6 Challenges in Researching Social Relationships in
Consumer Behavior

I recognize that there are many challenges in studying social relationships in
consumer research. It is labor-, time-, and monetarily-intensive to recruit dyads (not to
mention groups!) as a unit of analysis. Moreover, most academic researchers primarily
have in-person access to undergraduate subject pools, making it difficult to recruit
members of relationships that are of relatively longer relationship length (e.g., romantic
partners, friends) for in-person studies. Additionally, researchers need to learn and use
the appropriate statistical models needed for handling the violation of observation
independence. In this section, I point to some tools to help researchers overcome these
challenges and that I hope will encourage more researchers to study consumption at the
level of relationships.

In terms of recruitment, multiple online survey platforms (e.g., Prolific, Qualtrics
Panels) currently have features that allow researchers to send surveys to both members
of a couple. Such tools allow for access to relatively cheaper and quicker samples of
established romantic partners than recruiting couples in-person to the lab. In terms of
statistical analysis, Kenny, Kashy, and Cook (2006) offer a widely accepted approach to
handling interdependent dyadic data. Their model, the Actor-Partner Interdependence
Model (APIM), allows for isolating the effects of the actor on their outcomes, the effects
of the partner’s scores on the actor’s outcome, and a relationship effect (the interaction of

both the actor and partner). As of 2020, Kenny offers further support to researchers on
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his personal website (davidakenny.net), which offers an APIM package for R developed
by Kenny (DyadR) and various other web tools he has developed to support dyadic
analysis (davidakenny.net/DyadR/DyadRweb.htm).

Thus, the challenges of studying the “relationship” level of social influences in
consumer psychology are becoming less daunting. Moreover, I anticipate that the
growing interest in research on social relationships and consumer psychology will mean
the emergence of new tools over time. It is thus my hope that consumer researchers,
policy makers, and marketers can all leverage my nascent relational framework, in
combination with such tools, to better understand how qualitatively different types of

relationships affect consumption behavior.
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3. Chapter ll: Empirical Demonstration of the Social
Relationships Framework

Throughout the day, people make goal-related choices for themselves, but they
also have the opportunity to make such choices for others. In the morning, people might
decide what to pack for their child’s lunch. Later, they might choose what type of chips
to get for their coworker when they pick up her lunch order. They decide when, how,
and where their pets will exercise. Indeed, a burgeoning stream of research has shown
that people commonly make choices for others (for a review, see Liu, Dallas, and
Fitzsimons 2019). But these choices for others do not occur in isolation. They are
intermixed with choices made for the self. After packing a healthy lunch for their
children in the morning, for example, health-conscious parents might then choose
between healthy and indulgent breakfast options for themselves. Might what people
choose for others affect their own subsequent choices? Might people be more likely to
make choices that are consistent with their own health goals if they have already chosen
something indulgent for their child to eat? Or might they then be more likely to also
choose something indulgent?

Integrating research on managing goals across sequential choices for the self
(e.g., Fishbach and Dhar 2005; Huber, Goldsmith, and Mogilner 2008) with the concept
of oneness (e.g., Aron et al. 1991; Cialdini et al. 1997), I develop a framework to identify

how choices for different types of others in the domain of one’s personal goal can affect
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one’s own subsequent goal-related choices for oneself. Specifically, I make predictions
regarding when an initial goal-related choice for another individual should increase the
likelihood of subsequently choosing an opposite choice for oneself (i.e., balancing across
sequential choices) and when it might instead increase the likelihood of choosing a
similar choice for oneself (i.e., matching across sequential choices).

Eight studies demonstrate that initial goal-related choices for others can affect
subsequent goal-related choices for the self. I show that, depending on the chooser’s
relationship with the target other, goal-related choices for others sometimes have a
balancing effect on subsequent goal-related choices for the self. Namely, when choosing
for close and non-competitive others, virtuous goal-related choices for others lead to an
indulgent subsequent goal-related choice for the self and indulgent goal-related choices
for others lead to a virtuous goal-related choice for the self. This balancing effect occurs
because choosers include a goal-related choice for a close and non-competitive other
towards their assessment of their own goal progress. This experience of goal progress
(or deficiency) makes choosers more likely to subsequently deviate from (or persist
toward) their goal (e.g., Fishbach and Dhar 2005). Further, I identify circumstances
under which this balancing effect may be mitigated or even reversed. As a boundary
condition, I predict and find that choosing for less close or more competitive others will
mitigate the effect. Indeed, when there is enough separation between the self and the

other, either due to being especially distant or competitive, the effect can even reverse to
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manifest as matching. Initial evidence suggests that matching may occur due to
highlighting one’s own progress relative to the choice made for the other.

This research makes three main contributions. First, it contributes to the choices
for others literature by identifying a novel downstream consequence of making choices
for others. Whereas some research in the context of risk-taking has reported order effects
of choosing for others before choosing for the self as a byproduct of the study design
(e.g., Zaleska and Kogan 1971) and other research has shown that choosing from the
perspective of others then affects subsequent choices for the self (e.g., McCauley, Kogan,
and Teger 1971), research has not systematically tested how initial goal-related choices
made for others affect subsequent goal-related choices for the self nor how this varies by
the chooser’s relationship with such others. Second, it contributes to the recent stream of
research that has begun to explore the effects of competitiveness in goal pursuit (e.g.,
Huang, Etkin, and Jin 2017; Huang, Lin, and Zhang 2019) by examining how closeness
and competitiveness interact to jointly affect interpersonal goal pursuit. Third, these
tindings offer insight into how people assess goal progress more broadly. By
demonstrating that people feel like they have made (or lost) progress towards their own
goals by simply making a goal-related choice for a close and non-competitive other,
these findings suggest that people may begin to assess their goal progress at the choice

stage and not only at the intent-to-consume or post-consumption stages.
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Additionally, these findings have important marketing and consumer well-being
implications. Marketers for online channels, for example, can better optimize the layout
of search results and the selection of recommended products by strategizing when and
where to display offerings for the self after a customer puts a choice for an other in their
cart (e.g., baby products). For consumers, this research suggests that caretakers, who
frequently make choices for their charges, might inadvertently undermine their own
goals by choosing virtuously for their charges.

Next, I develop my key predictions regarding how choices made for others may
influence subsequent choices for the self. Based on considering the characteristics of
different types of relationships people have with others in their lives, I identify
situations in which a balancing effect and a matching effect are more or less likely to

occur.

3.1 Conceptual Background
3.1.1 Choosing for Others

A primary focus of the choices for others literature is how choices made for
others are different from choices made for the self. Research in this area demonstrates
that when choosing for others, people make different choices and exhibit different choice
processes than if they faced the same choice task for themselves. For instance, research
has documented an array of choice differences, including in terms of risk-seeking (e.g.,

Beisswanger et al. 2003; McCauley et al. 1971; Polman 2012a; Stone, Yates, and Caruthers
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2002; Teger and Kogan 1975; Wray and Stone 2005; for a review, see Atanasov 2015) and
indulgence (e.g., Laran 2010), and has also documented an array of decision-making
process differences (e.g., weighting of attributes: Kray 2000; confirmation bias: Jonas,
Schultz-Hardt, and Frey 2005; choice overload: Polman 2012b; construal level: Polman
and Emich 2011; and omission bias: Zikmund-Fisher et al. 2006).

However, I ask: how might choices for others effect subsequent choices for the
self? Indeed, one study examining the differences between making risky decisions for
the self versus for others found an order effect as a by-product of a within-subject
design, providing some initial evidence that choices for others might affect subsequent
choices for the self (Zaleska and Kogan 1971). But less is known about how this effect
might play out in terms of goal pursuit and also how effects might systematically differ

by the relationship between self and other.

3.1.2 Sequential Choices

Much research shows that initial choices for the self can affect subsequent choices
for the self (e.g., Dhar and Simonson 1999; Fishbach and Dhar 2005; Fishbach and Zhang
2009; Huber et al. 2008; Khan and Dhar 2006; Kruglanski et al. 2002; Novemsky and
Dhar 2005). For instance, the licensing effect shows that when an initial choice provides
a boost to one’s self-concept, people feel licensed to be more self-indulgent in a
subsequent choice (Khan and Dhar 2006). This licensing effect holds even when people

only think about refraining from an indulgence (Fitzsimons, Nunes, and Williams 2007)
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or when people are merely in the presence of healthy alternatives (Wilcox et al. 2009).
Initial choices do not solely encourage indulgent subsequent choices, though; they can
also encourage virtuous subsequent choices. For example, when pursuit toward an
academic goal (e.g., studying hard all day) was framed as commitment (vs. progress)
toward that goal, students were less likely to spend the evening in a leisure activity,
such as hanging out with friends (Fishbach and Dhar 2005).

Some research has also examined how observing initial choices of others affects
one’s own subsequent choices. This work shows that observing choices made by others
can influence one’s subsequent choices for the self (e.g., Goldstein and Cialdini 2007;
D’Angelo, Diehl, and Cavanaugh 2019; McFerran et al. 2010), but findings are mixed in
terms of whether people make different or similar choices as others. In some cases,
people choose something different than the other. For example, listening to others’
choices in a sequential group dining choice setting influences people to choose
differently, due to information-gathering and uniqueness desires (Ariely and Levav
2000). Similarly, moral licensing work suggests that observing an in-group member’s
nonprejudiced behavior can lead to more discriminatory behavior (Kouchaki 2011) and
taking the perspective of another as they exert self-control can lead to reduced self-
control in one’s own subsequent decisions (Ackerman et al. 2009). In other cases,
observing others’ choices results in making a similar choice to the other. For example,

watching a similar other make a choice (e.g., to help a student) increases one’s likelihood
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of doing the same when later faced with the same choice (Goldstein and Cialdini 2007).
Similarly, observing a close other engage in dishonest behavior can lead people to
subsequently behave less ethically themselves (Gino and Galinsky 2012). After
predicting how others might choose in a risk-dilemma, people assimilate their own risk-
aversion in a subsequent risk-taking choice for the self (Li, Rohde, and Wakker 2017).
Recent work on sequential choice and joint consumption has begun to reconcile these
mixed findings, suggesting that people match on ranked, ordinal attributes (e.g., size,
price) but differentiate on nominal attributes (e.g., flavor) due to interpersonal and
presentational concerns (Liu, McFerran, and Haws 2019). However, this prior work does
not address how effects might play out in sequential choices across consumption
episodes; how making the choice for the other, rather than observing it, might affect
subsequent choices for the self; and how aspects of the self-other relationship might

influence effects.

3.1.3 The Current Research

Making choices for others in a personal goal domain could affect subsequent
choices for the self in two possible ways, assuming any effect. One possibility is that
people may balance their own choices with what they chose for others. Another
possibility is that people match their own choices with what they chose for others. Next, I
discuss the potential processes that could explain both potential effects and outline the

conditions under which each could occur.
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A balancing hypothesis suggests that people balance their choices for others and
their choices for themselves in terms of the goals addressed. Combined with the concept
of oneness —which suggests that aspects of one’s self-concept can be external to the self
(e.g., Aron et al. 1991; Cialdini et al. 1997) —research on managing goals (e.g., Fishbach
and Dhar 2005; Huber et al. 2008) could support this hypothesis. Fishbach and Dhar
(2005) demonstrate that people are more likely to act congruently with a focal goal if
they perceive low progress toward that goal, and they are less likely to act congruently
with a focal goal if they perceive high progress toward the goal. For example, consumers
who felt like they were making high versus low progress toward their weight loss goals
were more likely to choose a chocolate bar over an apple as a snack. This line of thinking
suggests that choices for others in a personal goal domain could be experienced as one’s
own goal progress, even though the choice for the other is not for one’s own
consumption. Choosing a healthy snack for one’s child, for example, if experienced as
one’s own goal progress, could lead to a subsequent indulgent choice for the self, and
choosing an indulgent snack for one’s child could lead to a subsequent healthy choice
for the self.

In further support of the balancing hypothesis, research on interpersonal goals
suggests that people can vicariously experience others’ goal pursuit (e.g., Fitzsimons and
Bargh 2003; Fitzsimons and Fishbach 2010; Hofmann, Finkel, and Fitzsimons 2015;

Laurin et al. 2016; Shah 2003a, 2003b). Advising others to engage in self-control, for
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example, leads consumers to feel as if they made progress towards their own self-control
goals, making them less likely to engage in self-control (Chugani and Broniarczyk 2011).
Goals are even contagious. Research shows that people tend to adopt goals after being
exposed to behavioral information about others pursuing those goals (Aarts, Gollwitzer,
and Hassin 2004). Moreover, watching others complete a goal can satiate one’s own
desire to complete that goal (McCulloch et al. 2011).

On the other hand, making a personally goal-relevant choice for another
individual could instead simply make one’s own relative progress, or lack thereof,
towards the relevant personal goal more salient, thus resulting in a matching effect.
Combined with goal salience work (Haws and Winterich 2013), research on managing
goals (e.g., Fishbach and Dhar 2005; Huber et al. 2008) could instead support this
hypothesis. For example, if making a healthy food choice for one’s friend makes one’s
own relative deficiency towards the goal in comparison salient, the goals management
literature (e.g., Fishbach and Dhar 2005) suggests that a subsequent snack choice for the
self will also be healthy. Likewise, making an indulgent food choice for one’s friend
might highlight one’s own relative progress toward being healthy in comparison and
liberate a subsequent indulgent snack for the self as well.

Thus, based on this strong theoretical support for a balancing effect but also
recognizing that a matching effect is possible, I propose that a thorough consideration of

the characteristics of different types of relationships in people’s lives can help predict
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when balancing is more likely to occur versus when it is mitigated or possibly reversed
as matching. Specifically, I consider two important dimensions on which our
relationships with the individuals in our lives may vary and that are also highly relevant
to interpersonal goal pursuit: closeness and competitiveness (see Figure 3 and also the

pre-test in Appendix A).
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Figure 3: Conceptual Depiction of Types of Relationships Targeted in the
Studies on Continuums of Competitiveness and Closeness. Empirical support for this
conceptual depiction is provided via the pre-test reported in Web Appendix A.
Section D represents when a balancing effect is predicted to occur. Sections B and C
represent when a matching effect is expected to occur. I have no predictions for
section A.

3.1.3.1 Interpersonal Closeness Predictions

It is well established that close others can become part of one’s self-concept,

called “oneness” (e.g., Agnew et al. 1998; Aron, Aron, and Smollan 1992; Aron et al.
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1991; Brewer and Gardner 1996; Cialdini et al. 1997). Research on close others supports
my theorizing that people could count a goal-relevant choice for someone else towards
their own goal progress. The “friendly taking effect,” for example, shows that people in
close relationships collectively calculate benefits of a consumption package, such that
even if only one individual within the relationship is actually better off with a given
package, the dyad considers both partners to be better off with that package than an
alternative package with a more even distribution but a smaller combined benefit (Tue e
tal. 2016). Similarly, people celebrate the success of someone who is perceived as part of
the self as if the success were their own, but experience a reduction in self-esteem when
the other is not perceived as part of the self (Gardner, Shira, and Hochschild 2002).
Further, most research on vicarious processes relies on psychological closeness as a
necessary condition (e.g., Gino and Galinky 2012; Gunia, Sivanathan, and Galinky 2009;
Norton et al. 2003). Thus, I predict that the balancing effect of choices for others on
subsequent choices for the self will occur when self-other overlap (i.e., relational
closeness) is high. However, I predict that this will only be the case when one is non-

competitive with the close other, as discussed next.

3.1.3.2 Interpersonal Competitiveness Predictions

As both my pre-test (Appendix A) and existing work on interpersonal relations
indicate, consumers’ relationships vary in terms of how competitive they are, even

among close relationships. For instance, among classmates or coworkers that are
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considered one’s friends, a consumer can perceive high self-other overlap (i.e., relational
closeness) and also feel either more or less competitive. As Aron et al. (1991) highlights,
even close others with the potential for competitiveness —such as best friends, siblings,
and teammates —are often included in one’s self-concept. For example, depending on
the sport, teammates often compete with each other for personal records even as they
work together on the team. Even the closest of siblings can compete with each other in
terms of academic or career achievement, quality of life, or parental recognition. But
how might feelings of competitiveness with the others we make goal-related choices for
influence our own perceived goal progress?

Recent research on interpersonal goals demonstrates that feelings of
competitiveness play an important role in goal pursuit. In shared goal pursuit, people
tend to be friendlier and more helpful to strangers at initial stages of goal pursuit than
more advanced stages, when presumably, people may be more competitive (Huang et
al. 2015). Similarly, being ahead of one’s competitors in a multi-phase competition has
different effects on one’s subsequent motivation depending on the stage of goal pursuit
(Huang et al. 2017). Even thinking of a past rival in a current competition can increase
motivation and make the current competition seem more connected to one’s past legacy
(Converse and Reinhard 2016).

Most relevant to the current research, research on interpersonal competitiveness

shows that competitiveness and social comparison are intricately related (for a review,
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see Garcia et al. 2013). To feel competitive with someone, people must consciously
compare themselves to the target other (e.g., Festinger 1954). Thus, I expect that even if
one is very close with the target other, the social comparison inherent in a competitive
relationship with that target other will interrupt the “oneness” achieved by closeness
(e.g., Cialdini et al. 1997) and thus interrupt the choice from being included in one’s own
goal assessment, mitigating the balancing effect in the subsequent choice for oneself.
This prediction is also supported by prior work showing that competitiveness mitigates
the effect of people vicariously experiencing a close other’s social power as their own

(Goldstein and Hays 2011).

3.1.3.3 Summary of Predictions

Overall, I predict that when there is a sense of oneness with the other (e.g., a
close, non-competitive relationship), consumers’ choices for others will lead to a
balancing effect on subsequent choices for the self (represented by section D in Figure 3).
This will be driven by the chooser including the choice for the other towards their own
assessments of goal progress. As a boundary condition, the effect will be mitigated when
choosing for moderately less close others or moderately competitive others. However,
when the oneness is interrupted enough, such as when closeness is extremely low
(represented by the bottom-left corner of section C in Figure 3) or when competitiveness
is extremely high (represented by the top right corner of section B in Figure 3), a

matching effect will be more likely to occur by making one’s own relative progress
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salient. As it is difficult to anecdotatally think of a case in which people would make
choices for extremely distant and extremely competitive others (represented by section
A in figure 1), I do not make specific predictions about this case. Formally, I summarize
my main hypotheses as follows:

H1: Making an initial virtuous (indulgent) choice for a close, non-competitive other
will make consumers more likely to make an indulgent (virtuous) subsequent
choice for themselves (i.e., a balancing effect).

H2: The balancing effect will be mitigated (A) when choosers are choosing for a non-
close other or (B) when consumers have a competitive relationship with the
other. When distance or competitiveness are strong enough (C), the effect may
even flip to manifest as matching across sequential choices for the other and self.

H3: Making an initial virtuous (indulgent) choice for a close, non-competitive other
will make consumers feel as though they personally have made (lost) progress

towards their own goal, driving the predicted balancing effect.

3.2 Overview of Studies and Methodology

Eight studies test my theorizing using real and consequential choices. Each study
spotlights a different type of relationship, taking advantage of existing relationship
structures as established in the pre-test to examine the moderating roles of closeness and
competitiveness. In each study, I target people who claim to currently have the focal

goal and first activate that goal upfront in all participants in order to ensure it is salient
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(Haws and Winterich 2013). Then, I manipulate the initial choice for the other by having
participants either choose between two virtuous options for the other or two indulgent
options for the other, which is consistent with prior work (e.g., on licensing: Khan and
Dhar 2006). Importantly, a post-test shows that people feel like they actually made a
choice after completing this manipulation (details available in Appendix B). By doing so,
I am able to cleanly test the effects of making virtuous or indulgent choices for others
without the inherent selection issues of allowing participants to choose between healthy
and indulgent options. Then, in all studies with choice as the dependent measure,
participants make a real or incentive compatible choice for themselves by choosing
between a virtuous or an indulgent option.

For all studies, I a priori excluded participants who either reported not holding
the focal goal or who indicated that they would give away their own real choice as the
dependent measure (i.e., who failed to make a choice for themselves). Of note, reporting
that they would give away their real choice is not affected by condition in any studies,
supporting its use as an exclusion rule.

In the first two studies, I focus on the predicted balancing effect from choosing
for close and non-competitive others. In Study 1, I show the basic balancing effect by
having participants make an initial choice for an other whose relationship structure
nearly invariantly involves low competitiveness and high closeness: one’s young child

(H1). In Study 2, I explore the moderating role of closeness on the balancing effect by
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spotlighting a relationship with low competitiveness and varying degrees of closeness:
one’s dog (H2A). I examine process in Studies 3-5. First, I demonstrate that making a
virtuous choice for one’s child (Study 3a) and one’s dog (Study 3b) leads to greater
feelings of own goal progress than making an indulgent choice (H3). Additionally,
Study 3b shows that this is strongest among those who are close with the other. In
Studies 4 and 5, I explore two theoretically-driven boundary conditions to further
illucidate process. I demonstrate moderation by an individual difference in tendency to
balance or match after making progress towards one’s goals (Zemack-Rugar, Corus, and
Brinberg 2019) in Study 4. In Study 5, I seek to demonstrate that the effect is not driven
by vicariously assuming perceived progress of the other by holding the other’s
consumption constant. To do so, I manipulate who chooses for the focal other (either the
self or a groomer choosing for a dog), showing that the choice for the other only
influences the subsequent choice for the self when the participant makes the choice
themselves. Finally, in studies 6 and 7, I examine the interacting roles of closeness and
competitiveness in order to further test the conditions under which a balancing effect
could occur and also to test the conditions under which a matching effect could occur
(H2C). To do so, I leverage a relationship with varying degrees of both closeness and
competitiveness: one’s friend (H2B). Additionally, I directly manipulate closeness with

the target other in Study 6. I show the generalizability of the effects across goal domains
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by testing them with both a health goal as the focal goal (Studies 1 - 6) and an academic

goal as the focal goal (Study 7).

3.3 Study 1: Basic Balancing Effect

In Study 1, I test whether people balance indulgent (virtuous) choices for
themselves after choosing for close others. In order to isolate the basic balancing effect
(H1), I hold closeness and competitiveness constant by leveraging a parent’s relationship
with their young child (represented by section D of Figure 3). As supported by the pre-
test in which parents rated how close and competitive they feel with their children
(Appendix A), parents are generally very close with their young children and generally

do not feel competitive with them.

3.3.1 Participants

Seven hundred and nineteen participants initially qualified to complete this 3
(choice for other: indulgent vs. virtuous vs. health-neutral control) between-subjects
study on Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) in exchange for monetary compensation
and a chance to enter into a prize drawing for a personal-sized Edible Arrangements
fruit basket valued at $45. Participants who indicated that they did not intend to keep
the Edible Arrangement choice they made in the dependent measure for themselves, or,

in other words, did not make a choice for the self, were excluded prior to analysis (n =
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171)2. Failing to make a choice for the self in the dependent measure and condition were
not significantly related (x3(2, N =719) = .245, p = .885). This left a final sample of 548
parents (Mage = 37.00, SD =7.19).

In this study, I asked parents to imagine that they were registering their child for
a week-long summer day camp in which they would have to make choices for their
child. In order to ensure that the premise of the study was relevant for the participants
and that their choices for the child were believable, I targeted parents who indicated that
they have a personal health goal and with at least one child who was old enough to
attend a summer day camp and young enough to reasonably assume that they would
adhere to their parent’s choice (e.g., no rebellious teenagers). To achieve this, I screened
over 3,000 workers on MTurk to determine eligiblity for the study. All potential
participants were paid a small monetary sum for completing the screener. Potential
participants were only allowed to complete the study if they indicated in the screener
that they had a personal health goal and had a child between the ages of 6 and 12 years
old. After completing the screener for eligibility, eligible participants were automatically

forwarded to the full study.

2 The results hold if the excluded participants are reintroduced into the sample and a dummy variable of
dependent measure was chosen for the self is included as a control. Small and unequal cell sizes prevented
us from examining interaction effects, but I return to this possibility in Study 5 in which a greater
proportion of participants indicate that they would give the dependent measure choice away to someone
else.
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3.3.2 Procedure

In this study, participants were told that they would go through several
unrelated hypothetical scenarios. To activate their health goal, all parents first edited an
article about healthy eating (adapted from Haws and Winterich 2013; see Appendix C).
As part of the cover story, they were asked to imagine that they were an editor for an
online lifestyle publication. To ensure engagement with the content, participants were
asked to read the article for grammatical errors, write an email to the author about its
content and quality, rate how well written the article was (1 = not well at all, 5 = extremely
well), and indicate how likely they would be to recommend that the article be published
(1 =not at all likely, 5 = extremely likely). Responses to these measures do not significantly
influence subsequent choice for self in this or in subsequent studies, and will not be
discussed further.

Then, in a separate scenario, all parents imagined registering their child for a
summer day camp (see Appendix D). Parents provided the first name of their child to
personalize the scenario. As a filler choice to increase realism, parents first indicated if
they wanted to sign their child up for early drop off or late pick up at the camp. Then, as
the key manipulation of the health goal-related choice for the child, parents in the two
treatment conditions imagined picking a lunch option for their child that would be
served on the last day of camp. In the control condition, parents imagined picking

coloring utensil options for their child to use on the last day of camp. As in previous
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work on sequential choices, I manipulated choice by randomly assigning participants to
pick between either two healthy (whole wheat pita sandwich or veggie sandwich on
whole wheat), two indulgent (bacon cheese burger or slice of cheese pizza)?, or two
control options (colored pencils vs. crayons) for their child (e.g., Khan and Dhar 2006).

All participants were then informed that one participant in the study would be
randomly selected to receive a personal-sized Edible Arrangements fruit basket of their
choice worth $45. The dependent measure was whether they selected a virtuous (all
fruit) or indulgent (chocolate-covered fruit) basket as their drawing prize (adapted for
this online context from dependent measures used in Fishbach and Dhar 2005; Shiv and
Fedorikhin 1999). The order in which the two baskets were presented was randomized
(Romero and Biswas 2016). The same pre-test reported in footnote 2 revealed that the
fruit basket (M = 6.45) is perceived as significantly healthier than the chocolate-covered
fruit basket (M = 3.61, p <.001).

After making their Edible Arrangements selection, participants were asked if
they would give the basket to someone else if they won the prize (yes or no) as a check

to ensure that they answered the dependent measure as a choice for themselves and not

3 A pre-test (47 parents, MTurk) reveals no significant differences in perceived
healthiness (7-point scale) between the healthy options (Mpita = 6.17, Msandwich = 6.19) or between

the indulgent options (Mburger = 1.43, Mpizza = 1.87; all p’s > .250).
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for someone else. If they answered that they chose the prize for someone else, I had
decided a priori to exclude them from analysis. Finally, participants completed
demographic measures. At the end of data collection, one participant was randomly

selected to receive their chosen prize.

3.3.3 Results

I predicted that choosing a healthy (indulgent) lunch for one’s child (i.e., a close,
non-competitive other) would induce parents to be more likely to subsequently choose
an indulgent (virtuous) choice for themselves (H1). A series of logistic regressions with
choice for child condition (dummy coded) predicting choice for self (chocolate vs. all
fruit) reveals the predicted pattern of results. Comparing the two treatment conditions,
those who made a healthy lunch choice for their child were more likely to pick an
indulgent prize for themselves than those who made an indulgent lunch choice for their
child (46.52% vs. 32.07% chose chocolate; b = .612, SE = .21, Wald-x?(1, N = 548) =8.05, p =
.005). However, those in the control condition were no less likely to choose an indulgent
prize for the self relative to the healthy choice for other condition (38.98% vs. 46.52%
chose chocolate; b = .31, SE = .21, Wald-x?(1, N = 548) = 2.11, p = .147) and no more likely
to choose an indulgent prize for the self relative to the indulgent choice for other
condition (38.98% vs. 32.07% chose chocolate; b =-.30, SE = .22, Wald-x?(1, N = 548) =

1.88, p =.170).
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3.3.4 Discussion

Study 1 demonstrates the basic balancing effect of making personal health goal-
related choices for one’s child on subsequent choices for the self. When one is close and
non-competitive with an other (represented by section D in Figure 3), making a choice
for that other induces personal goal balancing in a subsequent choice for the self, as
evidenced in the key finding that making an indulgent (virtuous) choice for the other
leads to a subsequent virtuous (indulgent) choice for the self (H1). Further, I also found
that while the two treatment conditions differed significantly from each other, neither
differed significantly from control, suggesting that it is not necessarily just one of the
treatment conditions driving the effect. Thus, as the key effect is based on making either
a healthy versus indulgent choice for other, the subsequent studies focus on these two
conditions.

Finally, in Study 1, I purposely spotlighted a nearly invariantly close and non-
competitive relationship (i.e., the relationship between a parent and their young child) to
provide a test of my basic effect (H1). Not all types of relationships are as invariantly
close as a parent’s relationship with their young child, though; many relationship types
can vary in terms of closeness. Next, I examine the moderating role of closeness (H2A),
holding competitiveness constant at a low level, by examining choices that dog owners

make for their dogs. By testing this moderating role of closeness, I shed light on the
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underlying process while also addressing some alternative explanations for the basic

effect.

3.4 Study 2: The Moderating Role of Closeness

In Study 2, I leverage people’s relationships with their dogs to test the
moderating role of closeness using real choices for both the other and the self. As
supported in the pre-test of relationship structures, people vary in how close they feel to
their dogs. Some think of their dogs as part of the family, for example, while others feel
much less attached to their dogs (e.g., Kurdek 2008; McConnell et al. 2011). Although the
old adage claims that “dogs are a man’s best friend,” they differ from human best
friends on an important attribute: people generally do not feel competitive with their
pets. Thus, although one’s relationship with one’s pet can vary in closeness, all
relationships with pets should be non-competitive. By examining a choice for an other
whose relationship structure is naturally low on competitiveness and varied on
closeness (represented by sections C and D in Figure 3), Study 2 tests the moderating
role of closeness on the balancing effect of choices for others on choices for the self
(H2A).

Importantly, by testing the moderating role of closeness, Study 2 tests for a
pattern consistent with my proposed underlying process of goal progress, wherein
higher self-other overlap increases the likelihood of feeling like one made progress

towards one’s own goal simply by choosing virtuously for a close other, thus leading to
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the basic balancing effect observed. Moreover, Study 2 addresses several potentially
viable alternative explanations from Study 1. One potential alternative explanation is
that of a non-interpersonal process: simply choosing from two healthy options for the
other (vs. two unhealthy options for the other) satisfies a health goal, as part of a
personal goal fulfillment effect that has nothing to do with the underlying relationship
structure with the other. Study 2 addresses this explanation by testing the moderating
role of interpersonal closeness. Another potential alternative explanation is based on
potential sharing: namely, although the Edible Arrangement basket was personal-sized
in Study 1, and I established that participants did not plan to give the basket away if
they won it, it remains possible that some participants might have planned to share
some of the basket with their child, suggesting that an account based on attempting to
balance for one’s child is viable. Study 2 addresses this alternative explanation by having

participants choose for one’s dog, with whom sharing a snack is highly unlikely.

3.4.1 Participants

One-hundred and twenty dog owners were recruited at a dog park in the
southeastern United States over the course of two weekends to participate in this 2
(choice for other: healthy vs. indulgent) x closeness to dog (measured) between-subjects
experiment in exchange for a randomly selected give-away item. Eleven participants
were excluded prior to analysis because they either indicated that they did not have a

health goal (n = 3) or because they indicated that they were allergic to the snack options
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in the dependent measure (n = 8), leaving a final sample of 109 participants (Mage = 41.40,
SD =17.02). However, the results are robust to keeping these participants in the sample.
Condition and closeness are not related (F(1, 107) = .40, p = .530), supporting the use of
closeness as a moderator.

I'leveraged the location of the study to target health-conscious dog owners and
to activate their health goal. The recruitment site was a 50-acre off-leash dog park with a
creek and many hiking trails in the southeastern United States. At this dog park, all
visitors must hike through uphill trails to get to the main area of the dog park. Thus,
visitors are likely to have a health or active lifestyle goal. Additionally, I reasoned that
simply being at this hiking park and around others who are using the space for exercise
should activate this health goal. To recruit dog owners, a researcher approached each
park visitor who had a dog as they entered the park. After agreeing, the researcher
explained to participants that they would go through a hypothetical shopping scenario,
after which they would get to randomly draw for one of the items they chose to keep at
the end —ensuring that their choices in the survey reflect true (vs. hypothetical) choice

since they knew that they would be able to keep one of the items they chose.

3.4.2 Procedure

All participants completed a shopping scenario task that guided them through a
hypothetical store as they crossed off items from a shopping list (see Appendix E).

Participants chose between two products for each item on the list. The first two items on
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the list were fillers to make the scenario more realistic (choose between two brands of
water bottles and between two flavors of lip balm). Next, to manipulate the indulgence
of the choice for other, participants were randomly assigned to choose between either
two healthy dog treat options (Lamb and Sweet Potato Purina ProPlan Tender Strips or
Turkey and Avocado Purina ProPlan Tender Strips) or two indulgent dog treat options
(Hickory Smoke Beggin’ Strips or Bacon Cheese Beggin’ Strips)*.

Due to concerns about the feasibility of achieving a sufficiently large sample size
from the dog park, I took steps to increase power by strengthening and reinforcing the
manipulation of the choice for other (Meyvis and van Osselaer 2017). Specifically,
participants then indicated how healthy/unhealthy the dog treat they selected is on a
scale with biased anchors (Schwarz et al. 1985). Those in the healthy choice for other
condition saw a 6 to 10 scale with anchors ranging from “Moderately Healthy” to
“Extremely Healthy”, whereas those in the indulgent choice for other condition saw a -5
to -1 scale with anchors ranging from “Extremely Unhealthy” to “Moderately
Unhealthy”. Participants then selected between two options in one more filler choice set
(choice between two colors of a dog toy). Last, as the dependent measure, participants
chose between two snacks for themselves: a virtuous healthy option (apple) and an

indulgent option (chocolate bar) (e.g., Fishbach and Dhar 2005).

¢ A pre-test (40 dog owners, MTurk) reveals no significant differences in perceived healthiness (7-point
scale) between the healthy options (Miamb = 4.78, Murkey = 4.93) or between the indulgent options (Mhickory =
2.83, Mcheese = 2.95; all p’s > .250).
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Finally, participants completed demographic questions, including whether they
have a health goal, whether they owned the dog they were at the park with, and a
closeness measure consisting of the one-item Inclusion of Other in Self scale (“IOS”;
adapted from Aron et al. 1992). After completing the survey, participants were thanked
and were given the opportunity to randomly draw a slip of paper with one of the
shopping list categories printed on it. They were then able to keep the option for that

category that they had chosen in the survey.

3.4.3 Results

I predicted that when the dog is close with the self, choosing a healthy
(indulgent) treat would make the health-conscious dog owner more (less) likely to
subsequently choose indulgent chocolate over a virtuous apple as a snack for the self
(H1), and that this effect would be moderated by closeness with the dog (H2A). As
predicted, a logistic regression on snack choice for self (virtuous apple vs. indulgent
chocolate) by manipulated choice for other (dummy coded), closeness (mean centered;
M =5.18, SD =1.72, min = 1, max = 7), and their interaction reveals a significant two-way
interaction (b =-.57, SE = .27, Wald-x2(1, N =109) = 4.51, p = .034).

To decompose this interaction, I used the Johnson-Neyman technique to identify
the range of closeness scores for which the simple effect of the manipulated choice for
other was significant (Spiller et al. 2013). This analysis reveals a significant simple effect

of choice for other on the likelihood to choose chocolate for the self for any dog owner
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with a closeness score of 6.62 or higher (bjn=-1.18, SE = .60, Wald-x2(1, N = 109) = 3.84, p

=.05; 33.0% of the sample falls within the range of signifance). See Figure 4.
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Figure 4: Results of Study 2. Dog owners are more (less) likely to choose
chocolate as a snack after making a healthy (indulgent) choice for their dog as
closeness increases (i.e., a balancing effect).

3.4.4 Discussion

Study 2 demonstrates that the balancing effect of choices for others on
subsequent choices for the self strengthens as closeness with the other increases (H2A).
Consistent with Study 1, Study 2 shows that making an indulgent (virtuous) choice for a
close and non-competitive other leads to a higher probability of subsequently choosing
virtuous (indulgent) for the self (H1). Further, the pattern of results at low closeness,
while not significant, suggests the possibility that matching may occur if separation

between the other and the self is high enough: at the low range of closeness, a matching
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pattern begins to emerge such that choosing healthy treats for the dog makes the owner
directionally more likely to then choose a healthy apple for themselves, and vice versa.
There is not sufficient data at the low end of closeness in this sample to significantly
identify the matching effect at low levels of closeness (less than 20% of the sample is
below the mid-point of the scale) due to a selection issue that I did not anticipate:
presumably all people who are willing to take their dog to the dog park are closer to
their dog than people who do not. In the next set of studies, I examine dog owners in an
online sample to address this selection issue.

Study 2 also addresses the potential alternative explanations that the balancing
effect involves a non-interpersonal process or that the balancing effect is based on
anticipated sharing of a subsequent choice with the other. Furthermore, the use of dogs
as the target other suggests that the effect is not contingent on the chooser’s expectations
about the other’s perceptions of the choice or that the other shares the same goal as the
chooser. Dogs, presumably, do not know whether or not their treat is healthy and do not
pursue their own health goals, and pet owners do not have expectations that their dogs
would make judgments about the healthiness of the treats they choose for them. This is
consistent with the proposed process that simply making the goal-relevant choice makes
one feel like they have done something goal-relevant for themselves and include this in

their own goal progress assessment. The next set of studies explicitly test this goal
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progress assessment account by examining how making goal-relevant choices for others

affects one’s own perceived goal progress.

3.5 Studies 3a and 3b: Effects on Perceived Goal Progress

In Studies 3a and 3b, I test for evidence that making a goal-related choice for a
close and non-competitive other will be assessed as part of one’s own perceived goal
progress (H3). I do so across two different types of relationships. In Study 3a, I hold
closeness constant by having participants imagine making a choice for their young child,
as in Study 1. In Study 3b, I test for moderation by closeness by having participants
imagine making a choice for their dog, as in Study 2. I expect that, relative to making an
indulgent choice, making a virtuous choice for a close other will lead to increased
feelings of one’s own goal progress. If I find the expected effect, this would provide
evidence that perceived goal progress drives the balancing effect as demonstrated in
prior work (e.g., Fishbach and Dhar 2005). Additionally, in Study 3b, I address potential

alternative explanations, as further discussed prior to that study.

3.5.1 Study 3a
3.5.1.1 Participants and Procedure

This study used the same MTurk sample as the relationships pre-test reported in
Appendix A. All participants in that study who indicated being the parent of at least one
child between the ages of 6 and 12 and indicated that they currently had a personal

health goal were given the option to also complete this 2(choice for other: healthy vs.
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indulgent) between-subjects study for additional payment: 84 parents (Mage = 35.0, SD =
6.52) opted in.

After opting in, all participants first completed the same health goal activation
task as in Study 1 (Appendix C). Then, they read a scenario manipulating the choice for
other (Appendix F). In it, they imagined a typical morning routine and, to increase
realism, were asked to make choices as they would in real life. To detract from the true
purpose, participants first made filler choices (e.g., whether to snooze the alarm,
toothpaste brand). Then, as the focal choice, they imagined packing their child’s lunch
and were randomly assigned to either choose between two granola bars (the healthy
choice condition) or two types of chips (the indulgent choice condition). To make it more
personal, I used the name of their child that they provided in the relationships structure
pre-test in the prompt. Participants then indicated how they would feel at the end of the
day if the events described really happened to them. As the dependent measure, they
indicated the extent to which they would feel they made progress towards being healthy
(-3 =no progress at all, 3 = a lot of progress). To detract from the true intent, they also
indicated how much progress they would have made towards being social and being a
hard worker, using the same 7-point scale. Last, as a manipulation check, participants
rated how healthy the snack they chose for their child was (1 = extremely unhealthy, 7 =

extremely healthy).
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3.5.1.2 Results

First, I confirmed that the granola bars were perceived as significantly healthier
than the chips as a manipulation check (Mgranotla = 4.63 vs. Menips = 2.23; (82) = 8.15, p <
.001).

Then, testing my main prediction, a t-test of perceived health goal progress (M =
.61, SD =1.63, min = -3, max = 3) by choice for other condition showed that participants
felt significantly greater health goal progress after choosing a healthy snack for their
child than after choosing an indulgent snack (Mhealthychoice = 1.14 VS. MindulgentChoice = -.14;
t(82) = 3.85, p <.001). There was no effect of choice for other condition on perceived

social or hard worker goal progress (both t's <1).

3.5.2 Study 3b

The purpose of Study 3b is to conceptually replicate the results of Study 3a using
another relationship type (dogs) and to address alternative explanations. One alternative
explanation is that the balancing effect could instead be driven by changes in one’s self-
concept (i.e., moral licensing; e.g., Khan and Dhar 2006), where one feels like a good
caretaker or like they have made a responsible choice by choosing virtuously for an
other, thereby licensing them to indulge. Study 3b addresses this alternative by
measuring self-concept after choosing for the other. An additional alternative
explanation raised by Study 3a is that the effect could be driven by a simple exposure

effect of seeing a healthy or an indulgent option, depending on condition. Study 3b

75



addresses this concern by testing for moderation by closeness. If the effect on perceived
goal progress is driven by exposure, then it should not matter who the initial choice is
made for and everyone should exhibit the expect, no matter feelings of closeness to the
dog.

3.5.2.1 Participants and Procedure

Eight-hundred and fifty individuals on MTurk were screened for whether they
owned a dog and currently held a personal health goal. Participants who did not meet
these requirements were automatically redirected to a different survey. I attained a
sample of 169 dog owners (Mage = 39.66, SD = 9.22) for this 2(choice for other: healthy vs.
indulgent) x closeness between-subjects study. Participants were monetarily
compensated.

I first activated the health goal using the same article editing task as in prior
studies (Appendix C). To manipulate the choice for other, I adapted the same scenario
used in Study 2 for this online context. The only differences were that participants did
not imagine making a snack choice for themselves at the end of the scenario (i.e., the
dependent measure in Study 2), and participants did not expect to receive one of their
choices (i.e., it was all hypothetical). Instead, to measure perceived health goal progress,
participants indicated how healthy they would feel at the end of the day if the events
described in the scenario happened to them in real life on a -5 to 5 scale (not at all to

very). To address the alternative explanation of moral licensing, they also indicated how
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responsible they would have felt about their purchase choices, how good they would
feel about their purchase choices, and how much they would feel like they were being a
good dog owner (adapted from Khan and Dhar 2006), each on the same -5 to 5 scale.
Then, participants indicated how close they feel with their dog using the same measure
of closeness as in the prior studies. Finally, participants also indicated how important
their health goal was to them (1 = not important at all, 7 = very important), to use as a
covariate as goal importance may affect goal progress perceptions (e.g., McCulloch et al.
2011). This additional measure is included in this study and not the others due to Study

3b being conducted later in the research program.

3.5.2.2 Main Results

A linear regression of perceived health goal progress (M =1.94, SD = 1.87, min = -
5, max = 5) by choice for other (dummy coded) and closeness (mean centered; M =4.91,
SD =1.72, min = 1, max = 7) controlling for how important the health goal is reveals a
significant two-way interaction (b = .48, SE = .13, t(164) = 3.16, p = .002). Of note, the
results are consistent, but slightly less pronounced, without the control variable (two-
way interaction: b = .35, SE = .17, #(165) = 2.11, p = .036).

To decompose the interaction, I conducted a Johnson-Neyman test of
significance. At high levels of closeness, the point of signficance for the simple effect of
choice for other condition is a closeness score of 6.921 (byn = .84, SE = .43, t(164) = .050;

19.5% of the sample falls within the range of signifance). Within this range, choosing a
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healthy treat for the dog leads to greater perceived own health goal progress than
choosing an indulgent treat for the dog. Further, providing initial process evidence
behind the proposed matching effect, the Johnson-Neyman test also reveals that at low
levels of closeness (i.e., when the closeness score is 1), the effect marginally flips (b =
01.20, SE = .70, t(164) =-1.72, p = .088). At low levels of closeness, choosing a healthy treat
for the dog leads to marginally lower perceptions of one’s own goal progress than
choosing an indulgent treat for the dog. This is consistent with the proposed matching
effect, whereby a goal-relevant choice for a more distant other might instead serve to

highlight one’s own relatively lower goal progress. See Figure 5.
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Figure 5: Results of Study 3b. At high levels of closeness, choosing healthy for
one’s dog leads one to feel healthier themselves relative to choosing indulgently for
one’s dog.
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3.5.2.3 Alternative Explanation Results

I averaged the three moral licensing items to create a self-concept index (a = .75;
M =296, SD =1.60, min = -5, max = 5). Then, I re-ran the same regression as in the main
analysis, using the self concept index as the dependent variable. The two-way
interaction of closeness and choice for other condition is non-significant (b = .15, SE = .14,
t(164) = 1.05, p = .296) and the results remain non-significant including the health goal
importance control variable (two-way interaction: b = .15, SE = .14, t(165) = 1.07, p = .287).
A follow up Johnson-Neyman test of significance reveals that there is no point in the
range of closeness where the simple effect of the choice for other condition becomes

significant.

3.5.3 Discussion of Studies 3a and 3b

In this set of studies, I provide evidence that initial goal-related choices made for
close and non-competitive others can be assessed towards one’s own perceived goal
progress (H3). Combined with prior work that has demonstrated that high (low)
perceived goal progress can lead to a balancing effect in sequential choices for the self
(e.g., Fishbach and Dhar 2005), these findings strongly indicate that perceived goal
progress is a driver of the balancing effect observed in Studies 1 and 2. Albeit
marginally, the results also give initial evidence for the suggested process behind my
secondary prediction of matching (H2C): at the lowest levels of closeness in Study 3b,

the choice for other seems to highlight one’s own relative goal progress. When choosing
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healthily for the non-close dog, people reported feeling marginally less healthy
themselves than when they chose indulgently for the non-close dog. Further, the results
suggest that alternative explanations such as moral licensing and priming are not
driving the effect.

The next two studies are designed to further examine perceived goal progress as
the mechanism driving the effect by testing two theoretically-derived boundary

conditions.

3.6 Study 4: Moderation by Individual Differences in Response to
Goal Progress

In Studies 3a and 3b, I demonstrate that making a goal-related choice for an other
can influence one’s own perceptions of goal progress. Taken together with the results of
Studies 1 and 2, the goal progress results are consistent with my hypothesis regarding
perceived goal progress as the mechanism driving the effect on subsequent choices for
the self (H3). However, it is possible that, despite the effect of choosing for an other on
own perceived goal progress, something else could be driving the effect on subsequent
choice for the self.

Thus, in Study 4, I seek to address this possibility by demonstrating moderation
by an individual difference in behavioral response to perceived goal progress.
Specifically, I demonstrate moderation by the Persistence-Licensing Response Measure
(PLRM; Zemack-Rugar et al. 2019), which is a scale that measures individual differences

in response to goal success: either persisting (i.e., subsequently choosing another
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virtuous option) or licensing (i.e., subsequently choosing a vice option). I reason that, if
the mechanism behind my observed effect is perceptions of goal progress, as I predict,
then the effect of choosing for a close and non-competitive other on subsequent choices
for the self should be moderated by one’s PLRM score such that balancing should only
occur when one falls within the “licensing” range of and matching should instead occur
when one falls within the “persistence” range. On the other hand, if it is not goal
progress that is driving the effect, then the results should be the same no matter what
one’s PLRM score is.

As in Studies 1 and 3a, I examine this in the context of making a health-goal
related choice for a chronically close and non-competitive other (one’s child). However, I
activate one’s personally held health goal more subtly than the prior online studies
(Studies 1, 3a-b) to better mimic how a goal might become activated in a real
consumption environment. Specifically, I recruit participants during the first full week
of 2020 and use a screening question about participants’ health-related New Year’s

Resolutions to serve as the health goal activation.

3.6.1 Participants

One hundred and sixty-seven participants on Prolific qualified to participate in
this 2 (choice for other: healthy vs. indulgent) X Persistence-Licensing Response Measure
(measured) between-subjects study. Participants were only allowed to complete the

study if they had a same-gendered child between the ages of 5 and 12 and currently had
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a personal health goal (operationalized as a health-related New Year’s Resolution). After
excluding participants who indicated they did not intend to keep the dependent
measure choice for themselves (n =50), 117 participants remained in the sample (Mage =
34.99, SD = 5.61). There are no significant differences between conditions for the decision
to keep the dependent choice for the self or not (all p’s >.250), supporting its use as an

exclusion criterion.

3.6.2 Procedure

First, participants completed a brief screening questionnaire to determine
eligibility for the study. I used one of the screening questions—about New Year’s
Resolutions—to activate participants’ health goals. Specifically, participants indicated
which options best described their personal New Year’s Resolution(s) (presented in a
random order): physical health, eating health, fitness, mental health, personal relationships,
work, personal organization, financial, time management, other, do not have a New Year’s
Resolution. Only participants who indicated at least one of the first three options were
allowed to complete the full survey. My reasoning was that being reminded of one’s
recently made New Year’s Resolution by simply answering the question (as this study
was conducted during the first full week of the New Year) would activate that goal.

Then, participants indicated the first name of one of their same-gendered
children between the ages of 5 and 12 years old, which was piped into the choice-for-

other manipulation scenario. The scenario was similar to that used in Study 3a, except
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the choice stimuli were: NatureValley Fruit & Nut Bar and Wheat Thins crackers in the
randomly assigned healthy choice for other condition and Chips Ahoy and Oreo cookies
in the randomly assigned indulgent choice for other condition®. See Appendix G for the
scenario materials. Participants then completed the same dependent measure as in Study
1. However, in this study, the participants indicated which prize they would prefer on a
7-point bipolar scale, making the dependent measure continuous instead of
dichotomous. It was still clear to participants that winners of the raffle would received
their most preferred option. Then, participants indicated whether they would keep the
Edible Arrangement basket for themselves if they won.

After completing the dependent measure, participants answered demographic
questions, which were purposely placed before the Persistence-Licensing Response
Measure items as a filler. Thus, after the filler demographic questions, participants
completed both of the Eating PLRM scales (Zemack-Ruger et al. 2019). In each,
participants imagine eating a healthy meal earlier in the day and then debating between
a tempting indulgent meal or a less-tempting healthy meal later in the day. Then, they
complete the same 10 items after each scenario to indicate how they would be thinking
during the scenario. An example of a persistence item is: “I would think that doing well

at breakfast shows that I have the ability to do well at lunch,” and an example of a

5 A pre-test (51 parents, Prolific) reveals no significant differences in perceived healthiness (7-point scale)
between the healthy options (Mcrackers = 4.43, Mbar = 4.80) or between the indulgent options (Moreos = 1.45,
Mchipsanoy = 1.57; all p’s > .250).
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licensing item is: “I would think that since I did well at breakfast, I can reward myself
with the creamy pasta dish at lunch.” Then, participants completed attention check
measures and were thanked and compensated for their participation. One participant

was randomly chosen to receive their most preferred Edible Arrangement basket.

3.6.3 Results

I predicted that the balancing effect would only occur among those who are
within the “licensing” range of the PLRM and that matching—which is the opposite of
my typically observed effect among close and non-competitive others—would instead
occur among those who are within the “persistence” range of the PLRM. I first created
the PLRM index by subtracting the average of all the licensing items across both PLRM
scenarios from the average of the all the persistence items across both PLRM scenarios,
where higher scores indicate greater likelihood to persist (Zemack-Ruger et al. 2019). I
then ran a regression of the Edible Arrangement choice for self (M = 3.54, SD =2.75, min
=1, max =7) by the choice for other condition (dummy coded), PLRM ratio (mean
centered; M =1.63, SD =2.21, min = -2.58, max = 6.00) and their interaction, revealing a
significant 2-way interaction (b =-.56, SE = .23, (113) = -2.46, p = .015).

To decompose the interaction, I conducted a Johnson-Neyman test of
significance. At low levels of PLRM —within the “licensing” range in which I expect to
see a balancing effect—there is a marginal balancing effect at a PLRM score of -3.79 (bix =

1.74, SE =1.01, t(113) = 1.72, p = .087, 7% of the sample falls within this range). Within
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this range, participants are marginally more likely to prefer a chocolate Edible
Arrangement basket for themselves after choosing a healthy option for their child.
Importantly, this effect is flipped at high levels of PLRM (i.e., within the “persistence”
range in which I expect to see a matching effect). At high levels of PLRM, the point of
significance for the simple effect of choice for other condition is a PLRM score of 1.38 (b~
=-1.18, SE = .60, t(113) =-1.97, 29.91% of the sample falls within the range of
significance). Within this range, choosing a healthy snack for one’s child leads to a
greater preference for a healthy Edible Arrangement for oneself relative to choosing an

indulgent snack for one’s child. See Figure 6.
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Figure 6: Results of Study 4. The balancing effect of choosing for a close and

non-competitive other (a child) is moderated by individual differences in response to
goal progress success.

3.6.4 Discussion

Combined with the findings of Studies 3a-b that demonstrate that making a goal-
related choice for others can shape one’s own perceived goal progress, the results of
Study 4 provide evidence to strongly support my hypothesis that perceptions of goal
progress drive the effect on subsequent choice for the self. In this study, I find that

whether people balance or match a subsequent choice for themselves after making a

86



goal-related choice for their child depends on whether they tend to license or persist
after making goal progress from their own consumption. Thus, I have shown that
making goal-related choices for others influences one’s own goal progress (Studies 3a-b)
and that, when choosing for a close and non-competitive other, people subsequently
behave as if they had made the choice for themselves (Study 4). However, what is less
clear is what causes the shift in own perceived goal progress. Is it the other receiving a
goal-related consumption item or is it the act of choosing a goal-related consumption
item for the other? In the next study, I test the implicit assumption in my hypotheses

that making a choice for the other is a necessary condition.

3.7 Study 5: Ruling Out Vicarious Goal Progress

Studies 3a-4 provide evidence for my hypothesis that making a goal-related
choice for another influences one’s own perceptions of goal progress and that this drives
the observed effect on the subsequent choice for self (H3). However, the studies so far
cannot rule out the possibility that this shift in perceptions of goal progress is simply
due to the other making (or losing) progress towards the focal goal from the
consumption chosen for them (i.e., experienced as vicarious goal progress) as opposed to
the choice itself shaping goal progress, as I propose. In other words, it is not yet clear if
actually making the choice for the other is necessary or if the other simply receiving the
goal-related consumption is sufficient. I seek to disentangle these two possibilities in

Study 5 by manipulating who makes the choice for the other (a dog): oneself or a third

87



agent (a dog groomer). I predict that the balancing effect should only occur when a) one

is close to the dog and b) one makes the choice for the dog.

3.7.1 Participants

Three hundred and eleven participants on Prolific qualified to take this 2 (choice
for other: indulgent vs. healthy) X 2 (chooser: self vs. groomer) X closeness (measured)
between-subjects study. In order to qualify, participants had to own at least one dog and
indicate that they have a personal health goal. Consistent with prior studies, I a priori
excluded participants who decided to keep the dependent measure for themselves (n =
100), leaving a final sample of 211 (Mage = 35.35, SD = 12.38). As in prior studies, there are
no significant differences between conditions in either feelings of closeness to the dog
(all p’s >.250) or the decision to keep the dependent choice for the self or not (all p’s >
.250), supporting their use as a moderator and as an exclusion criterion, respectively.
Note that since so many participants in this sample indicated they would not keep the
choice for themselves, I am able to include it in the model as a factor in an exploratory
analysis as a further theoretical boundary condition: if the observed effect on subsequent
choice is driven by perceptions of own goal progress, then it should only occur when the
subsequent choice is intended for the self and not when it is intended to be given away

to someone else.
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3.7.2 Procedure

First, participants completed the same health goal activation task as in Studies 1
and 3a-b (Appendix C). Next, they read a scenario in which I manipulated both the
chooser and choice for other factors (Appendix H). In it, participants were randomly
assigned to either imagine that they or their groomer chose a treat for their dog to eat
after being groomed. They were then randomly assigned to learn that the choice set was
between either between two healthy dog treat options or two indulgent dog treat
options (same stimuli as in Studies 2 and 3b). In the self-choose condition, the
participant then chose a treat type from their assigned choice set. In the groomer-choose
condition, one of the options was randomly selected and shown to the participants as
the groomer’s choice. Last, participants completed the same Edible Arrangement
dependent measure as in Study 4 and the same closeness measure as in Studies 2 and 3b.
Participants were thanked and compensated for their participation. One participant was

randomly selected to receive their most preferred Edible Arrangement basket.

3.7.3 Results

I predicted that the balancing effect should only occur when the participant (vs.
the groomer) made a goal-related choice for a close dog. Importantly, I predict that the
effect should be mitigated when the groomer makes the choice for a dog the participant
is close to. In line with my predictions that choosing for a less-close other does not affect

perceptions of goal progress in the same way, I do not expect to see significant
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differences between the chooser conditions at low levels of closeness. To test these
predictions, I ran a regression of preference for the chocolate Edible Arrangement (M =
4.24, SD = 2.84, min = 1, max = 7) by chooser (dummy coded), choice for other (dummy
coded), closeness to the dog (M =5.68, SD =1.45, min =1, max =7), and their
interactions. The results reveal a significant three-way interaction (b =1.11, SE = .55,
£(203) =2.00, p = .047).

Given this 2 x 2 x continuous three-way interaction, I conducted a series of
follow-up tests to test for the predicted pattern of results. First, I examined the simple 2
(chooser: self vs. groomer) x 2 (choice for other: healthy vs. indulgent) interaction at a
high level of closeness (+1 SD) with the dog, predicting that a balancing pattern would
only occur when the self, and not the groomer, made the choice for the other. This
simple two-way interaction was significant (b =-3.02, SE = .78, #(203) = -2.81, p = .005). As
the right-hand side of Figure 7A shows, when closeness is high (+1 SD) and the chooser
condition is the self, the simple effect of choice for other is significant (b =-1.46, SE = .71,
t(203) = -2.05, p = .042), indicating a balancing effect (supporting H1). By contrast, as the
right-hand side of Figure 7B shows, and consistent with my prediction that balancing
would not occur when the groomer makes the choice for the dog, the simple effect of
choice for other is completely mitigated and is marginally in the opposite direction
when the participant’s closeness to the dog is high (-1 SD) and the chooser condition is

the groomer (b = 1.56, SE = .80, #(203) = 1.95, p = .053). While I did not explicitly predict
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this flipped effect in the groomer condition, it is consistent with prior research that
demonstrates a matching effect on subsequent choice after observing close or similar
others” consumption (e.g., Gino and Galinksy 2012; Goldstein and Cialdini 2007; Li,
Rohde, and Wakker 2017).

Next, I examined the simple (chooser: self vs. groomer) X 2 (choice for other:
healthy vs. indulgent) interaction at a low level of closeness (-1 SD) with the dog. Here, I
predicted that, consistent with Studies 2 and 3b, the balancing effect observed when the
self makes the choice for the dog would be mitigated at low levels of closeness and, as
such, that there would not be significant differences between the chooser conditions.
Indeed, at low levels of closeness (-1 SD), the two-way interaction is non-significant (b =

07, SE = 1.123, £203) = .06, p = .952).
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Figure 7: Main Results of Study 5. (A) When the treat for the dog is chosen by
the self, a balancing effect emerges when closeness is high and is attenuated as
closeness decreases. Specifically, within the self-as-chooser condition, a manually-
conducted Johnson-Neyman test reveals that the simple (balancing) effect of choice
for other is significant at a closeness level of 6.71 (byx =-1.29, SE = .65, £(203) =-1.97, p =
.05) and higher. (B) When the treat for the dog is chosen by the groomer, a matching
effect marginally emerges when closeness is high and is attenuated as closeness
decreases. Specifically, within the groomer-as-chooser condition, a manually-
conducted Johnson-Neyman test reveals that the simple (matching) effect of choice
for other reaches marginal significance at a closeness level of 5.78 (b = .91, SE = .55,
+(203) =1.65, p = .10) and higher. There is not a point at which this simple effect
reaches significance.

Last, I examined the simple 2 (choice for other: healthy vs. indulgent) X closeness
(measured) two-way interactions. This two-way interaction within the self-choose
condition serves as a conceptual replication of Study 2 (testing hypotheses H1 and H2A).
This interaction is represented in Figure 7A. Consistent with Study 2, the two-way

interaction of choice for other and closeness is marginal (b =-.58, SE = .34, #(203) = -1.68, p
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=.094). As also discussed above, at high levels of closeness (+1 SD), there is a significant
balancing effect such that choosing a healthy treat for the dog leads to greater preference
for chocolate for the self (b =-1.46, SE = .71, £(203) =-2.05, p = .042). This balancing effect
is mitigated at low levels of closeness (-1 SD; b = .15, SE = .75, #(203) = .20, p = .84). In this
sample, there is no matching effect within the self-as-chooser condition at low levels of
closeness, perhaps in part because of the unexpectedly right-skewed distribution of
closeness (M = 5.68, SD = 1.45), which is more similar to the distribution of closeness in
Study 2, in which a matching effect was not observed, than in Study 3b, in which a
matching effect was (marginally) observed. Then, I examined this same two-way
interaction within the groomer-choose condition (represented in Figure 7B). Here,
participants’ feelings of closeness to the dog do not significantly interact with the dog

treat choice for the dog made by the groomer (b = .53, SE = .44, t(203) = 1.22, p = .22).

3.7.3.1 Exploratory Analysis

Since such a high proportion of participants in this sample indicated that they
would not keep the dependent measure choice for themselves (over 30% of the sample
as compared to less than quarter in other studies), I was able use the entire sample and
include decision to keep the Edible Arrangement basket as a measured variable to test
another theoretical boundary (N = 311). Specifically, my theory would predict that
choosing a goal-related choice for a close and non-competitive other would only affect

subsequent goal-related choices for the self and not for others. I reason that one’s own
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perceptions of goal progress, my proposed mechanism, should only influence
subsequent goal pursuit for the self and not for others. Thus, this serves as an additional
test of my proposed mechanism: if perception of own goal progress is not driving the
results, then I would not expect to see an interaction by whether or not the subsequent
choice was for the self. Recall that neither condition nor measured closeness predicted
whether or not the dependent measure was chosen for the self or to be given away (all
p’s >.250), supporting its use as an exploratory moderator. To test this exploratory
boundary condition, I included intention for the Edible Arrangement choice (keep vs.
give away; dummy coded) and its interactions into the main model. Consistent with my
expectations, the results reveal a marginally significant four-way interaction (b =-1.52,
SE = .80, t(295) =-1.67, p = .093).

To probe this 2 X 2 X 2 X continuous interaction, I examined both 2 (intention:
keep vs. give away) X 2 (choice for other: healthy vs. indulgent) X closeness three-way
interactions, breaking them out by chooser condition. First, I examined this interaction
within the self-as-chooser condition, which serves as the key exploratory test of whether
the effect of making a goal-related choice for someone else is moderated by the intention
of the subsequent choice for the self. When the chooser condition is the self, the three-
way interaction is marginally significant (b =1.06, SE = .57, #(295) = 1.84, p = .066).
Importantly, at the mean of closeness to the dog, the simple two-way interaction of

intention to keep the Edible Arrangement basket and choice for other is significant (b =
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2.25, SE = .98, t(295) = 2.31, p = .022). The pattern of results is such that the balancing
effect observed when the dependent measure choice is intended for the self (i.e., the
effects observed and reported as the main results of this study and as represented in
Figure 8A) is completely attenuated when it is not intended for the self. Indeed, when
participants intended to give their Edible Arrangement prize away, there is an
unexpected matching effect at high levels of closeness (as represented in the right-hand
side of Figure 8B). I speculate that this may be a simple consistency effect. Prior work on
social influence robustly shows that people are motivated to act consistently with how
they previously behaved (e.g., Guadagno and Cialdini 2010). In this case, the consistency
effect seems to manifest as choosing an indulgent option for one other (an indulgent
treat for a dog) leads to choosing another indulgent option for someone else (a chocolate

Edible Arrangement basket for, presumably, a human).
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Figure 8: Exploratory Results of Study 5. Results within the self-as-chooser
condition: A) When participants intend to keep the prize for themselves, the results
are consistent with the main analysis. As closeness to the dog increases, a balancing
effect emerges. B) When participants intend to give the prize away to someone else,
the balancing effect is completely attenuated.

Last, I examined this three-way interaction within the groomer-as-chooser
condition, with the expectation that intention to keep or give away the Edible
Arrangement choice would not moderate the effect of the groomer choosing for the dog
since the participants’ own perceptions of goal progress should not have been
systematically affected by the manipulation in this case. As expected, the three-way
interaction within the groomer-as-chooser condition was non-significant (p = .515).

Taken together, these exploratory results provide further support for my prediction that
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perceived goal progress drives the observed effects on subsequent choices for the self
(H3).
3.7.4 Discussion

In Study 5, I demonstrate two additional theoretically-driven boundary
conditions of the perceived goal progress mechanism: who chose for the other and, as an
exploratory test, whether the subsequent choice is intended for the self or not. By
holding the consumption of the other constant, I am able to rule out vicarious goal
progress as an alternative explanation. When a third agent (a groomer) makes the goal-
related choice for a dog the participant is close to, the balancing effect is completely
attenuated, but when the participant makes the choice for their close dog, the predicted
balancing effect occurs. Thus, the results of this study, combined with Studies 3a-4,
suggest that having agency in the choice is a necessary condition for it to shape own
perceptions of goal progress and to thereby affect subsequent choice for the self.

Further, in an exploratory analysis, I am able to provide additional evidence in
support of the predicted goal progress mechanism. While the exporatory four-way
interaction is underpowered with only 311 participants, it provides initial evidence that
the observed effects are conditional upon the subsequent choice being intended for the
self. When participants reported not intending to keep the Edible Arrangement prize for
themselves, the balancing effect of the self choosing for a close dog is completely

attenuated. Since, theoretically, one’s own perceived goal progress should only shape
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subsequent goal-related choices for the self and not necessarily for others, the results of
this exploratory analysis suggest that perceptions of own goal progress, and not
something else, are driving the effect.

In the next set of studies, I examine the role of competitiveness with the primary
goal of testing whether competitiveness with a close other will attenuate the balancing
effect. I suggest that competitiveness will interrupt the experience of own goal progress
from making a personal goal-relevant choice for the other. Additionally, by examining
competitiveness and using relationships that could feasibly be more distant than the
relationships studied thus far (i.e., children and pets), I am also able to examine more

situations in which a matching effect is more likely to occur.

3.6 Study 6: Moderating Role of Competitiveness

Study 6 tests hypotheses 2A-C by examining the moderating roles of both
closeness and competitiveness by using a relationship structure that varies on both:
one’s friend. As supported by the pre-test of relationships, people vary in how close
their friendships are. Similarly, people vary in how competitively they view their
friendships. I thus leverage this relationship structure to test the interacting effects of
closeness and competitiveness.

In addition to the primary goal of testing the effect of competitiveness, another
aim of this study is to provide a more careful examination of the role of closeness by

manipulating it instead of measuring it, as in Studies 2, 3b and 5. I predict that making a
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goal-related choice for a close and non-competitive friend will induce a balancing effect
on a subsequent goal-related choice for the self (H1). Further, I predict that this
balancing effect will be mitigated when choosing for a distant friend (H2A) or when
choosing for a close but competitive friend (H2B), recognizing that in both cases either a

null effect or a matching effect is possible (H2C).

3.6.1 Participants

For this 2 (relationship: close vs. distant) x 2 (choice for other: healthy vs.
indulgent) x competitiveness (measured) between-subjects design study, I set out to
recruit around 180 participants per cell based on a power analysis from my prior online
studies. Consistent with Study 1, I a priori decided to exclude any participants who
indicated that they did not have a health goal or did not make the dependent variable
choice for the self (i.e., indicated that they would give it away), and so I purposefully
overrecruited to achieve my target sample of approximately 720 participants. In Study 1,
about 23% of the participants indicated that they would not keep the dependent variable
prize for themselves, so I overrecruited by about 30% to also account for anyone who
might not have a health goal. One-thousand sixty-four English-speaking participants
completed the study on MTurk for monetary compensation. After excluding participants
who did not make the dependent variable choice for themselves (n = 296), failed an
attention check (n = 3), or reported not having a health goal (n =53), I was left with a

final sample of 712 participants (Mage = 36.84, SD = 11.19). Condition (i.e., choice for other
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and relationship) did not influence competitiveness (all p’s >.250) or decision to keep the
dependent variable for the self (all p’s >.250), supporting the use of competitiveness as a

moderator and the decision to keep the prize choice as an exclusion rule.

3.6.2 Procedure

Participants were told that they would complete two unrelated hypothetical
scenarios. In the first scenario, participants completed the same health goal activation
task as in Studies 1, 3a-b, and 5 (Appendix C). The second scenario served as the choice
for other manipulation (Appendix I). At the beginning of the second scenario,
participants were randomly assigned to provide the first name of either a close, same-
gendered friend or of a same-gendered acquaintance as the relationship manipulation.
For ease of reporting, I will refer to both conditions as either a close or distant “friend”.
The name was then piped into the text of the second scenario in order to make it
personalized and more immersive. In the scenario, participants imagined that they
agreed to pick up their friend’s take out order for their friend as a favor. At the
restaurant, the participants are told that they got a text message from their friend that
said, “I don’t know what sides are offered with that meal, but I don’t have a strong
preference. Just choose one for me.” To manipulate the healthiness of the side option,
participants were randomly assigned to choose between either two healthy sides
(broccoli or salad) or two indulgent sides (fries or onion rings). It was made clear in the

scenario that the participant did not also consume this choice.
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Participants then completed the same Edible Arrangement raffle dependent
measure as in Studies 4 and 5. Then, participants completed two measures of
competitiveness with their friend in addition to the same closeness measure as in the
prior studies as a manipulation check. I first measured general competitiveness with the
friend, using the same measure as in the pre-test of relationship structures reported
before the studies. The second measure was competitiveness within the health goal
domain. Specifically, participants indicated the extent to which they agreed with the
statement, “I feel competitive with [name of friend] regarding our health goals” (1 =
strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Results of general competitiveness and health-
domain competitiveness are consistent, and so I will only report the results of health-
domain competitiveness since it is most relevant to the goal domain. Finally,
participants completed demographic measures, answered an attention check question
(“In second scenario, “Visit a Friend,” which types of sides were you asked to choose
between?” salad and broccoli, French fries and onion rings, or mashed potatoes and carrots),
and were thanked for their participation. At the end of data collection, one participant

was randomly selected to receive their most preferred prize.

3.6.3 Results

First, I conducted a manipulation check of the relationship manipulation. A t-test

of closeness by relationship condition (M =4.46, SD =1.62, min =1, max = 7) is significant
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and in the expected direction (Mciose = 4.79 vs. Maistant = 4.13; #(710) = -5.58, p <.001),
indicating that the manipulation of closeness was successful.

Then, I tested my main predictions. Recall that I predicted a balancing effect
would occur when choosing for a close non-competitive other (H1), that the balancing
effect would be mitigated if closeness to the friend is low (H2A) or if competitiveness is
high (H2B), and that the balancing effect could flip and instead manifest as matching if
either distance or competitiveness were high enough (H2C). To test these hypotheses, I
tirst conducted a regression of indulgent choice for self (greater scores indicate
preference for indulgent chocolate; M =4.11, SD =2.77, min = 1, max = 7) by relationship
condition (dummy coded), choice for other condition (dummy coded), and health-
domain competitiveness (mean centered; M =2.27, SD = 1.55, min = 1, max = 7), and their
interactions, which revealed a significant three-way interaction (b = .56, SE = .27, t(704) =
2.11, p=.035).

Given this 2 x 2 x continuous three-way interaction, I conducted a series of
follow-up tests to test for the predicted pattern of results. First, I examined the simple 2
(relationship: close vs. distant) x 2 (choice for other: healthy vs. indulgent) interaction at
a low level of competitiveness (-1 SD) with the friend, predicting that I would replicate
the pattern of findings observed in Study 2. This simple two-way interaction was
significant (b =-1.74, SE = .53, t(704) = -3.26, p = .001). As the left-hand side of Figure 9A

shows, when competitiveness is low (-1 SD) and when relationship condition is close,
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the simple effect of choice for other is significant (b =-.80, SE = .38, t(704) =-2.08, p =
.038), indicating a balancing effect (supporting H1). By contrast, as the left-hand side of
Figure 9B shows, and consistent with my secondary prediction of matching when there
is high separation between the self and other (H2C), the simple effect of choice for other
is in the opposite direction when competitiveness is low (-1 SD) and relationship
condition is distant (b = .94, SE = .37, t(704) = 2.54, p = .011).

Second, I examined the simple 2 (choice for other: indulgent vs. virtuous) x 2
(relationship: close vs. distant) interaction at a high level of competitiveness (+1 SD) with
the friend, predicting that I would no longer observe the balancing effect previously
found at high closeness and low competitiveness. This simple two-way interaction was
non-significant (b =-.15, SE = .58, #(704) = -.25, p = .804), supporting H2B that
competitiveness attenuates the effect. As the right-hand side of Figure 9A shows, when
competitiveness is high (+1 SD) and relationship condition is close, the simple effect of
choice for other is non-significant (b =-.35, SE = .41, #(704) = -.86, p = .391). Likewise, as
the right-hand side of Figure 9B shows, the simple effect of choice for other is non-
significant when competitiveness is high (+1 SD) and relationship condition is distant (b

=-21, SE = 42, 704) = -49, p = .623).
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Figure 9: Results of Study 6. Note that in this figure, unlike the other figures,
competitiveness is on the x-axis instead of closeness since closeness is manipulated.
(A) When choosing for a close friend, a balancing effect emerges when
competitiveness is low and is attenuated as competitiveness increases. Specifically,
within the close condition, a manually-conducted Johnson-Neyman test reveals that
the simple (balancing) effect of choice for other is significant at a competitiveness
level of 2.43 (byx =-.57, SE = .29, #(704) = -1.96, p = .05) and lower. (B) When choosing for
a distant friend, a matching effect emerges at low levels of competitiveness.
Specifically, within the distant condition, a manually-conducted Johnson-Neyman
test reveals that the simple (matching) effect of choice for other is significant at a
competitiveness level of 1.88 (bx =.59, SE = 30, £(704) =-1.96, p = .05) and lower.

3.6.4 Discussion

By using a relationship structure that varies in both competitiveness and
closeness, the results of Study 4 demonstrate how closeness and competitiveness interact
to influence the effect of choices made for others on subsequent choices for the self
(hypotheses 2A-C). Consistent with prior studies, a balancing effect emerges when

closeness is high and competitiveness is low (H1) and is mitigated when closeness is low
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(H2A) or competitiveness is high (H2B). Further, when separation between the self and
other is sufficiently high (e.g., distant other and low competitiveness; represented by
section C of Figure 3), a matching effect emerges (H2C).

Across Studies 1-6, I have shown support for my predictions, but it is possible
that the results of the studies thus far are unique to the health goal domain. To rule out

this possibility, I examine the effect in a different goal domain in the next study.

3.7 Study 7: Academic Goal

In Study 7, I examine the balancing and matching effects in a different goal
domain: academic achievement. As in Study 6, in Study 7 I also examine the interacting
effects of closeness and competitiveness by using friends as the target other. Specifically,
I target classmate friends in MBA and business masters programs. Despite the relatively
short period of time that classmates in a MBA or a business masters program have
known each other (i.e., since the start of the one to two year program), they spend a
significant amount of time together, both in the classroom and outside of it. The
potentially close bonds created by the shared experience of business school should
ensure that I can capture variance in feelings of closeness with the target friends.
Furthermore, classmates are simultaneously competitors (e.g., for class standing,
internships, job interviews, etc.) and teammates (e.g., on group projects, study partners,
etc.). This dynamic should also allow me to capture variance in feelings of

competitiveness.

105



3.7.1 Participants

MBA and Masters of Management Science students (N = 233) from Duke
University participated in this 2 (choice for other: indulgent vs. virtuous) x closeness
(measured) x academic competitiveness (measured) between-subjects lab study for $5.
Participants who indicated that they do not currently have a goal to achieve
academically (n = 36) were excluded prior to analysis, leaving a final sample of 197 (Mage
=26.63, SD = 3.51). The results are robust to keeping these participants in the sample.
Condition does not significantly predict feelings of competitiveness (F(1, 195) = .01, p =
.937) or feelings of closeness (F(1, 195) = 3.35, p = .07)° with the friend. Competitiveness
and closeness are not significantly correlated (r =-.046, p = .518), supporting the use of
competitiveness and closeness as moderators.

I'leveraged the timing of the academic year to ensure that students” academic
goals would be activated and that potential competitiveness with one’s classmate friends
could also be salient. Specifically, I recruited participants the week before mid-terms,

which also coincided with a week of company recruiters visiting.

3.7.2 Procedure

Participants were told that they would complete two hypothetical scenarios and

then answer questions about them (Appendix J). To personalize the scenarios,

® The relationship between closeness and condition was unexpectedly marginal, so I checked for
multicollinearity and did not find significant evidence of it (all VIF’s < 3; Dormann et al. 2013). Thus, I
proceeded with my planned analysis.
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participants first provided the first name of one of their close and same-gendered
classmate friends at the business school. Given that my key predictions focus on close
others and the relatively short period of time current business students have known
each other, I specifically asked participants to name a close classmate friend to ensure
that I had enough participants in the sample who felt close with their target other.

The first scenario served as a filler to distract from the study’s true purpose:
participants chose between two brands of water bottles to give to their friend. The next
scenario served as the manipulation of the goal-related choice for other: participants
imagined picking a book from their friend’s bookbag for their friend to read while on a
road trip. In the virtuous choice for other condition, participants picked between two
business textbooks (Marketing Strategy or Operations Strategy). In the indulgent choice
for other condition, participants chose between two fiction novels (Game of Thrones by
George R. R. Martin or The Lake House by James Patterson). For the dependent measure,
participants were told that the survey would randomly select a specific article for them
to skim, but that they could choose whether the article came from the Business or
Entertainment section of the New York Times. They then skimmed an excerpt of an article
from their chosen section, making this a real choice. Then, participants completed the
same measure of closeness as in prior studies and a measure of academic
competitiveness with their friend (“[Name] is my competitor in school”, 1 = Completely

disagree, 7 = Completely agree). Finally, participants completed demographic measures.
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3.7.3 Results

A logistic regression on article choice for self (indulgent entertainment section vs.
virtuous business section) by manipulated choice for other (dummy coded), closeness
(mean centered; M =4.20, SD =1.28, min = 1, max = 7), academic competitiveness (mean
centered; M = 2.49, SD = 1.46, min = 1, max = 7), and their interactions revealed a
significant three-way interaction (b =-.47, SE = .21, Wald-x*(1, N =197) = 5.04, p = .025).

As in Study 6, I examined this significant 2 x continuous x continuous three-way
interaction by conducting a series of follow-up tests to test for the predicted pattern of
results. I first examined the simple 2 (choice for other: indulgent vs. virtuous) x closeness
(continuous) interaction at a low level of competitiveness (-1 SD) with the other,
predicting that I would replicate the pattern of findings observed in Studies 2, 5, and 6.
This simple two-way interaction of choice for other and closeness was marginally
significant (b = .66, SE = .37, Wald-x2(1, N = 197) = 3.09, p = .079). As the right-hand side
of Figure 10A shows, when competitiveness is low (-1 SD) and closeness is high (+1 SD),
the simple effect of choice for other is significant (b = 1.41, SE = .68, Wald-x*(1, N =197) =
4.31, p = .038), indicating a balancing effect (supporting H1). By contrast, as the left-hand
side of Figure 10A shows, the simple effect of choice for other is non-significant when
competitiveness is low (-1 SD) and closeness is low (-1 SD; b =-.27, SE = .70, Wald-x(1, N

=197) = .16, p = .690).
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I then examined the simple 2 (choice for other: indulgent vs. virtuous) x
closeness (continuous) interaction at a high level of competitiveness (+1 SD) with the
other, predicting that I would no longer observe the balancing effect previously found at
high closeness and low competitiveness. Indeed, when competitiveness was high (+1
SD), the simple two-way interaction of choice for other and closeness was non-
significant (b =-.71, SE = .48, Wald-x*(1, N =197) =2.17, p = .141), supporting H2B that
competitiveness mitigates the effect. As the right-hand side of Figure 10B shows, when
competitiveness is high (+1 SD) and closeness is high (+1 SD), the simple effect of choice
for other is non-significant (b =-.71, SE = .48, Wald-x(1, N = 197) = .660, p = .417).

To test for a matching effect among highly competitive friends (represented by
section B in Figure 3), I also conducted simple slopes tests at the extreme values of
closeness with competitiveness centered around its maximum (7). Specifically, I first
examine the simple effect of choice for other at the highest level of closeness (centered at
7) and the highest level of competitiveness (centered at 7). The simple effect of choice for
other is marginally significant (b =-6.24, SE = 3.50, Wald-x*(1, N =197) =3.18, p = .075),
supporting H2C that matching can occur at high levels of competitiveness. As the
pattern in the right-hand side of Figure 10B suggests, a matching effect begins to emerge

as closeness and competitiveness increase.
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Figure 10: Results of Study 7. (A) When choosing for a non-competitive
classmate friend, a balancing effect occurs as closeness increases. (B) By contrast,
when choosing for a competitive classmate friend, a matching effect marginally
emerges as closeness increases. Note that while I did not have a specific prediction for
low closeness and high competitiveness, a contrast effect emerged.

While I did not have any specific predictions, I also examined choosing for others
when closeness is low and competitiveness is high (section A of Figure 3) as an ancillary
analysis. The simple effect of choice for other is non-significant when closeness is low (-1
SD) and competitiveness is high (+1 SD; b =1.09, SE = .69, Wald-x*(1, N=197)=2.481, p =
.115). For exploratory purposes, I also examined choosing for others when closeness is
extremely low (centered at 1) and when competitiveness is extremely high (centered at
7). Here, the simple effect of choice for other was significant (b = 6.62, SE = 3.29, Wald-
x*(1, N =197) = 4.06, p = .044). As the left-hand side of Figure 10B suggests, participants

contrasted against their choice for the other with their choice for self. Because I did not
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have any specific predictions about the effect of choosing for low closeness and high
competitiveness others, the effect did not appear in prior studies, and it is difficult to
anecdotally generate examples of when consumers would make choices for distant and
competitive others, I hesitate to draw conclusions from this exploratory, ancillary
analysis. However, I speculate that feeling competitive with the distant friend might
simply spur the chooser to simply act in the opposite way of what they chose for the

other (i.e., a contrast effect).

3.7.4 Discussion

In the context of an academic goal, the results of Study 7 provide evidence of the
generalizability of the effect of choosing for others on subsequent choices for the self.
Consistent with the prior studies, a balancing effect emerges when choosing for close
and non-competitive others, and competitiveness and relational distance attenuate the
effect. Moreover, consistent with the prior studies and H2C, there is marginal evidence
of a matching effect occuring when there is enough separation between the self and

other (i.e., in this case, high competitiveness).

3.8 General Discussion

Consumers frequently make choices for others intermixed with choices for
themselves. But while it is clear from prior research that people choose differently for
others than they do for themselves, less is known about whether choices made for others
affect subsequent choices for the self. The results of eight studies, using incentive
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compatible and real choices, demonstrate that goal-relevant choices made for others can
affect subsequent goal-relevant choices for the self. Namely, when consumers have a
non-competitive and close relationship with the other, they balance their indulgent and
virtuous choices across choices for the other and for themselves. However, when there is
enough separation between the self and other (i.e., the “oneness” is interrupted), either
due to distance or competitiveness, this effect can emerge as matching. I find that this
effect is consistent with a perceived goal progress account. When making a goal-related
choice for a close and non-competitive other, that choice seems to be included in one’s
assessment of goal progress. On the other hand, I find marginal evidence that making a
goal-related choice for a distant or competitive other highlights one’s own relative
progress. Additionally, the effect is moderated by theoretical boundary conditions of the
goal progress account. Balancing after choosing for a close and non-competitive other
only occurs when one’s natural response to goal progress is to license and not persist.
Similarly, the predicted effects only occur when one personally makes the choice for the
other, holding the other receiving the goal-related choice constant. This suggests that the
effect is driven by percpetions of one’s personally held goal and not the target other’s
goal.

Furthermore, the results are inconsistent with several alternative explanations.
One alternative is that the balancing effect occurs because consumers are simply

motivated to choose the opposite of what they chose before (e.g., Ariely and Levav 2000;
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Berger and Heath 2007); however, moderation by relationship factors makes this account
unlikely (Studies 2 and 5-7). Another alternative is that the effect has more to do with
vicariously experiencing the other’s goal progress instead of including the choice in
one’s own goal progress assessment, as I suggest. However, the fact that the effect
emerges when choosing for dogs (studies 2 and 3b), who presumably do not have their
own health goals, provides evidence against such an account. Providing further
evidence against the vicarious goal progress alternative, the effect does not occur if the
target other received the goal-related choice but the participant did not personally
choose it for them (Study 5). Yet another alternative is that a boost in self-concept from
moral licensing effects (e.g., Khan and Dhar 2006) would also predict a balancing effect.
However, I do not find evidence that making goal-related choices for others influences
self-concept (Study 3b). Additionally, I rule out simple priming effects that seeing the
goal-related choice might effect one’s perceived goal progress (Study 3b). The fact that I
tind consistent effects across different types of others and goals highlights the
generalizability of the findings. Whether examining the effects of choices made for
children (Studies 1, 3a, and 4), pets (Studies 2, 3b, and 5), or friends (Studies 6 and 7) in
the context of health (Studies 1 - 6) or academic goals (Study 7), I find converging
evidence. Using real and consequential choices for the self as a behavioral outcome also

bolsters generalizability.
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3.8.1 Contributions and Future Research

These findings make several contributions. First, I shed light on how choices we
make for others affect subsequent choices for the self by examining the intersection of
three hitherto largely separate research streams: interpersonal relations, sequential
choice, and choices for others. Although prior work has identified how sequential
choices for others are different than sequential choices for the self (e.g., Laran 2010), this
is the first work to my knowledge to consider aspects of interpersonal relations when
examining choices for others and how these initial choices for others affect subsequent
choices for the self. By doing so, my findings suggest that the effect of choosing for
others on choices for the self is not a straightforward extension of prior work on
sequential choices for the self; various aspects of the chooser’s relationship with the
other shape how choices for that other affect subsequent choices for the self. Further, the
current research makes a methodological contribution to studying interpersonal effects
in marketing and psychology by examining relationship dynamics using real
relationships, for which I document their existing relational structures (Figure 3 and
Appendix A), instead of artificially manipulating the relationship dimensions.

Second, these findings contribute to research on how goals are assessed more
broadly. In particular, the results suggest that simply choosing a goal-relevant choice
affects perceived goal progress, whether or not the choice is actually consumed or

intended to be consumed. These findings are consistent with prior work showing that
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people feel licensed to indulge simply by seeing an unexpected healthy item on the
menu (Wilcox et al. 2009) or by thinking about doing a virtuous action (Fitzsimons et al.
2007), but this is the first research I am aware of to actually document that perceptions of
goal progress are affected after making a goal-relevant choice without any intent to
personally consume it.

Finally, the results further understanding of interpersonal goal pursuit.
Psychologists consider closeness to be an important factor in interpersonal goal pursuit
(for a review, see Fitzsimons et al. 2015). However, work has only recently begun to
focus on other aspects of relationships that could influence interpersonal goal pursuit,
such as competitiveness (e.g., Huang et al. 2019). These findings contribute to this area
of research by demonstrating that competitiveness has important outcomes for
interpersonal goal pursuit even outside of explicitly competitive settings (as in Converse
and Reinhard 2016; Huang et al. 2017).

Along those lines, future work might examine other effects of competitiveness
and other interpersonal relations on self-other outcomes. Focusing just on interpersonal
goals, for example, competitiveness might influence the effects of instrumental others on
goal pursuit, one’s feelings of closeness with competitive instrumental others (e.g.,
Huang et al. 2015), and partner goal prioritization. Feeling non-competitive with
instrumental others might hinder goal pursuit, for example, and feeling competitive

with one’s partner might reduce prioritization of the partner’s goals. Additionally,
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aspects of interpersonal relations might affect the choices consumers make for others.
Feeling particularly close or non-competitive with another person, for example, might
make choosers more likely to choose virtuously, versus indulgently, for the other
person. It would also be worthwhile to examine whether initial choices made for the self
affect subsequent choices for others. Might our own feelings of goal progress from an
initial choice for the self non-consciously influence a subsequent goal-related choice for

others?

3.8.2 Marketing and Consumer Implications

The current research has implications for both brick-and-mortar and online
channels. While it is not always possible to identify when a shopper is choosing for
someone else, certain categories, such as pet and baby, are always choices made for
others. Additionally, it is feasible for online retailers to obtain that information by asking
“Is this for you?” when an item is added to a cart. When it is possible to identify that a
choice is made for others, retailers can be strategic about store layout, product
placement, and cross-promotion. For example, one insight of this research is that
shoppers might be less interested in healthy adult human food after having shopped for
healthy baby or pet foods. Retailers might want to make sure that those categories have
physical distance between each other and avoid putting end caps for healthy snack food
at the baby food section, for instance. For online retailers, this has implications for cross-

promotion and suggested purchases. After a shopper puts an indulgent product in their
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cart for someone else, these results suggest that they then might be more receptive to a
virtuous product for themselves if it is included in the list of suggested other products
they could buy.

These findings also have important consumer implications for goal pursuit.
Consumers are more motivated to make virtuous choices for some types of others than
they are for other types, such as in caretaker contexts. Parents, for example, often try to
make virtuous choices for their children (Mukhopadhyay and Yeung 2010). These
tindings suggest that these consumers might relatively undermine their own goals by
making virtuous choices for their dependents. On the other hand, in other contexts,
consumers generally choose more indulgently for others than they do for themselves
(Laran 2010). My findings suggest that, depending on the chooser’s relationship with the
other, choosing indulgently for someone else could either hinder or help subsequent
goal pursuit. If choosers pick indulgently for a competitive and close other, the possible
matching effect suggests that they too might hinder their own goal progress. However,
if the other is non-competitive and close, the balancing effect suggests that they might
actually reinforce their goal pursuit in subsequent choices for the self.

In summary, this research demonstrates that making goal-related choices for
others affects subsequent goal-related choices for the self. Although we may have the
best intentions of making virtuous choices for our children and pets, doing so may

relatively undermine our own goal pursuit.
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4. Conclusion: A Multi-Dimensional Approach to Social
Relationships in Consumer Behavior

Across the two chapters in this dissertation, I took a multi-dimensional approach
to understanding how social relationships can shape consumer behavior outcomes. I
developed a framework that captures the dynamic nature of social relationships
(Chapter 1) and applied it to experimentally examine a novel source of social influence
(Chapter 2). Specifically, I argue that considering the dynamics of relationships is
necessary to fully capture social phenomena within established relationships and outline
three such dimensions that are most relevant to consumption behavior: closeness,
competitiveness, and power (Chapter 1). I then demonstrate how two of those relational
dimensions (closeness and competitiveness) jointly shape choice and goal pursuit
outcomes for the chooser after making goal-related choices for different types of others
(Chapter 2). When the chooser is close and non-competitive with the other, for example,
choosers tend to balance a subsequent choice for themselves by choosing the opposite of
what they chose for the other. However, the effect flips when choosing for either a
distant or a competitive other, such that people are then more likely to match a
subsequent choice for themselves with the choice they made for that other. Thus, the
results of Chapter 2 highlight that examining either just closeness or just
competitiveness is not sufficient for understanding the full phenomenon, underscoring

the need for the social relationships framework developed in Chapter 1.
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Since a majority of consumption and consumption decisions exist in at least a
partially social environment, research on the dynamics of social relationships makes
important practical contributions for all marketing stakeholders. First, it has
implications for consumers and their personal and relationship well-being. As I find in
Chapter 2, for example, interactions with different types of relationships can influence
the success of subsequent goal pursuit, which has implications for one’s health.
Additionally, as discussed in Chapter 1, consumption choices can influence relationship
satisfaction. Second, it has implications for policy makers. Policy makers often try to
influence consumption patterns to make the populace more healthful or financially
stable. Understanding the dynamics of the social context in which harmful and
beneficial behaviors occur can help policy makers develop more effective policies and
campaigns to encourage beneficial behaviors. Similarly, insights from taking a multi-
dimensional approach to relationships can help marketers better market in social
contexts.

This research also makes important theoretical contributions. I offer a novel way
to conceptually organize the otherwise disparate literatures on different relationship
dimensions and consumer behavior (Chapter 1). Using that framework, I further
identify a novel source of social influence, the effects of choosing consumption for
others, and demonstrate that understanding multiple dimensions of the relationship is

critical to understand how choosing for others will shape subsequent behavior (Chapter
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2). In doing so, I also contribute to the limited research on how interpersonal
competitiveness influences decision making. Additionally, the conceptual framework
developed in Chapter 1 allows for a better understanding of social effects that already
exist in the literature. For illustrative purposes, consider the finding by Dzhogleva and
Lamberton (2014) that, in close relationships (e.g., married couples), high self-control
partners tend to co-indulge with a low self-control partner when they are consuming
together. The framework suggests that married couples, while generally close, can still
vary in terms of how competitive they are and how much power distance exists within
the relationship. Applying the framework suggests that this effect may not occur for
people who are competitive with each other in the relevant consumption domain as the
low self-control consumption partner may be motivated by the high self-control partner
to choose virtuously. Similarly, the power dynamic within the couple may differentially
shape the effect. Low power partners may exhibit the effect more strongly whereas high
power partners, who tend not to pay attention to others, might not exhibit the effect at
all. Thus, applying the framework allows for a more complete understanding of the
circumstances in which the effect is most likely to occur. The framework also contributes
by introducing a novel way to approach theoretical development and methodological
designs when studying social relationships in consumer research, which I discuss in

more detail next as future directions.
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4.1 Future Directions: Using the Framework to Drive Theory

Future research could use the framework to make the relevant dynamics of the
relationships a focal part of developing hypotheses and theory around social effects in
consumer behavior. By approaching theory development with the dynamics of the
relevant relationships at the forefront instead of as a secondary contextual factor, I argue
that future researchers can develop richer and more precise theories about social
phenomena in consumer research. For example, in Chapter 2, I sought to understand
how choosing for others could influence subsequent choices for the self and used the
relational dimensions of closeness and competitiveness to motivate my predictions
around when and how a balancing versus matching effect would occur. But this
approach is not limited to just a choosing-for-others context. Future researchers can
apply this approach to any social phenomenon in consumer behavior, whether the social

relationship serves as an antecedent, mechanism, or consequence of the phenomenon.

4.2 Future Directions: Using the Framework to Design Methods

The framework also introduces a novel methodology for studying social
relationships in consumer behavior that future research can leverage. For example, in
Chapter 2, I use the framework to identify which specific relationships —children, pets,
and friends—map onto the relevant dimensions of closeness and competitiveness at
different points. I then used those different relationships as a way to theoretically

spotlight different points of the continuums of each dimension across studies. Thus, the
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framework allows for future research to use specific types of real, established
relationships as a more naturalistic approach to studying the focal relational dimensions
in the framework instead of artificially manipulating the dimension within the same

relationship (e.g., making people feel more or less close within a relationship).

4.3 Concluding Remarks

While much research has examined social phenomena in consumer research,
much less research has considered more than one dimension of the relevant
relationships. This dissertation presents the perspective that the dynamics of social
relationships are important to consider when studying established relationships in
consumer behavior. Chapter 1 develops a multi-dimensional conceptual framework of
social relationships in consumer behavior. Chapter 2 then applies that framework in the
context of choosing for others by demonstrating that two dimensions of social
relationships, closeness and competitiveness, can jointly shape goal pursuit and choice
outcomes. Overall, this theoretical perspective and approach can provide a richer
understanding of how established social relationships can influence and be influenced

by consumption behaviors.
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Appendix A: Relationships Structure Pre-Test

The purpose of this pre-test was to measure the natural variance of closeness and
competitiveness for the different types of relationships people have in their lives. My
intent was to use the findings to inform which types of relationships I should target in
each study to either hold closeness or competitiveness relatively constant or allow them
to vary to test their moderating effects.

Five hundred and three participants (Mage= 34.25, SD = 10.04) on Amazon
Mechanical Turk participated in this pre-test of relationship structures. Participants
provided the first name and indicated how close and competitive they feel with each of
the following relationships that was applicable to them: their young child between the
ages of 6 and 12 (n =110), their dog (n =212), a friend (n = 503), their romantic partner (n
= 362), their sibling (n = 380), and their living parent (n = 429). I measured closeness
using the Inclusion of Other in Self scale (Aron et al. 1992), which uses increasingly
overlapping circles that represent levels of closeness between the self and the target
other, and measured competitiveness using a single item: “How competitive do you feel

with [name]” (0 = not at all competitive, 7 = very competitive). See Table 1 for results.
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Table 1: Relationship Structure Pre-Test

Mean (SD) relationship dimensions for different types
of relationships

Relationship Dimension

Relationship Closeness Competitiveness
Young Child

5.70 0.99

(1.46) (1.84)
Dog

4.84 0.64

(1.81) (1.60)
Friend

4.16 1.97

(1.58) (2.08)
Romantic Partner

5.82 1.56

(1.35) (1.96)
Sibling

3.91 1.89

(1.81) (2.13)
Parent

4.55 0.81

(1.80) (1.55)
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Appendix B: Choice Manipulation Post-Test

The purpose of this post-test was to ensure that people feel like they are making
a choice when choosing between a set of two goal-consistent or goal-inconsistent
options, which is how I manipulate choice in all of the studies. With my co-author Peggy
Liu, I recruited 185 English-speaking students who currently held a health goal (Mage =
20.14, SD =1.67) from Pittsburgh University to participate in this 2(choice set: all healthy
vs. all indulgent) between-subjects study for class credit.
Method

In the study, the participants imagined that they were going to the dining hall on
campus for lunch. They imagined that when they got to the front of the food line, the
dining hall staff member asked which meal they wanted to eat. Participants were
randomly assigned to either an indulgent or a healthy choice condition. Participants in
the indulgent choice condition could choose between a slice of cheese pizza and a bacon
cheeseburger. Those in the healthy choice condition could choose between a turkey pita
pocket and a whole wheat veggie sandwich. These were the same options as in Study 1.

After the scenario, they were asked to indicate the extent to which it felt like they
made a choice (-3 = do not feel like I was making a choice, 3 = I feel like I was making a choice)
and to what extent it felt like they were responsible for making the selected choice (-3 =1
feel like the choice was made for me, 3 = I feel like I was responsible for making the choice). These

items were adapted from Botti and McGill (2006).
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Results

I averaged the two items to create an index of feeling like a choice (r=.53, p <
.001). Then, I tested whether participants in each condition felt like they made a choice
by conducting a one-sample t-test with a test value of 0 (i.e., the midpoint of the scales).
Indeed, participants felt like they made a choice in both the healthy choice condition (M
=1.03, SD = 1.56, £(92) = 6.39, p < .001) and in the indulgent choice condition (M = .48, SD

=1.73, #91) = 2.65, p = .009).
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Appendix C: Health Goal Activation Task for Studies 1,
3a-b, and 5-6

Scenario 1: Online Magazine Editor

In the following scenario, imagine that you are an editor for a new online magazine. The purpose of the
magazine is to provide busy Americans with brief yet informative articles about lifestyle tips.

As an editor for the magazine, it is your job to recommend articles written by the journalists to be
published on the magazine's website and mobile app.

Another part of your job as an editor is to work with the journalists to improve their articles if you don't feel
they are publishable yet. You serve as a proof reader--looking for spelling and grammatical errors--and as
a sounding board for content ideas. The journalists look to you to make sure they are writing what needs
to be said in their articles.

You open your inbox to see if any of the journalists you are working with have sent you any new or
updated articles for you to review for the magazine.

New | ¥ ® Aaply v B Delete B Achive kv pe

Inbox

Sam Davis

Redecca Waners, S¢ Edtor

John Wiliams

Joha Willams .

Hope Ou B G P = Pet Owrer Lifestyle A

Keery Jonson
Thomas Chol

At the top of your inbox is an email from Sam, a new journalist for the magazine.

Ohegly (v B Oviee W Achve Jrk (v Sweep MooV  Categodes v e s 4 X

Lifestyle article draft

° Sam Darvis B 8 ~ o

My name is Sam and | was assigned to work with you as my ediior. Attached is the rough draft of a Mestyle article.

You open the email from Sam first. You are excited to read the draft she sent you so you can gauge what
type of writing you can expect from her as a journalist in the future.

You open the attachment and see the following draft of an article about tips to maintain a healthy lifestyle.
You want to reply back with comments about grammatical errors and the content.
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Read Sam'’s article below and answer the following questions about it. You can refer back to the
article as needed.

The Healthy American
by Sam Davis

Americans are generally not known for their healthy eating habit. Take steps now to overcome the
challenges that busy Americans face in trying to eat healthy:

Keep Healthy Foods In Stock. Stock your kitchen with healthy items such as fruit (fresh, dried and
canned without added sugar), vegetables (fresh, frozen and canned), nuts, seeds and peanut butter, canned
tuna and Alaskan pink salmon, high fiber cereals, yogurt, hummus, crackers made without hydrogenated
fats and gren tea.

Eat breakfast. Even if you are the kind of person who rolls out of bed at the last possible moment, you
still have time to grab a piece of fruit to munch while walking out of the house. If you have just a bit more
time, spread a graham cracker or slice of whole grain toast with natural peanut butter. Studies consistently
show that people who eat breakfast have a significantly higher metabolism than those who skip out on
this tasty meal.

Drink low calerie beverages. Instead of downing glasses of regular soda, fruit flavored drinks or heavily
sweetened tea with your meals; consider drinking water, skim or soy milk, or unsweetened (or lightly
sweetened) tea.

Get your FIVE. Find ways to get in at least 5 servings of fruits and vegetables per day. One serving is
considered % cup of cooked or raw vegetables or fruit, a medium piece of fruit or one cup for raw leafy
vegetables such as spinach or lettuce.

Be a “mindful” eater. Take at least 20 minutes to eat your meals. In this way, you will allow sufficient
time for your brain to register you had food. You will be able to better identify the point of comfortable
fullness...and will be able to stop eating at that point, instead of overeating.

Calories IN, Calories OUT. Before consuming indulgent snacks and beverages, think about how many
calories you are consuming and how long it will take you to burn off that indulgence treat at the gym. A
150-pound individual burns an average of 100 calories for 10 minutes of moderate to high intensity
exercise. You may need to run several miles to burn of a couple cookies.

Write out a 1-2 sentence email reply that you would send to Sam if you were her editor. It does not
have to be a long response, but you should comment on any grammatical or spelling errors you
find and include your thoughts about the content.

Ignoring grammatical errors, indicate how well written you think Sam's article is. 7 = not well at all,
5 = extremely well

As an editor of an online magazine that publishes short and informative lifestyle articles, how
likely are you to recommend that Sam's article is published? Base your decision on the content of

the article, ignoring grammatical errors. 7 = not at all likely, 5 = extremely likely

--END OF SCENARIO --
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Appendix D: Study 1 Materials
Please answer the following question so we can customize Scenario 2 for you.

What is the FIRST name of your child between the ages of 6 and 12 years old? If you have more than
one child in that age range, only name one.

Note: This is optional. You can opt to keep "Your Child" as the default.

Scenario 2: Summer Day Camp

In the following scenario, imagine that you in the process of registering your child for a free summer day
camp being offered by a local school. Imagine that you have already completed the first part of the
registration process and now get to pick options to customize your child's camp experience.

Imagine that you are registering [NAME] for a free summer day-camp offered by a local school. [NAME]
will go in the morning every day for a week and stay until mid-afternoon. Lunches will be provided.

During the registration process, you have the opportunity to customize a few of the camp experiences for
[NAME].

One of the camp experiences you get to customize for [NAME] is whether [NAME] needs early drop off or
late pick up to accommodate parents' work schedules.

Campers who need early drop off or late pick up are provided with fun activities to do while they wait for
camp to start or for their parent or guardians to pick them up. However, early drop off and late pick up
costs $10 (the camp is otherwise free). $10 allows parents the flexibility of using the early drop off or late
pick up options on any or all of the camp days.

Indicate how likely you are to choose for [NAME] to have early drop off and late pick up available
as part of the camp experience. Definitely yes — definitely no (5-point scale)

[TREATMENT CONDITIONS]

Another camp experience you get to customize for [NAME] is what [NAME] will eat for the "last day of
camp" special lunch. During the majority of the camp, campers will eat a bagged lunch from the school
cafeteria, but on the last day the cafeteria will make special lunches. Parents can choose what their child
will eat for the special lunch so the cafeteria knows how much to make of each menu item.

Below are the lunch entree options the camp offers for the "last day of camp” special lunch. In order to
ensure you pick something that [NAME] will like, imagine [NAME] eating each of the options before you
make a selection. Picture [NAME] biting into each of the options and eating the entire meal.

Only make a selection for what [NAME] will eat for the "last day of camp" special lunch after you have
imagined [NAME] eating each of the options.
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[Indulgent Choice for Child Condition]

Bacon Cheese Burger

Sliced Pizza

[Healthy Choice for Child Condition]

Veggie Sandwich on Whole Wheat Bread
i 1 |

Turkey Pita Pocket
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[Control Condition]

Another camp experience you get to customize for [NAME] is what [NAME] will color with for the “last day
of camp” special activity. During the majority of the camp, campers will use school-issued coloring
supplies, but on the last day, the school will give out special supplies. Parents can choose what item their
child will color with for the special activity so the school knows how much to order of each item.

Below are the color supply options the camp offers for each the “last day of camp” special activity. In
order to ensure you pick something that [NAME] will like, imagine [NAME] using each of the options
before you make a selection. Picture [NAME] grabbing each of the options and using all of the colors.

Only make a selection for what [NAME] will use for the “last day of camp” special activity after you have
imagined [NAME] using each of the color options.

Crayons

--END OF SCENARIO--

131



\..‘\

%%

= edible

=—: arrangements

A participant in this survey will be randomly selected to win a delivery from Edible Arrangements.

Edible Arrangements provides nationwide delivery of fresh fruit arrangements and chocolate dipped fresh
fruit.

On the next page, you will choose which of these personal-sized Edible Arrangements creations you
would like to receive. Each product has a $45 value and contains perishable fruit.

Delicious Daisy Fruit Bouquet (upper left: includes cantaloupe wedges, grapes, honeydew wedges,
pineapple daisies, pineapple stars, and strawberries)

OR
Salted Caramel Banana & Apple Fruit Truffles (upper right: includes salted caramel banana fruit

truffles and apple fruit truffles with caramelized hazelnut)

If you are randomly selected to receive the Edible Arrangements delivery, which personal-sized
product would you like to receive?
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If you are selected for the delivery, this is what you will receive. Your choice here is final.

Salted Caramel Banana & Apple Fruit Delicious Daisy Fruit Bouguet
Truffles

[NOTE: the order of the baskets (left vs. right) was randomized. In study 4, this was presented as a Likert
preference, not a binary choice]

We will randomly select a participant to receive their chosen Edible Arrangement. The selected
participant will be notified through their Amazon Worker ID email.

If you win the Edible Arrangement of your choice, do you plan to give it away to someone else?
No

Yes
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Appendix E: Study 2 Materials

PLEASE READ THE FOLLOWING DIRECTIONS CAREFULLY BEFORE
BEGINNING:

We are interested in understanding people's shopping choices. You will be presented with a grocery-shopping
scenario. Please go through the scenario and imagine you are in that situation.

Throughout the scenario, you will be asked to answer questions about the situation. You must select an option each

time you are asked to pick between two products. Select the option that best represents what you would do in real
life.

Make your choices as if you were shopping for yourself. In other words, do not make choices as if you were

shopping for anyone in your household, your children, or anyone you are at the park with today. Only pick what best
represents what you would choose for yourself.

After you complete the study, you will randomly select one of the items you chose in the shopping scenario to take
home with you today.

SHOPPING SCENARIO:

It is a Saturday afternoon and you have to run a few errands. Your first stop is the grocery store. You create the
following shopping list for yourself:

Bottle of water
Lip balm

Dog treat

Ball

Snhack to eat

You arrive at the store, park your car, and grab a cart as you walk in.
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Your first stop is to grab a bottle of water.

Which bottle of water do you put in your cart? Circle your choice:

You cross "bottle of water” off of your shopping list.
Bottle-of-water

Lip balm

Dog treat

Ball

Snack to eat

Next, you head towards cosmetics aisle to get the next item on your list: lip balm.

Which lip balm do you put in your cart? Circle your choice:

I|C /1{1/)5 tick

n
|

( Za/)é'/«&é ‘1

e
, ¥
- . -y

A i

CHhapor Nevok ' Chap Stick I

You cross "lip balm" off of your shopping list.
BotHe-of-water

Lip-beim

Dog treat
Ball

Snack to eat
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Next, you head over to the pet care aisle to get the third item on your shopping list: dog treat.
Which package of dog treats do you put in your cart? Circle your choice:

[HEALTHY CONDITION]

EHPURINA ~ BEPURINA

2N PROPLAN

PRO PI

E

You cross "dog treat” off of your shopping list.
BetHe-ofwater

Lip-bain

Beg+reat

Ball

Snack to eat
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Before you continue with the shopping scenario, please indicate how healthy the dog treat you selected is. Circle
your choice below:

[HEALTHY CONDITION]
Moderately Extremely
Healthy Healthy
6 7 8 9 10
[INDULGENT CONDITION]
Extremely Moderately
Unhealthy Unhealthy
-5 -4 -3 2 -1

Now get the fourth item on your list: ball.

Which dog toy ball do you put in your cart? Circle your choice:

You cross “ball” off of your shopping list.
BetHe-ofwater

Lip-beln

Begreat

Balt

Snack to eat
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You head to get yourself a snack to eat.

Which snack do you put in your cart? Circle your choice below:

Milk Chocolate

You cross “snack to eat” off of your shopping list.

End of shopping scenario

Now we are interested in learning a little more about you. Please answer the following questions about yourself
honestly.

138



What is your gender?

Male
Female

Non-binary

What is your race?

White

Hispanic

Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian

Biracial/Multiracial

Other

What is your age, in years?
Is being healthy a goal you have?

Yes

No
What language do your primarily speak at home?
What type of dog treats do you normally buy for your dog?
Do you have a food allergy to chocolate?

Yes

No
Do you have a food allergy to apples?

Yes

No
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Appendix F: Study 3a Materials

Scenario 2: Morning Time

In the following scenario, please imagine that you are doing these common morning activities. Please go
through the scenario and imagine that you are in the situation described. Throughout the scenario, you

will be asked to answer questions about the situation.

First thing in the morning, your alarm goes off.

)
&
o.s//

Do you get up right away or snooze?
Snooze / Get up
Once you’re up, you head to the bathroom to brush your teeth.

Which toothpaste do you use?

Now, you head to the kitchen to pack [Name]’s lunch for school.

Which snack do you put in [Name]'s lunch box for [Name] to eat at school?

[HEALTHY CONDITION]

8 ml'

- O r,.‘4cfyu|_€‘\
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[INDULGENT CONDITION]

-

X 4 ~
\f @ZB Doritzs
LN &

Classic

After packing the lunch, you hand it to [Name] to take to school.
--END SCENARIO 2--
Goal Progress Measure

Americans tend to have goals to maintain an engaging social and family life, a healthy lifestyle, and being
a hard worker.

Based on how you would feel if you really had done everything described in the previous “Morning
Time” scenario, please rate the extent to which you would feel that you were making progress
towards completing each of these goals.

Please rate the extent to which you would have made progress towards being social. -3 = no progress at
all, 3 = a lot of progress

Please rate the extent to which you would have made progress towards being healthy. -3 = no progress
at all, 3 = a lot of progress

Please rate the extent to which you would have made progress towards being a hard worker. -3 = no
progress at all, 3 = a lot of progress
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Appendix G: Study 4 Materials

Study 4 used slightly adapted materials from Study 3a. The changes were:
1. Instead of choosing a brand of toothpaste, participants instead just read: “Once
you're up, you head to the bathroom to brush your teeth.”

2. The healthy condition snack choice stimuli were:
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Appendix H: Study 5 Materials
Imagine that you are taking [name of dog] to the groomer.

You walk into the lobby of the groomers with [name of dog] on a leash and stand in
line to check in.

When you check in, the person at the front desk asks for you to pick which pet-safe
scent of dog shampoo you want the groomer to use on [name of dog].

Which scent would you pick?

Lavender Honey Oat

After you pick, the person at the front desk calls for an attendant to bring [name of
dog] to the groomer and tells you that the wait should be about 30 minutes. You sit
in the waiting area and wait for the groomer to finish.

What would you do as you wait?
Briefly describe what you would do in 1-2 sentences.

30 minutes later, the groomer comes back out with [name of dog]. He says that
[name of dog] did very well and suggests giving [name of dog] a treat. You agree.
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[Healthy Choice for Dog Condition]

On the counter are two bags of treats:

EEPURINA

PRO PLAN

[Indulgent Choice for Dog Condition]

On the counter are two bags of treats:
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[Groomer-as-Chooser Condition]

The groomer chooses this flavor of dog treat for ${q://QID10/ChoiceTextEntryValue} to eat.

BEPURINA
PRO PLAN

Note that the treat shown was randomly selected from the assigned healthy/indulgent choice set.

[Self-as-Chooser Condition]

Which flavor of dog treat do you choose for ${q://QID10/ChoiceTextEntryValue} to eat?

BEPURINA
PROPLAN

~
-

" EEPURINA
PRO PLAN
1
|

=
m
=
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Note that the treats shown were from the assigned healthy/indulgent choice set.

[name of dog] eats the treat while you pay for the grooming service.

Then, you and [name of dog] head home.

--End of Scenario 2--
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Appendix I: Study 6 Materials

Scenario 2: Visit a Friend
In this scenario, imagine you are going to visit a friend at his or her house. As you read the scenario,

imagine you are in the situation described. Imagine how it would feel to take the actions and make the
decisions described in the scenario.

[CLOSE CONDITION]

In order to make the scenario more realistic, please provide the FIRST name of a good and close friend
of yours that is the same gender as you.

[DISTANT CONDITION]

In order to make the scenario more realistic, please provide the FIRST name of an acquaintance of yours
that is the same gender as you.

It is a Saturday afternoon and you have the day off.

For the first part of the day, you are going to visit NAME]. You are on your way to [NAME]'s house, but
plan to stop along the way to pick up the food [NAME] ordered at a restaurant that is on your way.

[NAME] is going to eat the food after you leave, but it is easy for you to just pick it up on your way over.

As you arrive at the restaurant, you receive the following text message from [NAME]:

I'm not sure what sides
are offered with that
meal, but | don't have a
strong preference. Just
choose one for me

@ | 0
QWERTYUIOP
ASDFGHUJK.L
4 ZXCVBNMSG

123 @ ¢ space return
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When you arrive at the restaurant, you head directly to the order pick up counter.

You tell the hostess at the pick up counter that you are here to pick up for NAME]. The hostess checks

on the order and informs you that [NAME] already paid for the order. However, [NAME] did not pick a side
that comes with the meal.

[HEALTHY CONDITION]

The side options are salad or broccoli.

[INDULGENT CONDITION]
The side options are french fries or onion rings.

Which side do you choose for [NAME]?

[HEALTHY CONDITION]
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[INDULGENT CONDITION]

The hostess quickly finishes the order and hands you the bag of food to take.

You arrive at [NAME]'s house with the food.
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Appendix J: Study 7 Materials
Often, students become close friends with one of their classmates or peers at school. To make the
upcoming scenarios about a classmate friend more realistic, please write the first name of one of your
close, same gendered, classmate friends here at the [school’s name removed for blind review].
We are interested in understanding how people respond to different situations. In this study, you will
participate in several scenarios. As you go through each scenario, imagine you are really in the situations
described and choose options in the scenario that best reflect what you would do in real life.

Beverage Scenario
Imagine that you and [NAME] are meeting on campus to hang out.
On your way, you decide to stop at the store to grab a bottled drink.

When you get to the store, you text [NAME] and offer to grab them a drink as well.

[NAME] responds quickly asking for just a water bottle.

The store has several types of water bottles. Which bottle of water do you choose for [NAME] to drink?
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Road Trip Scenario

Imagine that you and [NAME] are going on a road trip together.
[NAME] wants to read for a bit to pass the time and asks you to grab any book from their bag in the back.
You reach into the back of the car to get [NAME]'s bag.

[NAME] has a couple of books in the bag. Which do you choose for [NAME] to read?

[VIRTUOUS CONDITION]

Fourth Edttion

Operations Strategy
Nigel Slack

MARKET'NG Michael Lewis
STRATEGY

A Decision-Focused Approach

[INDULGENT CONDITION]

LNTERGRL W T e N IRCTRITING WO 19 TN W WD Row

\

GEORGE R.R.
MARI N
a-""

GAMI
THRONES
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Article Choice for Self Dependent Measure

Now, we would like you to read an excerpt from an article before you continue with the last part of the
study. We will randomly select an article excerpt for you to skim, but you can choose what type of article
you will read. All of the potential articles will come from a recent New York Times.

Read the descriptions below for each article type and choose what type of content you want to skim.

“Business Section: A collection of topical articles that, combined, broadly cover topics related to
markets, the economy, energy, media, technology, personal tech, entrepreneurship, and personal money.

The articles from the NYT Business Section that are used in this study were selected to help enhance
business knowledge.

Some of the headlines from recent NYT Business Section include:
e The Online Ad Industry is Undergoing Self-Reflection. That's Good News.
e ltineraries: The Digital Nomad Life: Combining Work and Travel
Tesla Passes Ford in Market Value as Investors Bet on the Future
Spotify's New Licensing Deal Eases Path to Going Public’

“Entertainment Section: A collection of topical articles that, combined, broadly cover topics related to art
& design, books, dance, movies, music, television, theater, and events.

The articles from the NYT Entertainment Section that are used in this study were selected to be
entertaining.

Some of the headlines from recent NYT Entertainment Section include:
e Jordan Klepper of 'The Daily Show' Is Getting His Own Show
e Improvisation is the Heart of Cuban Animation
e The Vin Diesel Formula: Brains, Brawn, and Heart
o Review: '‘Amelie" Is Easy to Listen To, but Never Really Sings”

From which section of a recent New York Times do you want your article excerpt to be selected?

Business Section

Entertainment Section

[NOTE: participants then really did skim an excerpt of an article from their selected section]
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