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SESSION OVERVIEW
Many important consumption decisions, such as making a pur-

chase now (vs. saving), paying more for faster delivery (vs. being 
patient) or choosing to pursue long-term goals (vs. giving into temp-
tation), have intertemporal components. Extensive research studying 
preferences over time has demonstrated that consumers often deviate 
from normative theories (Frederick, Loewenstein, and O’Donoghue 
2002), effectively acting against their long-term interest. Despite the 
calls to utilize decision research to increase consumer welfare (Rat-
ner et al., 2008), little research has examined ways to help consumers 
make decisions that are in line with their long-term goals. Four pa-
pers in this sessions address this gap by pointing out important ways 
in which consumers can be nudged to make decisions that are in line 
with their long-term interests. 

The first paper by Bartels, Urminsky, and Frederick demon-
strates that consumers’ patience in financial decision-making de-
pends on: (1) consumers’ awareness of the inherent intertemporal 
tradeoff and (2) their caring about the future self. They show that 
connectedness to one’s future-self influences financial decision mak-
ing primarily when tradeoffs are apparent. Their research shows that 
getting consumers to make far-sighted financial decisions, in line 
with their long-term goals, require a combination of both valuing 
future outcomes and recognizing opportunity costs.

The second paper by Kim and Iyengar informs us that impa-
tience, observed mainly with monetary outcomes, might underes-
timate consumers’ impatience when it comes to durable purchases. 
They show that consumers are significantly more impatient when 
considering durable goods than monetary outcomes and that this im-
patience is rooted in the shrinking estimates of their usage duration 
for such products. Their results show that interventions that would 
help decrease shrinkage in time perceptions (Zauberman, Kim, Mal-
koc and Bettman 2009) can increase patience for both durable (and 
monetary) goods. 

The third paper by Lee, Malkoc, and Rucker shows that con-
sumer impatience can be remedied by giving them contextualized or 
generalized control. Their studies demonstrate that consumer impa-

tience can be, at least in part, attributed to consumers feeling not in-
control of their decisions. They show that endowing consumers with 
control either locally (by giving them explicit options) or globally 
(by making them feel powerful) decreases their impatience. Their 
results point out simple interventions that can nudge consumers to 
make long-term oriented decisions.

The final paper by Munichor and LeBoeuf demonstrates that de-
scribing the future intervals as extents (e.g., in 3 months) as opposed 
to dates (e.g., by July 1st) increases consumers’ likelihood of pursing 
long-term goals. Their results indicate that when time is presented as 
extents consumers’ attention to long-term goals and their benefits is 
increased, while date descriptions draw attention to day-by-day pas-
sage of time. Their results highlight how simple framing changes can 
be powerful tools in increasing consumers’ long-term orientation. 

Taken together, papers in this session propose ways to nudge 
consumers to make long-term oriented decisions. The session is 
aligned with the conference theme, as it attempts to “make a differ-
ence” in consumers’ well-being. We expect this session to draw an 
interdisciplinary audience from intertemporal choice and consumer 
welfare literatures.

To Know and To Care: How Awareness and Valuation 
of the Future Jointly Shape Consumer Savings and 

Spending

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Consumers are often advised to cut back on everyday small 

spending and invest the money instead, which can make a substantial 
difference in the long run.  Adopting and maintaining such a strategy 
requires the consumer to both (i) consider the tradeoff inherent in 
the purchase; i.e. purchasing now requires foregoing an opportunity 
to use the money to further one’s long-term interests, and (ii) care 
enough about the future self who would benefit from their forbear-
ance to warrant restraint in the present. We argue that consumer 
financial decision-making hinges on a specific interaction between 
both components that has not been demonstrated in prior research. 
Across six studies, we show that the psychological relationship with 
one’s future self (operationalized as the degree of connectedness to 
one’s future self; Parfit 1984) influences financial decision making 
primarily in those contexts where tradeoffs are apparent (Frederick et 
al., 2009). Thus, far-sighted choices require the combination of both 
valuing future outcomes—as affected by connectedness and reflected 
in the discount rate—and the recognition of opportunity costs. 

In Studies 1a (N=88) and 1b (N=233), we show that manipulat-
ing participants’ awareness of opportunity costs interacts with mea-
sured factors relating to their valuation of the future (connectedness 
in Study 1a and estimates of temporal discounting in Study 1b) to 
impact a typical purchase decision. As in Frederick et al. (2009), 
participants were asked whether or not they would purchase an en-
tertaining DVD for $14.99, and in the opportunity cost condition the 
reminder “keeping the $14.99 for other purchases” was added to the 
not-purchase option. Participants were also asked to rate their per-
ceived connectedness to the future self in Study 1a and were asked 
to complete a short temporal discounting task (choosing between 
$900 available in a year and various smaller amounts available im-
mediately) in Study 1b. In both studies, we find a significant interac-
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tion between the opportunity cost reminder and factors relating to 
people’s valuation of the future. In Study 1a, participants’ ratings of 
connectedness influenced purchase decisions when participants were 
reminded of opportunity costs (r= -.41,  p < .01 ), but not in the no-
reminder control condition (r =.04). Similarly, in Study 1b, purchase 
decisions are related to our measure of temporal discounting when 
participants were reminded of opportunity costs (r= -.20, p < .05 ), 
but not in the no-reminder control condition (r’s =.09, p>.10).

In Study 2 (N=199), we replicate Study 1a (manipulating the 
salience of tradeoffs and measuring connectedness), and also mea-
sure the propensity to plan.  We find a significant three-way interac-
tion between connectedness, opportunity cost salience and planning, 
such that connectedness reduces spending when participants either 
see an explicit opportunity cost reminder or have a high propensity 
to plan (and therefore spontaneously consider opportunity costs).

In Study 3 (N=146), using a 2 x 2 between-subjects design, 
we crossed a manipulation of connectedness with an opportunity 
cost manipulation, measured people’s purchase intentions, and then 
measured temporal discounting. We manipulated connectedness by 
having participants read a short description of “recent research” sug-
gesting that young adulthood is either characterized by stability in 
identity (inducing high connectedness) or is characterized by insta-
bility in identity (inducing low connectedness).  Participants then 
chose between purchasing one of two iPads (64 Gb for $829 or 32 
Gb for $599) or buying neither product. The price difference was 
highlighted for the lower cost iPad in the “opportunity cost” condi-
tions (“leaving you $230 for other purposes”), but not in the control 
condition. We found that making people feel less connected to the 
future self increased temporal discounting (δs = .51 vs. .58 for low 
vs. high connectedness,  p <.05), replicating Bartels and Urminsky 
(2011). When people were reminded of opportunity costs, manipu-
lating connectedness reduced purchases of the expensive iPad (9% 
vs. 0%, low vs. high connectedness, p <.07), but the manipulation 
had no effect when people were not prompted to consider opportu-
nity costs (8% vs. 7%). We found a significant interaction of manipu-
lated connectedness and manipulated opportunity cost on the aver-
age spend (p < .05). The difference in intended spend was mediated 
by the connectedness-manipulation-induced changes in discounting 
when opportunity costs were highlighted, but not when they weren’t.

 In Study 4 (N=130), we generalize to a more naturalis-
tic manipulation of tradeoff salience. We  asked participants to rank 
the desirability of six product categories (pocket video cameras, 
blenders, bed sheets, pocket watches, laser printers, and nonstick 
frying pans), and choose between one more expensive and one less 
expensive product from each of these categories. The order of the 
last two blocks (ranking and choosing) was varied and served as our 
manipulation of tradeoff salience.  Ranking before choosing induces 
recognition of tradeoffs—that the satisfaction of one purchase goal 
is likely to entail the subordination of other purchase goals—and it 
also causes participants to think of at least five other uses of their 
money before their first decision to splurge or save. Our primary 
dependent variable was the number of expensive items purchased, 
which was reduced by manipulated connectedness when tradeoffs 
were highlighted (2.19 vs. 1.45, low vs. high connectedness) but not 
when tradeoffs were not highlighted (i.e., when participants chose 
before ranking the product categories: 2.03 vs. 2.36; interaction p 
< .05). In particular, the increase in fiscal restraint that we observe 
occurs almost exclusively for decisions involving those product cat-
egories that each participant ranked as less personally desirable. As 
a result, higher-connectedness respondents’ tastes for spending are 
both reduced and more focused on higher-valued goods when con-
sidering opportunity costs (i.e., after completing the ranking task).

Lastly, Study 5 (N=304) measured adult bank account holders’ 
savings and spending behaviors and attitudes. We find a correlation 
between connectedness and savings (even controlling for income 
and demographics) among participants who reported that they en-
joyed managing their finances and looked forward to it.  In contrast, 
we find no such correlation among participants who report that they 
dislike managing their finances and dread having to do so, presum-
ably because their lack of engagement suppresses consideration of 
financial tradeoffs.

Making Decisions For the Future: Value of Delayed 
Durables and Shrinkage in Usage Duration

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Durable goods provide not only immediate benefits but also an 

extended stream of benefits over their usage duration. Consumers 
often face situations where they have to make purchase decisions for 
durables available only after a delay. Delayed purchase of durables 
are challenging both to consumers and retailers. For consumers, they 
should appropriately compare a future alternative to any available 
immediately and decide whether it is worth delaying their purchases. 
Such decisions are essentially intertemporal tradeoffs. For retailers, 
selling goods not in stock is challenging as they have to consider ap-
propriate financial incentives for inducing consumers to delay their 
purchase (e.g., price discounts for back-orders). How consumers 
change their valuation for alternatives depending on temporal avail-
ability will clearly impact the level of monetary compensation. 

Past work on intertemporal decision making has repeatedly 
shown that delayed alternatives look less attractive than immediately 
available ones. This may be due to individuals preferring immediate 
over delayed consumption, uncertainty associated with future prefer-
ences, or subjective perception of delays. Note that these factors are 
likely to influence the discounting of all types of goods like mon-
etary outcomes or consumables as well as durables. 

Durables, however, are different from other types of goods be-
cause they provide a stream of utility over a usage duration. For in-
stance, a television purchased today provides benefits starting from 
the purchase time till the time of discard. Does using a product over 
a duration have implications for how their benefits are discounted? 
Past work provides little direction. In fact, some past research has 
tested factors impacting time discounting using durables but reports 
no systematic difference in preference for durables and for monetary 
outcomes. 

In the current article, we seek to investigate how durables are 
discounted and, in particular, what role does usage duration play in 
this process. We posit and find evidence that consumers subjectively 
shrink the expected usage duration associated with durables that are 
expected to be purchased in the future. That is, they expect to use the 
same durable for a shorter period of time when it is purchased in the 
future than immediately. This shrinkage in usage duration serves as 
a factor of time discounting in addition to other factors such as time 
preference or uncertainty in future preference (which are unrelated 
with usage). As a result, a future durable looks even less attractive 
than an immediate one even after accounting for all factors known to 
influence time discounting. 

Supporting our premise on the shrinkage in usage duration, 
we found evidence for the shrinkage effect in usage duration in two 
types of judgment: estimation of unknown usage duration and sub-
jective perception of a known duration. In study 1, we show that 
estimated usage duration shrink when a durable (e.g., a smartphone) 
is planned to be purchased in the future as compared to the present. 
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In study 2 and 3, we demonstrate the shrinkage effect in subjective 
scaling of a given duration that is objectively given to participants. 

Demonstrating the implication of the shrinkage effect, in study 
4 we show that individuals’ tendency to shrink future usage dura-
tions (relative to usage durations starting from the present) is an im-
portant determinant of their impatience for durables. That is, those 
who shrink future usage duration more would expect to use the same 
durable purchased in the future for a shorter period of time as com-
pared to those who shrink it less. As a result, the former consum-
ers would discount the value of delayed durables more and would 
become more impatient for immediately available durables than the 
latter consumers. 

In study 5 we further demonstrate that the shrinkage effect in 
usage duration would result in more impatience for durables than 
for monetary outcomes, if all other conditions are equal. Note that 
various factors known to influence time discounting for monetary 
outcomes such as pure time preference, uncertainty, subjective per-
ception of delays, and various individual and situation factors would 
influence time discounting for durables as well. But the shrinkage 
effect in perceived usage duration is a unique factor that influences 
only the time discounting of durables. Therefore, if all other condi-
tions are equal, consumers would be more impatient for durables 
than they would be for money. 

Taken together, our results demonstrate the important role of 
usage duration and its judgment in determining consumers’ intertem-
poral preference for durables. We also discuss the implications for 
retailers in determining the optimal level of monetary compensation 
for delayed durables.

Loosing vs . Gaining Control: Enhancing Feelings of 
Control Reduces Present Bias

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Consumers regularly make decisions about the timing of their 

consumption. For instance, they decide how fast to ship an online 
purchase, when to take vacations, or when to make a large purchase. 
Extant research on such decisions has shown a variety of consumer 
phenomena, most notably present bias (a.k.a. hyperbolic discount-
ing). Preferences are considered present-biased when a consumer is 
willing to pay higher premiums to avoid a 3-day delay in shipment 
(e.g., $5, or $1.8 per day) than a 10-day delay (e.g., $10, or $1 per 
day; Malkoc and Zauberman 2006). 

A substantial amount of research has investigated the underly-
ing mechanisms for present-bias. The last decade has seen a surge in 
research that theorized, and empirically tested, a host of cognitive 
explanations, based on changes in mindsets (Malkoc, Zauberman 
and Bettman 2010), representation of the outcomes (Malkoc and 
Zauberman 2006), resources (Zauberman and Lynch 2005) or time 
itself (Zauberman et al. 2009). 

In this research, we propose a more affective mechanism to ac-
count for present-biased preferences. Prior research has theorized 
that forgoing a current outcome is painful and leads to a feeling of 
deprivation (Hoch and Lowenstein 1991), resulting in impulsive-
ness and impatience; however, this account has not been empiri-
cally tested. More importantly, the theory is not precise as to why 
the act of deferral is so painful. Based on this notion, we propose 
that the mere act of consumption deferral leads consumers to feel 
that they have less control of their consumption. In a typical pres-
ent bias elicitation task, participants are asked to imagine having an 
outcome in the present (e.g., a DVD available today) and then asked 
to delay this outcome for monetary gain. Such a proposition elicits a 
feeling of lack of control over the consumption decision. Therefore, 

we propose that when asked to forgo a presently available outcome, 
consumers feel they have less control over their consumption. As 
a result, consumers, now wanting to regain control, represent the 
subsequent intertemporal choice as an opportunity to gain control, 
requiring higher premiums in their immediate responses and result-
ing in present bias. We investigate this proposition in four studies. 
Experiment 1 shows that giving people control over their consump-
tion timing decreases present bias. Experiments 2 and 3 demonstrate 
that a more generalized sense of power and control leads to similar 
reductions in present bias. Finally, experiment 4 shows that decreas-
ing the level of control can increase present bias. 

In experiment 1, using a typical present bias paradigm, we asked 
participants to imagine having ordered a DVD online where their de-
fault delivery was scheduled for the same day. They then imagined 
delaying their delivery by 3 days and 10 days (within-subjects) and 
asked to indicate the premium they required to delay. Participants in 
the “choice control” condition were first asked whether they would 
like to delay the delivery before they indicated their delay premium. 
We expected that merely having a chance to express their willingness 
to delay to make participants feel more in control of their consump-
tion decision, decreasing present bias. Results supported this predic-
tion, with significantly lower level of present bias in the choice con-
trol condition (M3days-10days = .45), compared to the standard present 
bias paradigm (M3days-10days = .66; t(147) = 2.04, p < .05). 

In experiment 2, we examined whether a generalized and previ-
ously evoked sense of control could influence the extent of present 
bias in subsequent tasks. To evoke control, we induced participants 
with power, which has been found to directly affect one’s sense of 
control (Fast et al. 2009). Since high power individuals feel they 
have more control over their outcomes, we predicted that high power 
would diminish present bias. To test this idea, half of the participants 
recalled an incident where they had power over others, a task that has 
been successfully used to induce power (Galinsky, Gruenfeld, and 
Magee 2003). The other half simply recalled events of the previous 
days. Next, all participants imagined having a cash refund ($45) that 
was available that day and asked to delay it by 4 and 10 weeks. As 
predicted, participants who were induced with power showed less 
present bias (M4weeks-10weeks = 1.29), compared to the control condition 
(M4weeks-10weeks = 2.62; t(97) = 1.78, p = .07),. In experiment 3 we repli-
cated these findings using an alternative method to induce power (via 
an employee/employer task, Dubois, Rucker, and Galinsky 2010). 

In the final experiment we examined whether taking control 
away from participants would have the opposite effect and increase 
present bias. To that end, some participants completed a deferral task 
where they imagined ordering a DVD online, scheduled to arrive 
within 24 hours. They were then asked to indicate their premium to 
delay it by 3 days and 10 days. The remaining participants (low con-
trol) were instructed to imagine that they chose to pick up their DVD 
from a local store. However, when they arrived at the store, their 
DVD was not available, but the clerk offered to have it delivered to 
their home within 24 hours. They were then asked to indicate their 
delay premium to defer the receipt of this DVD by 3 days and 10 
days. We predicted and found that having already lost control over 
their consumption, these low control participants showed greater 
present bias (M3days-10days = .66), compared to those in the baseline 
condition (M3days-10days = .38; t(171) = 2.26, p < .05). Moreover, we 
found that feelings of control over consumption mediated the ob-
served effect. 

In sum, our studies show that the feeling of control in related 
(experiments 1 and 4) and unrelated (experiments 2 and 3) contexts 
influences the extent of present bias. Further, we consistently find 
that decreasing (increasing) feelings of control increases (decreases) 
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present bias. Taken together, this research suggests that the feeling 
of control plays an important role in present bias, and demonstrate a 
more affective explanation for present bias.   

The Influence of Time-Interval Descriptions on Goal-
Pursuit Decisions

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
A diet ad proclaims, “Sign up today and lose 25 pounds in 2 

weeks!” What would influence a consumer’s decision to pursue this 
diet? Although many factors might play a role (Aarts, Gollwitzer, 
and Hassin 2004; Freitas et al. 2002; Zhang, Fishbach, and Dhar 
2007), this paper focuses on one unexplored factor in particular: 
the description of the time interval allowed for goal completion. We 
suggest that whether the interval is described by extents (“2 weeks 
from today”) or dates (“between today and May 6”) influences goal-
pursuit decisions.

Although how a time interval is described may seem unimport-
ant, it can affect how people plan for the future (LeBoeuf and Shafir 
2009) and evaluate future transactions (LeBoeuf 2006; Read et al. 
2005). We suggest that time-interval descriptions also affect whether 
people initiate goal pursuit, with people being more likely to pursue 
goals with completion intervals described by extents than by dates. 
We suggest that changes in time focus (i.e., focus on the near vs. dis-
tant future; Lee, Lee, and Kern 2011) underlie such effects. Whereas 
extent descriptions refer to “chunks” of time (e.g., weeks, months) 
and may lead to a focus on the interval as a whole, date descriptions 
direct attention to specific time points (LeBoeuf 2006; Malkoc et al. 
2010; Read et al. 2005) and may prompt a focus on the day-by-day 
passage of time, conjuring considerations such as what one will do 
each day. Thus, an interval described as “three months from today” 
may focus people more on the distant future than does an interval 
described as “between today and July 23.” This leads us to predict 
that, when people are contemplating pursuing a goal during a time 
interval, extent descriptions of that interval may direct people’s at-
tention more to the goal’s long-term benefits, which may increase 
the goal’s perceived importance, and less to the other mundane tasks 
that will occupy the interval. This may result in greater willingness 
to pursue desirable goals.   

Study 1a tested the effect of interval description on people’s 
willingness to diet. Participants indicated whether they would be 
willing to lose 1.5 pounds in two weeks, with time interval described 
either by extents or dates. Participants also reported how long the 
target interval seemed. More participants were willing to diet when 
the interval was described by extents than dates (65% vs. 44%, re-
spectively, χ2(1)=4.06, p=.04), but interval description did not affect 
perceived interval length. Study 1b replicated these results using a 
savings goal. Thus, people are more likely to pursue a goal when 
the allocated time interval is described by extents, rather than dates, 
and this effect seems not to be driven by a change in the interval’s 
perceived length.   

In study 2, participants indicated whether they would be willing 
to read three books in one month (described by extent or date) and 
indicated how many books they would commit to reading within that 
interval. Study 2 also examined the possible mechanism by collect-
ing ratings of the goal’s importance. When the interval was described 
by extents, versus dates, participants pursued reading at a higher 
rate (35% vs. 10%, respectively, χ2(1)=4.74, p=.03), were willing to 
read more books (Mextents=1.84 vs. Mdates=0.93, t(53)=2.62, p=.01), 
and found the goal more important (Mextents=4.31 vs. Mdates=3.26, 
t(53)=2.19, p=.03). Goal importance mediated the relationship be-
tween interval description and goal pursuit (95% CI: .040, 1.51). 

These results hint at one possible underlying mechanism: extent de-
scriptors lead to greater perceived goal importance and to greater 
goal pursuit, perhaps because extent descriptions trigger a focus on a 
longer time horizon and long-term consequences.  

If extent descriptors lead people to focus more on the distant 
future than do date descriptors, they should only increase willing-
ness to pursue goals with positive long-term consequences, such 
as studying, and not goals with negative long-term (but positive 
short-term) consequences, such as watching television. To test this 
hypothesis, participants in Study 3 considered pursuing one of two 
goals—watching more television or studying more—for one month. 
The effect of time-interval descriptor depended on the type of goal 
(χ2(1)=5.38, p=.02). Participants were more likely to pursue the tele-
vision goal when time was described by dates versus extents (45% 
vs. 26%, respectively, χ2(1)=4.38, p=.04). For studying, however, 
dates yielded less goal pursuit than extents (4% vs. 14%, respec-
tively, χ2(1)=3.17, p=.075). Thus, people are more likely to pursue 
goals with positive long-term consequences when time is described 
by extents, but they are more likely to pursue goals with positive 
short-term consequences when time is described by dates. These 
findings suggest that extents lead to a greater focus on the distant 
future than do dates.

Study 4 explored another boundary condition: interval length. 
When goal completion stretches out over a very long interval, people 
may naturally focus on the distant future and therefore on long-term 
consequences. In this case, people may be less sensitive to relatively 
small focus adjustments caused by description nuances (see also 
Goodman and Malkoc 2012), and therefore descriptions may have 
a lessened impact on people’s general time focus and subsequent 
decisions. To test this hypothesis, participants read an article about 
adverse effects of dairy consumption and indicated their likelihood 
of reducing their dairy consumption within either one month or three 
years. The effect of interval descriptor depended on interval length 
(F(1,131)=4.80, p=.03). Participants were more likely to reduce con-
sumption within one month when the interval was described by ex-
tents than dates (Mextents=3.03 vs. Mdates=2.23, t(64)=2.29, p=.03). For 
three years, however, there was no such difference (Mextents=3.00 vs. 
Mdates=3.52, t(67)=1.06, p>.2).   

In summary, even small nuances in how a goal and the time 
interval allocated to its pursuit are described can alter the decision 
to pursue that goal. An interval described by amounts of time may 
focus people more on the distant future than an interval described 
by dates. This increases people’s willingness to initiate goal pursuit 
during that interval, as long as goal pursuit has positive long-term 
consequences and a relatively short duration.  
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