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INTRODUCTION
Consumers prefer to maintain a balance in how they spend mon-

ey and time among different categories because both are critical but 
limited resources (Wertenbroch and Dhar 2000; Sheldon, Cummins, 
and Kamble 2010). However, with longer working hours, imbalance 
lifestyles are endemic and precious minutes remain for other activi-
ties such as exercising, cleaning, and socializing with family (Kahne-
man, Krueger, Schkade, Schwarz, and Stone 2004). Not only do con-
sumers spend more or less resources between different categories for 
self but they also allocate more or less money and time on categories 
for self vs. friends and family. For example, instead of buying gifts 
for others, 32 % of holiday shoppers said they would rather spend 
money on themselves (White, 2012). 

The current research investigates the influence of two types of 
spending imbalances of time and money on happiness and spending 
reallocation decisions: 1) within-self imbalance in which a consumer, 
for example, spends more time watching TV by self but less on ex-
ercising or traveling; and 2) self-others imbalance in which a con-
sumer, for example, spends more money buying clothes for self but 
less on buying gifts for family. Prior research alludes to the idea of 
within-self imbalanced spending of money and how consumers deal 
with it by either spending less in the same category (Heath and Soll 
1996) or categorizing the expense in a loose fashion (Cheema and 
Soman 2006). The growing research in time versus money has docu-
mented several differences between these two critical resources such 
as ambiguity in cost consideration (Okada and Hoch 2005; Soman 
2001; Soster, Monga, and Bearden 2010), mindsets in goal of spend-
ing (Devoe and House 2012; Liu and Aaker 2008), and personal con-
nection with the product (Mogilner and Aaker 2009). We contribute 
to prior research by showing the influences of self-others imbalanced 
spending on happiness, reallocation to, and substitution in favor of 
underspent categories are different from those of within-self imbal-
anced spending and how those effects differ for time versus money. 
These are important issues to investigate because consumers spend 
time and money on activities and things that they believe will make 
them happy but imbalanced spending can sabotage their happiness. 

Prior research has established that in comparison to time, 
money is more tangible (Okada and Hoch 2005) and involves less 
heuristic decision making (Saini and Monga 2008). Those primed 
with money choose to spend more time on work (Mogilner 2010) 
and behave more functionally (Vohs et al. 2012). More importantly, 
thinking about money evokes a self-sufficiency mindset in which 
people prefer to be monetarily independent of others and expect oth-
ers to not depend upon them and desire unambiguous satisfaction 
from spending money (Liu and Aaker 2007; Vohs, Mead, and Goode 
2006). In contrast, thinking about time activates an emotional ori-
entation which encourages people to focus upon the experiences of 
social connection (Mogilner 2010; Schwarz and Clore 1996). Those 
primed with time choose to spend more time with friends and family 
(Mogilner 2010) and savor happiness through charitable donations 
(Liu and Aaker 2007). This suggests that self-others (within-self) im-
balance should be more bothersome for time (money) than for money 
(time).  

Hypothesis 1: Within-self imbalanced spending will result in 
greater unhappiness for money than for time  

Hypothesis 2: Self-others imbalanced spending will result in 
greater unhappiness for time than for money  

STUDY 1: IMBALANCED SPENDING AND 
HAPPINESS

We tested above hypotheses in a 2 (resource: time, money) X 2 
(imbalance type: within-self, self-others) between-subjects design in 
which 127 undergraduates were asked to imagine a scenario in which 
they recently graduated with a $30,000 job and spent their discre-
tionary money (time) (in imbalanced fashion) among different listed 
categories (see Appendix A). Next to their imbalanced spending dis-
tribution, subjects were shown the (balanced) spending distribution 
of an average consumer in their age group as per the U.S. Bureau of 
Labor Statistics (BLS) data. We identified spending categories and 
calibrated balanced distribution from the U.S. BLS data (2010) and 
journal articles (Cheema and Soman 2006; Kahneman et al. 2004). 
For the sake of brevity, the detailed procedure adopted to generate 
the four imbalanced spending distributions is included in Appendix 
A. After exposure to the distributions, participants reported their hap-
piness on four 7-point items (happy—unhappy; satisfied—dissatis-
fied; excited—less excited; pleased—less pleased; Van Boven and 
Gilovich 2003, α = .95) and rated how balanced they thought their 
spending distribution was on two 7-point items (balanced—imbal-
anced; even—uneven, α = .92).

Appendix A
The detailed procedure we adopted to generate the within-self 

imbalanced and self-others imbalanced spending distribution is as 
follows:

i) We identified the distinct spending categories and spending 
allocations from prior research (Cheema and Soman 2006) and from 
the (BLS or) Bureau of Labor Statistics (2010) site. This became the 
within-self balanced distribution.

ii) Using within self balanced distribution, we conducted a pre-
test (n = 36) which revealed that subjects believed 80% of discretion-
ary spending on self and subject felt 20% on others represented an 
ideal self-other spending distribution. 

iii) The allocation with 80% for self and 20% for others became 
the self-others balanced distribution. The 20% spending on others 
was allocated on two plausible categories (e.g., electronics and enter-
tainment monetary expenses for friends/family as gifts).

iv) We calculated the standard deviation of two balanced distri-
butions (e.g., 4.8 for money at self-others balanced condition).

v) Both within-self imbalance and self-others imbalance distri-
bution were developed by increasing the standard deviation of the 
balanced distributions (in iv) by 50% (e.g., 7.2 for money at self-
others imbalanced condition). 

vi) A similar approach was followed to generate within self im-
balance and self-other imbalance for time condition. We ensured that 
the two imbalance categories remained as close as possible to those 
in money condition.

Manipulation checks confirmed that participants found their 
“scenario” spending distribution to be more imbalanced than the 
one from BLS (p < .00; not listing the means for sake of brevity). 
More importantly, their scenario spending distribution was rated to 
be equivalently imbalanced for both resources (within-self imbal-
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Manipulation of Study 1
Spending Money Condition

# Description of expenses
Within-self Self-others

B ImB B ImB

1 Dining out 
(dinners at restaurants, pizza deliveries, beers and foods at bars, etc.) 22% 15% 18% 21%

2 Clothes and accessories
(pants, t-shirts, caps, scarfs, perfumes, bags, etc.) 13% 9% 10% 12%

3 Entertainment
(going to movies, concerts, games, etc.) 18% 35% 14% 17%

4 Exercise and gym
(golf, yoga, fitness camp, etc.) 11% 8% 9% 10%

5 Consumer electronics
(tablet pc, digital camera, cell phones, etc.) 6% 12% 5% 6%

6 Home leisure
(satellite TV/ cable, CDs/ downloads, video games, books, etc.) 8% 6% 6% 8%

7 Travel and vacation 22% 15% 18% 21%

8 Pay for the entertainment expenses of your friends/ family as special 
treats (going to movies, concerts, games, etc.) 12% 3%

9 Pay consumer electronics as gifts for your friends/ family (tablet pc, 
digital camera, cell phones, etc.) 8% 2%

Total amount of money 100% 100% 100% 100%
Standard Deviation 6.5 9.8 4.8 7.2

Note. B = Balanced; ImB = Imbalanced

Spending Time Condition

# Description of activities
Within-self Self-others

B ImB B ImB

1 Resting
(napping, lazing, not doing anything, etc) 11% 8% 9% 11%

2 Volunteering 6% 4% 5% 6%
3 Watching TV 28% 36% 22% 26%
4 Surfing on web 11% 8% 9% 11%

5 Out of home entertainment
(going to movies, concerts, game, etc.) 22% 29% 17% 21%

6 Health and self-maintenance
(exercising, eating, washing, etc) 17% 11% 14% 17%

7 Spirituality or religion
(meditation or spiritual/ religious duties) 6% 4% 4% 5%

8 Watching TV with your friends/ family 8% 1%

9 Out of home entertainment with your friends/ family 
(going to movies, concerts, game, etc.) 12% 2%

Total amount of time 100% 100% 100% 100%
Standard Deviation 8.5 12.8 5.6 8.7

Note. B = Balanced; ImB = Imbalanced
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TABLE 1
Summary of Mean Numbers Across Studies 

Self-others Imbalance Within-self Imbalance
Money Time Money Time

Study 1
Happiness 3.75 2.24** 3.31 3.19

Study 2
Happiness 4.54 3.33** 4.15 4.9
Reallocation (%) 150 800** 27 26
Substitution (%) 35 76.7** 48 48
Easy to make decision 4.91 6.3**

Study 3

Happiness Self 4.48 3.56** 4.61 4.51
Joe 4.55 3.58** 4.38 4.68

Reallocation (%) 115 450** 28 62
Substitution (%) 22 78** 60 66
Self-sufficiency 4.62 3.38** 4.43 3.42**
Social connection 5.08 5.81** 4.86 6.06**

Study 4
Self-others imbalance only

More Resource Less Resource
Money
($2,320)

Time
(270 hrs)

Money
($1,160)

Time
(135 hrs)

Reallocation (%) 204 334** 207 350**
Self-sufficiency 4.08 3.57** 4.09 3.45**
Social connection 5.08 6.17** 5.35 6.00**

Study 5 
Within-self imbalance only

Money Time 

No others Others salient No others Others salient

Happiness 4.54 3.07** 4.02 3.79
Bothersome 3.84 4.96** 4.63 4.69
Reallocation (%) 18 29* 72 67

Note.* = significant at .1 level; **=significant at .05 level

ance:  = 2.50 vs. = 2.50; t(1, 59) = .00, n.s.; self-other imbalance:  = 
2.29 vs. = 2.77; t(1, 64) = -1.62, n.s.). Analysis revealed a significant 
interaction of resource x imbalance type (F(1, 123) = 8.25, p < .05). 
As expected, subjects were more unhappy for self-others imbalanced 
spending involving time than for money ( = 2.24 vs.  = 3.75; t(1, 64) 
= -4.43, p < .05). Thus, H2 is supported. However, H1 was not sup-
ported because for within-self imbalance, there was no difference in 
the reported unhappiness for money and time ( = 3.19 vs.  = 3.31; 
t(1, 59) = -.43, n.s). 

STUDY 2: SPENDING IMBALANCE AND 
CORRECTIVE ACTIONS

Study 2 was conducted to i) test the robustness of Study 1 re-
sults by using different focal categories to create imbalanced distri-
butions (e.g., clothes and accessories in place of consumer electron-
ics) but having the same standard deviations as Study 1; ii) examine 
the influence of imbalance spending on two downstream corrective 
actions – extent to which subjects reallocated their current (imbal-
anced) spending and whether they would substitute spending their 
remaining discretionary resource (e.g., $80) from an overspent cat-
egory to an underspent category; and iii) test the mediation of these 
effects by happiness. Thus, we further hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 3: To correct within-self imbalanced spending, 
consumers will (3a) reallocate resource to the 
underspent category and (3b) substitute re-
source from the specific overspent category to 
the underspent category to a greater extent for 
money than for time

Hypothesis 4: To correct self-others imbalanced spending, 
consumers will (4a) reallocate resource to the 
underspent category for others and (4b) substi-
tute resource from the specific overspent catego-
ry for self to the underspent category for others 
to a greater extent for time than for money

Hypothesis 5a: The effects of within-self spending imbalances of 
time and money on resource reallocations (H3a) 
is mediated by happiness

Hypothesis 5b: The effects of self-others spending imbalances of 
time and money on resource reallocations (H4a) 
is mediated by happiness

Ninety-five undergraduates were randomly assigned to a 2 (re-
source: time, money) X 2 (imbalance type: within-self, self-others) 
between subjects experiment. We used the same procedure as in 
Study 1 but added three new measures of reallocation, substitution, 
and ease of making substitution decision (five 7-point items -- easy; 
quick; time consuming; conflict; confident, α = .95). Operationaliza-
tion of reallocation percentage is best explained with an example. 
If a participant reallocated 65% of total discretionary expenditure 
to the combined five (underspent) categories which were earlier al-
located 53% (in the imbalanced distribution), then reallocation per-
centage is 65-53/53 = 22% For substitution, we asked subjects to 
imagine that their budget for discretionary money (time) was almost 
used up (e.g., only $75 left) and they encounter several scenarios in 
each of which they need to make a choice between one overspent 
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item and the other underspent item. Substitution ratio is assessed by 
calculating the percentage of people who chose the underspent item.  

Manipulation checks confirmed imbalanced spending of time 
and money were perceived to be comparable, reasonable, and believ-
able (not listing the means for sake of brevity). Analysis revealed a 
significant interaction between resource x imbalance type (F(1, 91) 
= 14.43,  p < .01). Consistent with Study 1 results, subjects felt more 
unhappy for self-others imbalance involving time than money (= 
3.33 vs. = 4.53; t(1, 48)= -3.58, p < .01). Further, H4a and H4b are 
supported because subjects reallocated to the underspent categories 
for others to a much greater extent in time vs. money condition ( = 
800% vs. = 150% increase; t(1, 48) = 6.95, p < .01). Similarly, chi-
square analysis revealed greater percentage of participants substitut-
ing in time vs. money condition ( = 77% vs.  = 35%;χ2 = 15.75, p < 
.05). Moreover, substitution decisions were much easier to make for 
time than for money when facing self-others imbalance condition ( = 
6.3 vs.  = 4.91; t(1, 48) = 4.71, p < .01). Similar to Study 1, within-
self imbalance results were insignificant and did not support H1 (and 
H3) (see Table 1 for details). 

Mediation analysis (Baron and Kenny 1986) of reallocation in 
self-other imbalanced spending (H4a) revealed that happiness is the 
mediator driving reallocation results (Sobel z = -3.21, p < .05, see 
Figure 1), supporting H5b (no need to test mediation in H5a because 
H3a is insignificant). The effect of imbalanced spending of time (vs. 
money) on reallocation was reduced (from β = -6.55 to β = -4.63, p 
< .01) when happiness was included in the regression but happiness 
continued to be a significant predictor (β = -1.58, p < .01). The 95% 
bias-corrected confidence interval for the indirect effect excluded 
zero [-3.56, -.72] indicating a significant indirect effect (Preacher 
and Hayes 2008).  

STUDY 3: PROCESSESS AND SOCIAL 
DESIRABILITY EXPLANATION

Results from previous studies show that spending time (vs. 
money) in the self-others imbalance condition makes people feel 
more unhappy, resulting in greater corrective actions of reallocation 
and substitution. However, the influence of within-self imbalanced 
spending does not differ between time and money (we identify and 
empirically provide evidence for a possible explanation for insig-
nificant H1 and H3 in Study 5). Study 3 was conducted to i) rule 

out the social desirability explanation of whether consumers real-
located money to categories for others because not doing so would 
make them look bad; so, we compared the outcomes between two 
groups, one asked to make reallocations imagining themselves in the 
scenario (consistent with the first two studies) and the other asked to 
imagine that their friend Joe/Jane was involved in that scenario; ii) 
check robustness of results from Studies 1 and 2 by using absolute 
numbers (i.e., $ dollars and hours) instead of percentages in spending 
distributions (Appendix B); and iii) explore whether self-sufficiency 
and social connection ratings are consistent with our findings. We 
developed a 6-items self-sufficiency scale based on the presented 
ideas in Vohs, Mead, and Goode (2006) e.g., “I find it difficult to 
allow others to depend on me for money (time);” 1= strongly dis-
agree; 7 = strongly agree; α = .67) and a 4-items social connection 
scale based on the presented ideas in Mogilner (2010) e.g., “For me, 
spending money (time) on family/friends helps me connect with 
them,” 1= strongly disagree; 7 = strongly agree; α = .75).

One hundred and seventy-eight undergraduates participated in a 
2 (resource: money, time) X 2 (imbalance type: within-self, self-oth-
ers) X 2 (target person: self, Joe) between-subjects design with the 
same procedure as in previous two studies. The insignificant three-
way interaction on dependent variables rules out social desirability 
explanation (F(1, 170) = .42, n.s.), thus, we collapsed the data from 
two target persons conditions in the analysis. Consistent with find-
ings from first two studies, results support H2 and H4 but not H1 and 
H3 (see Table 1 for details). Similar to Study 2 results and consistent 
with H5b, happiness is the mediator driving self-others imbalanced 
reallocation result (Sobel z = -2.8, p < .05) with indirect effect that 
was significantly different from zero (95% confidence interval [CI] 
= -1.44, -.01). Finally, process measure results are theoretically con-
sistent with our findings in that subjects felt more self-sufficient for 
money than time ( = 4.89 vs.  = 3.52; t (1, 46) = -4.01, p < .01). In 
contrast, they felt more socially connected for time than money ( = 
6.07 vs.  = 4.83; t (1, 46) = 4.8, p < .01). 

STUDY4: MORE VS . LESS RESOURCES IN SELF-
OTHERS IMBALANCED SPENDING

Is it possible that consumers reallocated more time but less 
money to categories for others in the self-others imbalanced condi-
tion in Studies 1-3 because subjects were constrained by how much 

FIGURE 1 Study 2: Mediation Test

Note. ** = significant at the .01 level
Coding: time = 0, money =1

The β in parenthesis is the effect of time/money on reallocation after adding happiness in the regression equation. (Sobel z = -3.21, p= 0.00 < .05)

β = 1.2 **

Self-others Imbalanced  
Spending in 
Time/Money

Happiness
β = 2.39 **

β = -6.55 **

(β = -4.63 **)
Rellocation
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Appendix B
Manipulation of Study 3

Spending Money Condition

# Description of expenses
Within-self Self-others

B ImB B ImB

1 Dining out 
(dinners at restaurants, pizza deliveries, beers and foods at bars, etc.) $270 $190 $210 $250

2 Clothes and accessories
(pants, t-shirts, caps, scarfs, perfumes, bags, etc.) $150 $100 $120 $140

3 Entertainment
(going to movies, concerts, games, etc.) $200 $410 $160 $190

4 Exercise and gym
(golf, yoga, fitness camp, etc.) $120 $80 $100 $120

5 Consumer electronics
(tablet pc, digital camera, cell phones, etc.) $70 $150 $60 $70

6 Home leisure
(satellite TV/ cable, CDs/ downloads, video games, books, etc.) $90 $50 $70 $90

7 Travel and vacation $260 $180 $210 $240

8 Pay for the entertainment expenses of your friends/ family as special 
treats (going to movies, concerts, games, etc.) $140 $40

9 Pay consumer electronics as gifts for your friends/ family (tablet pc, 
digital camera, cell phones, etc.) $90 $20

Total amount of money $1160 $1160 $1160 $1160
Standard Deviation 6.5 9.8 4.8 7.2

Note. B = Balanced; ImB = Imbalanced

Spending Time Condition

# Description of activities
Within-self Self-others

B ImB B ImB

1 Resting
(napping, lazing, not doing anything, etc) 30 hrs 20 hrs 25 hrs 30 hrs

2 Volunteering 15 hrs 10 hrs 15 hrs 10 hrs
3 Watching TV 75 hrs 95 hrs 60 hrs 70 hrs
4 Surfing on web 30 hrs 20 hrs 25 hrs 30 hrs

5 Out of home entertainment
(going to movies, concerts, game, etc.) 60 hrs 80 hrs 45 hrs 60 hrs

6 Health and self-maintenance
(exercising, eating, washing, etc) 45 hrs 30 hrs 40 hrs 44 hrs

7 Spirituality or religion
(meditation or spiritual/ religious duties) 15 hrs 15 hrs 10 hrs 15 hrs

8 Watching TV with your friends/ family 20 hrs 4 hrs

9 Out of home entertainment with your friends/ family 
(going to movies, concerts, game, etc.) 30 hrs 7 hrs

Total amount of time 270 hrs 270 hrs 270 hrs 270 hrs
Standard Deviation 8.5 12.7 5.6 8.7

Note. B = Balanced; ImB = Imbalanced
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money they earn (i.e., $30,000) but no such constraint operated for 
time (i.e., everyone has 24 hours)? To test this alternative expla-
nation, we tested our hypotheses by doubling the income subjects 
earned (from $30,000 to 60,000) but had only ½ the discretionary 
time available (from 270 hours/month to 135 hours/month) com-
pared to in Studies 1-3. 

We randomly assigned 103 students into one of the four be-
tween-subjects experimental conditions involving 2 (resource: mon-
ey, time) x 2 (amount: more, less). We followed the same procedure 
as in previous studies. Participants completed the same self-suffi-
ciency (α = .68) and social connection (α = .76) scale items after 
the reallocation task. Results revealed the predicted main effect of 
resource (F(1, 102) = 21.12, p < .01) but insignificant main effect 
for amount and interaction (p > .1). More specifically, participants 
engaged in greater reallocation to underspent categories for others 
in time than in money condition ( = 334% vs.  = 207%; t(1, 50) 
= -3.53, p < .01). Planned contrasts revealed that participants kept 
reallocating less toward underspent categories for others even when 
the amount of money was doubled ( = 334% vs.  = 204%; t(1, 52) = 
-3.12, p < .01). Equally important is the finding that participants con-
tinued reallocating more even when the amount of time was reduced 
by half ( = 350% vs.  = 204%; t(1, 52) = -3.07, p < .01). 

Regardless of the amount of resources, participants in the mon-
ey condition continued feeling higher self-sufficiency than those in 
the time condition ( = 3.51; F(1, 101) = 9.83, p < .01). Similarly, 
those in the time condition reported higher social connection than 
those in the money condition ( = 5.24; F(1, 101) = 12.15, p < .01) 
regardless the amount of resources (see Table 1 for details). Thus, we 
can rule out the explanation “having less money and more time” for 
the greater reallocation of time (vs. money) to underspent categories 
for others in the self-others imbalanced condition in Studies 2 and 3. 
The mechanisms underlying these results seem to be the same i.e., 
money is associated with self-sufficiency but time is associated with 
social connection.

STUDY 5: DOES IMBALANCE MATTER IN WITHIN-
SELF IMBALANCED SPENDING?

In this study, we investigate why we don’t find support for H1 
and H3 i.e., why consumers are not reallocating more money (vs. 
time) in within-self imbalanced condition. Could it be that consum-
ers lack motivation to correct (i.e., don’t care about) the imbalance 
spending in money? It is not that consumers don’t notice the imbal-
ance (our manipulation checks in all studies support that they ac-
knowledge the imbalance) but they might think “It is all on me so I 
don’t care.” 

We tested this proposition by making the within-imbalance 
more salient by subtly introducing a constraint. More specifically, 
consumers in both (money) conditions were shown the balanced 
(BLS) and their current (imbalanced) distributions across five cat-
egories (please see Appendix C). However, in one condition, the last 
or the fifth category was labeled as “remaining categories including 
spending on gym” whereas in the other condition the last category 
was labeled as “remaining categories including spending on gym and 
on friends and family”. We predicted that subtly introducing others 
in the latter condition would make participants more aware of “less 
money” available for self and thus, become more aware of how their 
spending among different categories on self was less balanced result-
ing in to greater reallocation to fix the imbalance. We did not expect 
this to occur in the time condition because evoking time fosters so-
cial connection thinking.  

Nighty-eight undergraduates were randomly assigned to a 2 
(resource: time, money) X 2 (salient: others absent, others present) 

between-subjects experiment. Following the same procedure as in 
previous studies, participants reported their reallocations, happiness, 
and how bothersome the imbalance made them feel. A 2 (resource) 
x 2 (salient) ANOVA on the extent of participants’ reallocations re-
vealed the predicted (moderately) significant interaction (F(1, 94) = 
2.87, p < .1). Planned contrasts revealed that there is no difference 
between two conditions of time (= 67% vs. = 72%; t(1, 48)= .48, 
n.s.). In contrast and more importantly, money participants in the 
others-present condition engaged in greater reallocation than in the 
others-absent condition (= 18%; t(1, 46)= -1.85, p = .07). Consistent 
with these results, we found that participants in the money-others 
present condition were more bothered and felt more unhappy than 
those in money-others absent condition. These differences were in-
significant in the time condition (see Table 1 for details). Again, hap-
piness is the mediator driving reallocation results (Sobel z = 2.28, p 
< .05). The effect of imbalanced spending of money on reallocation 
in others-present (vs. others-absent) condition was reduced (from β 
= .116 to β = .042, n.s.) when happiness was included in the regres-
sion; however, happiness continued to be a significant predictor (β 
= -.05, p < .05). 

GENERAL DISCUSSION
The findings from five studies show that self-others spending 

imbalance (i.e., spend more on themselves than on others) is per-
ceived to be more serious and reacted to accordingly when spending 
time, as compared to spending money. Consumers will feel more un-
happy (Study 1) and, as a result, engage in a greater amount of time 
versus money) reallocation to as well as substitution in favor of un-
derspent others (Study 2 and 3). This effect appears to be driven by 
the social connection and self-sufficiency mindsets that consumers 
possess when spending time and money, respectively (Studies 3 and 
4). Further, these findings cannot be explained by social desirability 
(Study 3) or the amount of resources that individuals have (Study 
4). People genuinely do not want to allocate more money (vs. time) 
on others, even when they are capable to do so, like when doubled 
their current salary. Lastly, Study 5 demonstrates that consumers feel 
less unhappy and less bothersome by spending money in the con-
text of within-self imbalance (i.e., spend more on some categories 
by oneself but less on other categories) if the thought of “spending 
on others” does not pop up in their heads. The same effects will not 
affect spending time as much simply because connection with others 
already exists in people’s mind.

These findings support the growing research suggesting that 
spending time versus money elicits two distinct mindsets (Liu and 
Aaker 2008; Mogilner and Aaker 2009; Mogilner 2010; Vohs, et 
al. 2006) and extend it by identifying the downstream effects while 
considering imbalanced spending. One insight gained is that time 
and money spent in a self-others imbalanced fashion will lead to 
negative emotion and that motivate individuals to take actions to cor-
rect that imbalance. Moreover, this research provided evidence for 
this mechanism by directly measuring these two mindsets; that is, 
money-evoked self-sufficiency and time-evoked social connection. 
Of important, these two mechanisms affect consumers’ behaviors 
regardless of the amount of resource constraints and the influence 
of social norm. In fact, making people think about spending imbal-
ance between self and others encourages their pro-social behaviors 
(more for time than for money) Notably, the current research only 
focuses on others involving close social relationship so that explor-
ing the boundary condition of current effects on distant others (e.g., 
colleagues or strangers) is a promising avenue.  
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Appendix C
Manipulation of Study 5 

Spending money condition

# Description of discretionary expenses BLS
Allocation 

Your 
Current

Allocation

1 Entertainment
(going to movies, concerts, game, etc.) 18% 35%

2 Consumer electronics
(tablet pc, digital camera, cell phones, computer accessories, etc.) 6% 12%

3 Clothes and accessories
(pants, t-shirts, caps, scarfs, perfumes, bags, etc.) 22% 15%

4 Travel and vacation 22% 15%
5 Remaining categories, including gym [and spending on friends/family] 32% 23%

Total amount of money 100% 100%
Note. [ ] showed only at others salient condition

Spending time condition

# Description of discretionary activities BLS
Allocation 

Your 
Current

Allocation

1 Out of home entertainment
(going to movies, concerts, game, etc.) 22% 29%

2 Watching TV 28% 36%

3 Health and self-maintenance 
(exercising, eating, washing, etc) 17% 11%

4 Resting (napping, lazing, not doing anything, etc) 11% 8%
5 Remaining categories including surfing internet [and spending with friends/family] 22% 16%

Total amount of time 100% 100%
Note. [ ] showed only at others salient condition
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