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SESSION OVERVIEW
Though the majority of prior research has focused on how con-

sumers select and evaluate products for their own personal use (Bet-
tman, Luce, and Payne 1998), there are many situations in which 
consumers choose for others or have products chosen for them. In 
these “social consumption” situations, the chooser must balance his 
needs and preferences with those of others. For instance, when se-
lecting wine for the table, a diner must decide whether to choose 
something he personally likes or something that everyone will likely 
enjoy. In addition, the products chosen or received in social situa-
tions hold special meaning for consumers. First, they indicate wheth-
er the chooser is considerate of and willing to accommodate others. 
Second, chosen products communicate the giver’s perceptions of 
the recipient’s desires, preferences, and needs. For example, when a 
close friend gives an individual a book of brain teasers, she may infer 
that this friend thinks she enjoys being cognitively challenged. The 
objective of this special session is to explore these dynamics from 
both the perspective of the chooser and recipient.  

The first two papers focus on how consumers select products to 
share with others and demonstrate that consumers adopt a variety of 
approaches when making such choices. Moore, Wu, and Fitzsimons 
examine how interdependent and independent individuals differ 
when choosing products to share with others. While interdependents 
consistently incorporate the preferences of others, independents gen-
erally behave selfishly when choosing—but only when they can do 
so without the risk of social censure. For instance, independents se-
lect a more expensive bottle of their preferred wine when choosing 
for a group, but are less likely to do so when dining with just one 
person. Yang, Chartrand, and Fitzsimon’s paper examines how low 
and high self-monitors use stereotypes to inform their product choic-
es in shared consumption situations. They find that, relative to low 
self-monitors, high self-monitors are more likely to recognize that 
choosing something liked by the consumption partner may not al-
ways ensure a positive interpersonal experience. For instance, when 

choosing an item to consume with an attractive woman, men who 
are high, rather than low, self-monitors are more likely to recognize 
that selecting something feminine, though likely to be enjoyed by 
the woman, may compromise the choosers’ romantic attractiveness.  

The next two papers take the perspective of the recipient and 
examine consumers’ inferences regarding whether the chooser has 
their best interests in mind. Ward and Broniarczyk examine how con-
sumers interpret identity-inconsistent gifts. When consumers receive 
an identity-inconsistent gift from a close friend, they give their friend 
the benefit of the doubt and assume that the gift reflects their own 
identity in a way they cannot see. However, when consumers receive 
an identity-inconsistent gift from a distant friend, they assume that 
the giver is more concerned with personal convenience and sav-
ing money than with giving, and respond by distancing themselves 
from the giver. Aggarwal, Botti, and McGill’s paper demonstrates 
that these dynamics also exist in customer-provider relationships. In 
a communal relationship, customers expect the provider’s choices 
on their behalf to align with their own selections. However, in an 
exchange relationship, customers perceive the provider’s choices as 
self-serving and in conflict with their own choices, and expect to be 
dissatisfied with the provider’s choice. Ironically, these low expecta-
tions lead consumers to be pleasantly surprised and more satisfied 
with the provider’s choice compared to their own choice in an ex-
change, but not in a communal, relationship.

These papers each demonstrate that products chosen for oth-
ers hold special meaning to consumers and are important to build-
ing social ties. In other words, choosing for and receiving products 
from others serve as a way for consumers and firms to literally “build 
connections” with each other. Furthermore, the papers illustrate the 
important tradeoffs that people make to choose items that will fulfill 
their own needs and simultaneously satisfy those of the other person. 
By taking the perspectives of both the chooser and the recipient, by 
examining different chooser-receiver relationships, and by identify-
ing unique moderators of choosing and receiving, these papers build 
multiple connections between the experiences of the chooser and re-
cipient. We believe this session provides a comprehensive picture of 
the dynamics of social consumption and will appeal to a broad au-
dience, including those interested in gift-giving, perspective-taking, 
self-construal, and relationship dynamics. 

You’ve Got a (Bad) Friend in Me: 
Self-Construal and Strategic Selfishness

ExTENDED ABSTRACT
What does it mean to “choose like a good friend”? As social 

beings, we spend our lives in the company of others—a fact that 
frequently compels us to choose collectively on behalf of ourselves 
and those others. Do we make reservations for 6 at a bistro or a steak-
house? Watch a kung-fu flick or a comedy? Go bowling or grab a 
drink? Making choices can be tough enough when we’re choosing 
for ourselves (Schwartz 2004), but the difficulties are compounded 
when we must consider the preferences of others in addition to our 
own. In this research, we examine how individuals balance self and 
other preferences when choosing collectively. 

The importance of satisfying relationships to our physical and 
psychological well-being (Eisenberger, Lieberman, and Williams 
2003) suggests that it might be wise to balance others’ preferences 
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with our own in making collective decisions. In trying to ensure 
that everybody is happy, we stand a better chance of ensuring group 
harmony and strengthening our social relationships. Extant research 
suggests, however, that not everyone is naturally disposed to make 
more other-oriented choices. Specifically, those with independent 
self-construals have been shown to emphasize self-preferences in 
decision-making, while those with interdependent self-construals 
naturally balance self and other preferences (Cross, Bacon, and Mor-
ris 2000). For interdependents, then, “choosing like a good friend” 
comes easily. Thus, we suggest that in choosing for self and others, 
interdependents should make “friend-friendly” choices regardless of 
the choice situation. For independents, however, their emphasis on 
self preferences can be inconsistent with maintaining strong relation-
ships and “choosing like a good friend.” We argue that rather than 
dependably forgoing their relationships or their personal preferences, 
independents skillfully balance self and other in social consumption 
situations: they generally behave selfishly—but only when they 
can do so without the risk of social censure, in contexts where their 
selfishness can be hidden from the group. When the social situation 
suggests that selfish choices cannot be made without discovery, how-
ever, we suggest that independents strategically attempt to disguise 
their self-centered natures and make more “friend-friendly” choices. 

Unlike prior research, then, which shows that interdependents 
are more situationally sensitive than independents (e.g., Lewis, Goto 
and Kong 2008; Haberstroh, Oyserman, Schwarz, Kühnen and Ji 
2002), we suggest that in social consumption situations, indepen-
dents behave strategically in context-sensitive ways, while inter-
dependents are contextually insensitive. We build on this literature 
to examine how individuals balance their fundamental need for ful-
filling relationships with their personal self-interests, and examine 
how individuals use the social context around them to manage their 
interpersonal relationships. Specifically, we suggest that interdepen-
dents reliably make choices that take the preferences of others into 
account along with their own—regardless of the social and choice 
context around them. On the other hand, we expect independents to 
use situational cues to strategically determine how to choose in order 
to preserve their social relationships while still satisfying their own 
preferences.

We examine the influence of self-construal on social consump-
tion using a common collective decision: choice of wine for the table 
at a restaurant. Across four studies, participants were told that they 
were out to dinner with friends and that they had $110 to spend on 
one bottle of red and one bottle of white wine for the evening. In-
dividuals then chose a bottle of red and white wine off a real wine 
list. We measured wine preferences (how often participants drank 
red versus white wine) and self-construal (Singelis 1994) as inde-
pendent variables, and measured the prices and perceived quality of 
the red and white wines chosen as dependent variables. We expect 
interdependents to make balanced choices and to choose equally ex-
pensive bottles of red and white wine, regardless of their own wine 
preferences. Independents, on the other hand, should selfishly choose 
better (more expensive) wines of the type they prefer—unless this 
choice puts them at risk of social censure. 

In study 1, we compared choosing for others in a dyadic versus 
a group setting. We expected that interdependents would display con-
text insensitivity and make balanced choices regardless of the social 
setting, but that independents would display context sensitivity and 
make balanced choices only in the dyadic setting, where selfishness 
is harder to conceal and the risk of social censure due to selfishness 
is greater. As expected, personal wine preference did not influence 
interdependents’ choices in the dyad or group conditions, nor did it 
influence independents’ choices in the dyad condition. However, in-

dicating their context sensitivity, independents in the group condition 
behaved selfishly and chose more expensive red (white) wine as their 
preference for red (white) wine increased. 

In studies 2a and 2b, we replicated and extended our group con-
dition findings from study 1. In study 2a, we found that independents 
continued to choose selfishly in a group situation and that they were 
aware of doing so: independents rated the chosen wine bottle of their 
own preference as being of higher quality and more enjoyable than 
the other bottle, while interdependents showed no such effects. In 
study 2b, we replicated this finding by priming instead of measur-
ing self-construal, and by using an actual choice measure of wine 
preference.

In study 3, we explored how group characteristics affect inde-
pendents’ choices. Specifically, we manipulated whether the group 
was comprised of wine experts or novices. Given that wine novices 
have a lower level of wine knowledge, we expected that indepen-
dents would choose especially selfishly when choosing for novices 
because the likelihood of having their selfishness detected is low. In 
contrast, we expected that independents would choose less obviously 
selfishly when choosing for a group of wine experts. All participants 
were primed to be independent before choosing wine. As expected, 
independents chose more expensive bottles of the wine they pre-
ferred when choosing for novices, and rated this wine as being of 
higher quality and more enjoyable. When choosing for experts, how-
ever, independents chose equally priced bottles of red and white wine 
regardless of their individual preferences, though they continued to 
rate the bottle they preferred as being of higher quality and more en-
joyable. Thus, independents again displayed context sensitivity and 
made less obviously selfish choices when choosing on behalf of self 
and experts. 

Taken together, this work suggests that independents are “stra-
tegically selfish” in social consumption situations: they generally be-
have selfishly, but take pains to hide their selfishness when there is a 
risk of exposure. Thus, in contrast to prior work, we show that inde-
pendents, rather than interdependents, are context sensitive in social 
consumption situations where they must balance their own prefer-
ences with others’. Importantly, these results are not driven by biased 
assumptions about others’ preferences (Davis, Hoch and Ragsdale, 
1986)—independents who liked red wine did not choose more ex-
pensive red wines because they assumed everyone at the table would 
be drinking red wine, just like them. We measured and manipulated 
individuals’ expectations about group preferences in our studies to 
rule out this alternative explanation. In short, then, when selecting 
someone to make a decision for your group, choose interdependent 
individuals—or you might end up drinking a bargain blend while 
they enjoy an award winning vintage.
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Strategic Self-Presentation in Joint 
Consumption: Stereotypes as Social Tools

ExTENDED ABSTRACT
Consumers often engage in shared consumption in order to 

become acquainted with and learn more about each other. For ex-
ample, new friends may go see a movie together to socialize, or a 
salesperson may take a new client to dinner to learn about the cli-
ent’s needs. Given the importance of making a good impression in 
the early stages of a relationship, the products consumers choose 
for joint consumption are quite important and have the potential to 
make or break a budding relationship (Raghunathan and Corfman 
2006; Ramanathan and Mcgill 2007). When consumers are just be-
ginning to get to know each other, they have very little information 
regarding their consumption partner’s preferences and expectations 
for the interaction. How might they go about making their product 
choices? We propose that consumers use stereotypes as a resource 
to help inform their choices. Because stereotypes are socially shared 
and provide information about social groups based on easily identi-
fied qualities (e.g., race, gender), they may prove useful in inferring 
the preferences and anticipating the behavior of one’s consumption 
partner (Kunda and Thagard 1996).

However, consumers understand that simply choosing some-
thing liked by the consumption partner may not be enough to ensure 
a positive interpersonal experience because chosen products may 
communicate a number of things about themselves to others, espe-
cially if chosen products are consistent with stereotypes. In order to 
ensure that selected items will be favorably received, we find that 
consumers also consider the type of relationship they wish to pursue 
during the interaction and also the expectations their consumption 
partner might have. We find that some consumers are more adept at 
considering these factors than others. High self-monitors, compared 
to low self-monitors, have richer, more easily accessible knowledge 
structures regarding other people and the appropriateness of certain 
behaviors in specific social situations (Snyder and Cantor 1980). In 
turn, they use this information as a guide for monitoring their own 
self-presentations. Thus, high self-monitors relative to low-self mon-
itors should be more willing and able to select products that convey 
impressions that facilitate positive consumption experiences.

In studies 1 and 2, we examine how male consumers’ prod-
uct choices may be constrained by the need to uphold the role of a 
masculine man when trying to pursue a romantic relationship with 
a female consumption partner and how these constraints shape the 
impressions male consumers wish to present. In study 1, we exam-
ine the social implications of expressing gender role consistent or 
inconsistent product preferences for males and find that males are 

penalized romantically (but not platonically) if they express gender 
role violating (i.e., feminine) product preferences. 

In study 2, we explore the implications of these findings for 
choosing products for shared consumption. We examine how males 
choose products when consuming with a female, depending on 
whether these males are high or low self-monitors and also whether 
they are motivated to pursue a romantic relationship. Both low and 
high self-monitors relied on gender stereotypes and assumed their 
consumption partner would enjoy reviewing feminine TV shows and 
magazines (e.g., Sex and City and Elle Décor). However, they ulti-
mately chose different products to share with their female consump-
tion partner. When not motivated to foster a romantic relationship, 
high self-monitors were more likely than low self-monitors to fully 
accommodate their female consumption partner and select stereo-
typically feminine items. However, when motivated to pursue a ro-
mantic relationship, it was low self-monitors that were more likely 
to select feminine items while high self-monitors were more likely 
to select gender neutral items (e.g., Weeds and Condé Nast Traveler). 
This suggests that only high self-monitors realized that selecting 
feminine items could compromise their romantic attractiveness.  

In study 3, we examine another important determinant of im-
pression management efforts: the audience’s expectations. More 
specifically, we study the types of impressions male consumers wish 
to present when selecting products to consume with a feminist con-
sumption partner. In this study, we find that male participants used 
the stereotype associated with feminists to infer that she may expect 
him to be sexist; thus, they adjusted their joint consumption choices 
in an attempt to compensate for these negative expectations. 

Both low and high self-monitors recognized that selecting ste-
reotypically feminine items would likely be construed as a sign of 
prejudice in this study. However, only high self-monitors recognized 
that selecting a gender neutral item may also hold the same risks, 
because the feminist may interpret the selection as a compromise 
between the male’s masculine preferences and her presumably femi-
nine preferences. Thus, high self-monitors were more likely than 
low self-monitors to select masculine items in order to avoid indi-
cating that they were applying gender stereotypes to their consump-
tion partner. On the other hand, low self-monitors were more likely 
than high self-monitors to select gender neutral items because they 
were less likely to realize that selecting gender neutral items could be 
negatively received by a feminist consumption partner.

Taken together, these studies suggest that when choosing prod-
ucts to share with people they are unfamiliar with, consumers rely 
on stereotypes to help infer the preferences and anticipate the re-
sponses of their consumption partner. However, consumers differ in 
their willingness and ability to select products that will be favorably 
received. In contrast to low self-monitors, high self-monitors recog-
nize that simply choosing something liked by the consumption part-
ner may not be enough ensure a positive interpersonal experience, 
because chosen products communicate a number of things about 
themselves to others, especially if these products are consistent with 
stereotypes.  
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