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SESSION OVERVIEW
Consumers regularly evaluate choices and make decisions on 

behalf of and with others. Yet, relatively little is known about how 
consumers make these types of decisions. This session seeks to ad-
vance knowledge in this domain by examining choices and decisions 
made for and with others. What are some of the consequences of 
choosing for and with others? Are interpersonal dynamics important 
to consider when studying this topic? These are some of the ques-
tions this session aims to address.

The first paper by Dzhogleva Nikolova, Lamberton, and Cole-
man begins with a negative consequence of choosing with others: 
Specifically, they compare whether people behave more unethically 
when they make decisions in a dyad versus alone. Results reveal that 
people intuit that joint “crimes” (unethical decisions made with oth-
ers) lead to social bonding. Therefore, dyads behave more unethical-
ly than individuals only in situations when social bonding is needed. 
Interestingly, results show that collaborative wrongdoing generates 
social bonding only for some individuals but has perverse effects for 
others. This paper demonstrates that joint decision-making can have 
negative consequences and highlights the importance of studying in-
terpersonal dynamics in this domain.

The second paper by Etkin continues to examine the role of 
interpersonal dynamics, and demonstrates a neutral consequence, 
variety-seeking, in this domain. Specifically, she finds that percep-
tions of relationship length affect whether individuals prefer variety 
or similarity in their choices for others. When the length of the re-
lationship seems short, individuals choose more variety and prefer 
more varied products and experiences to give to others. Etkin also 
examines willingness to pay for more or less varied products when 
choosing for others (e.g., bouquet of flowers), which demonstrates 
how aspects of the relationship affect choices made for others.

The next two papers demonstrate positive consequences of 
choosing for and with others in terms of ego-depletion and relation-
ship dynamics. In the third paper, Polman and Vohs find that choos-
ing for others is less depleting (and more fun) than choosing for the 
self. The authors also find that self-construal moderates the effect of 
choosing for others on depletion depending upon whether the de-
cision maker is self or other-oriented. These findings highlight that 
self-other decision making can be explained within the theory of self-
construal, and again demonstrate the importance of studying inter-
personal dynamics in this domain.

In the last paper, Brick, Chartrand and Fitzsimons compare the 
effects of choosing with others to those of choosing for others on 
power and satisfaction in romantic relationships. Previous research 
would suggest that the person who gets to make all of the choices 
for their partner should have the most power in the relationship, in 
other words choosing for others should be associated with greater 
power. However, the authors find that choosing with one’s partner 
(i.e., shared decision making) is associated with greater power and 
also greater relationship satisfaction, highlighting an important, posi-
tive consequence of choosing with, as opposed to for, others. 

Taken together these papers provide some initial insight into the 
consequences of choosing for and with others. They also demonstrate 
how interpersonal dynamics are necessary to consider when studying 
this topic. These papers will appeal to a broad audience as they high-
light different theoretical frameworks and topics, e.g., morality, close 
relationships, self-regulation, variety-seeking, that can be studied in 
this domain, and, they suggest various avenues for future research. 

The ‘Partners-in-Crime’ and the ‘Lone Wolf’: 
Comparing the Unethical Behaviors of Dyads and 

Individuals

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Recognizing the widespread occurrence of fraudulent behaviors 

and their costs to businesses, individuals, and society, researchers 
have examined individual and situational factors underlying indi-
viduals’ unethical behavior (e.g., Mead et al. 2009; Gino et al. 2013). 
However, people often solve ethical dilemmas along with others. For 
example, Enron’s notorious fraud was committed jointly by CEO 
Jeffrey Skilling and founder Kenneth Lay. Furthermore, people on 
sports teams, in the workplace, or in academic settings often have to 
make joint ethical decisions. 

Despite the prevalence of such decisions, little research has ex-
amined whether people are more unethical when they make deci-
sions jointly in a dyad versus alone. The present research takes a 
first step toward addressing this gap in the literature, comparing the 
ethical decisions of dyads and individuals. 

Interestingly, the existing literature makes opposing predic-
tions. On one hand, according to the accountability literature, which 
suggests that “the need to justify one’s views to others” encourages 
more careful and accurate decisions (Tetlock and colleagues 1983, 
1987), it could be argued that decision-making in dyads will be more 
ethical than solo decision-making. However, research on diffusion of 
responsibility shows that individuals feel less personal responsibil-
ity for group actions (Leary and Forsyth 1987), thus predicting that 
dyadic decision-making will be more unethical than will that of the 
‘lone wolf.’ Further, shared risk-taking and guilt-sharing can provide 
bonding experiences (Lowe and Haws 2014). Thus it is possible that 
if individuals wish to form a social bond with others, the opportu-
nity to make joint unethical decisions could provide an avenue. In 
such cases, the ‘partners-in-crime’ should display more unethical 
decision-making than should the ‘lone wolf.’

To test these possibilities, our first study presented participants 
(n=62) with two versions of a cheating scenario adapted from Shu 
et al. (2011). In Scenario A participants imagined that a student was 
given the opportunity to make up for a missed exam. The student 
had the option to cheat by taking a graded copy of the exam from his 
classmates. In Scenario B participants had to imagine that the same 
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ethical decision had to be made jointly by a pair of students. After 
reading both scenarios, participants indicated who they believed was 
more likely to cheat using a 7-point scale where “1=the student in 
Scenario A” and “7=the two students in Scenario B.” Furthermore, 
participants imagined that the two students in Scenario B had decid-
ed to cheat together. They then responded to questions regarding the 
social consequences of such collaborative wrongdoing. Results re-
vealed that people intuit that the pair of students will be more likely 
to cheat than the individual student (M = 4.69 vs. 4 (scale midpoint), 
t(61) = 2.52, p = .01). Moreover, people anticipate that two cheating 
students will feel more connected, less distant, and like each other 
more (all p’s < .02) after “partnering-in-crime.”

Based on these findings, we anticipate that individuals may use 
joint unethical behavior opportunities to create social bonding. We 
designed two studies to test this prediction: one using individuals 
who already know one another and thus, have a less salient need to 
socially bond through their decisions, and the other using unfamil-
iar students, who may use joint decisions as a social bonding tool. 
In Study 2, participants (n=111) were MBA students. In addition to 
sharing a cohort and having worked together on projects in prior 
semesters, they completed this experiment at approximately the mid-
point in a 14-week semester. As such, they were already part of a 
fairly tight-knit group and would not need to use unethical behaviors 
to bond socially. In this context, we anticipated that the dyads would 
be more ethical than individuals. Participants were presented with an 
ethical decision making scenario based on Charles Ponzi’s scheme 
(Wiltermuth 2011). They had to decide – either alone or jointly with 
a partner - how likely they would be to take on additional investors in 
their business although the potential for profit was limited (1=”Not 
Likely At All;” 7=”Very Likely”). Results showed that the dyads (M 
= 2.21) were less likely to behave unethically than the individuals (M 
= 3.22; F(1, 67) = 5.33, p = .02).

In Study 3, we recruited undergraduate students from the uni-
versity community. Here, we anticipated a small likelihood that the 
dyad members would know each other. Participants (n=253) first 
completed the Trait Self-Control Scale (Tangney et al. 2004) online 
as we expected that low and high self-control people might view 
vicious behaviors such as joint “crimes” differently and thus experi-
ence different social bonding consequences. When participants came 
to the lab (1-2 weeks later), they were randomly assigned to either 
individual or dyadic conditions and given the same ethical decision 
as in Study 1. Then participants in the dyads answered questions de-
signed to measure social bonding (how much they liked their partner, 
how willing they were to work with their partner again) and indi-
cated the extent to which they knew each other (all on a 7-point scale 
where 1=”Not At All” and 7=”Very Much”). Manipulation check re-
sults confirmed that dyad members did not know each other well (M 
= 1.32 vs. 4, p < .0001). In this context, results showed that dyads (M 
= 5.14) were more likely to cheat than individuals (M = 4.47, F(1, 
133) = 5.48, p = .02). Finally, results highlighted that the likelihood 
of cheating had a weak positive impact on social bonding - but only 
for low self-control individuals (b = .11, p = .07). Higher likelihood 
of cheating in fact had a negative effect for high self-control indi-
viduals (b = -.20, p = .02).

Our next study will explore our prediction that social bonding 
needs underlie these effects by manipulating the activation of such 
needs. We will also seek to replicate our findings about the possibly 
perverse effects of unethical joint decisions on higher self-control in-
dividuals, who appear to distance themselves from their ‘partners-in-
crime’ rather than effectively creating social bonding through their 
actions.

Choosing Variety for Shared Consumption

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Consumption experiences are often shared with others. Con-

sumers eat out with their friends, watch movies with their families, 
and vacation with their significant others. Indeed, more consump-
tion experiences may be shared than not (Raghunathan and Corf-
man 2006; Ramanathan and McGill 2007). Despite this fact, little 
research has examined how people make choices for shared con-
sumption. Consider a couple who shares multiple experiences each 
week. These individuals could choose to incorporate more variety 
into their shared experiences, or less variety into them. On Friday, 
Saturday, and Sunday night, for example, the couple could go out to 
eat, see a movie, and attend a concert, or they could eat at three dif-
ferent restaurants. What might affect how much variety they choose 
to share?

I propose that the length of consumers’ relationship plays a 
critical role by changing the emotions that they value. Research on 
the psychology of aging and longevity demonstrates that people’s 
preferences change over time (Carstensen 2006; Carstensen et al. 
1999). Whereas younger individuals tend to value feeling excited, 
older people tend to value feeling calm (Bhattacharjee and Mogilner 
2013; Mogilner et al. 2012). Building on this idea, I suggest that re-
lationship length should also affect what emotions consumers value. 
Just as age (i.e., the length of one’s life) changes whether feeling 
excited or calm is desirable, relationship length should have similar 
effects. Relationships can be (or seem) short and new, or they can 
be (or seem) longer and more established. When relationships seem 
short (like feeling young), consumers should value excitement in 
their relationship. When relationships seem long (like feeling old), 
in contrast, consumers should value feeling calm. Evidence from a 
pilot study supports this reasoning, demonstrating a negative correla-
tion between relationship length and the importance of excitement in 
relationships (r = -.39, p = .001), and a positive correlation between 
relationship length and the importance of calmness (r = .26, p = .04). 

Importantly, the variety consumers choose to share with their 
partner should affect how exciting or calm that relationship feels. A 
great deal of work shows that choosing more variety increases stimu-
lation and excitement (Berylne 1970; Kahn and Ratner 2005; Raju 
1980), whereas choosing less variety reinforces a sense of stability 
and routine (Khare and Inman 2006; Menon and Kahn 1995; Wood 
et al. 2002). Thus, sharing more (less) varied experiences should 
make relationships feel more exciting (calm). Consequently, when 
relationships are (or seem) short, consumers should prefer sharing 
more varied experiences with their partner compared to when rela-
tionships are (or seem) long.

Four studies test this prediction. In study 1, I manipulated per-
ceived relationship length using a response-frequency scale manipu-
lation adapted from prior research (Etkin and Ratner 2012; Schwarz 
et al. 1998). Then, I invited participants to choose four consumption 
experiences to share with their partner over the coming week. The 
choice set included three options – going out to eat, watching a mov-
ie, and listening to live music – and I recorded how many distinct op-
tions participants chose. Results demonstrate more variety-seeking 
among shared experiences (i.e., participants chose a greater number 
of distinct options) when made to feel their relationship was short (M 
= 2.48) versus long (M = 2.15; F(1, 51) = 4.50, p < .04). 

Building on these findings, studies 2a and 2b explore how re-
lationship length affects consumers’ willingness to pay for variety. 
Following the same relationship length manipulation from study 1, 
male participants were asked their willingness to pay for two bou-
quets of roses (order randomized): one with varied colors (high va-
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riety option) and one with a single color (low variety option). A 2 
(relationship length) X 2 (variety) X 2 (order) repeated-measures 
ANOVA on log-transformed willingness to pay only revealed the 
predicted interaction (F(1, 129) = 6.57, p < .02). Participants were 
willing to pay more for the low variety bouquet when led to per-
ceive their relationship as long (M = .05) versus short (M = -.05). 
Participants were willing to pay more for the high variety bouquet, 
in contrast, when led to perceive their relationship as short (M = .07) 
versus long (M = -.07). 

Study 2b manipulated perceived relationship length in a differ-
ent way, and then measured willingness to pay for a more versus 
less varied shared experience. Specifically, participants reported the 
length of their relationship in years and months, and then described 
how that was a short (long) amount of time. Next, they read a de-
scription of a cruise vacation package and were asked how much 
they were willing to pay for it. In the low (high) variety condition 
this cruise package was described as offering many similar (differ-
ent) experiences. A 2 (relationship length) X 2 (variety) ANOVA 
only revealed the predicted interaction. When led to perceive their 
relationship as short, participants were willing to pay more for the 
high (M = $1420.81) versus low variety package (M = $748.34). 
When led to perceive their relationship as long, in contrast, partici-
pants were willing to pay more for the low (M = $1343.42) versus 
high variety package (M = $918.13).

Finally, study 3 demonstrates an important boundary condition 
of this effect. While perceived relationship length affects the variety 
chosen to share with one’s partner, it does not change variety-seek-
ing behavior for experiences consumed alone. Relationship length 
thus has a unique effect on variety chosen for shared consumption. 
Together, these studies demonstrate that consumers’ romantic rela-
tionships exert a significant impact on the choices that they make. 
Consumers choose more variety, and prefer more varied products 
and experiences, when their relationships seem short versus long.

When choosing for others is more fun (and less depleting) 
than choosing for the self

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Decades of research show that people prefer activities that pro-

vide them with opportunities to make choices. However, empirical 
research shows that people describe their choices as difficult, para-
lyzing, and exhausting. This inconsistency is called the paradox of 
choice, whereby people have opportunities to make more choices 
than ever before, yet do not seem to benefit from them, psycho-
logically (Schwartz 2004). Still, people insist on maximizing their 
choice opportunities, even when these opportunities lead them to 
perform worse and feel worse (Botti and Hsee 2010).

Prior work has shown that an implication of making choices 
is in the energy that people have to put toward acts of self-control. 
Research has found that making choices requires self-regulatory re-
sources that deplete with use (Vohs et al. 2008). We studied people 
who make choices for other people, about whom little is known in 
terms of their self-regulatory capacity. We were drawn to this issue 
because decision making is rarely solitary and often involves includ-
ing and thinking about others: Parents make decisions on behalf of 
their children, managers make decisions that affect their employees, 
graduate students delegate important decisions to their professors, 
and those with little experience in a domain delegate choices in that 
domain to those with more experience. 

Research has shown that people think more “happy thoughts” 
when they choose for others. For example, people who decide for 
a friend to go on a blind date tend to fantasize about the possible 

positive outcomes, like how exciting the date could be. In contrast, 
people who decide whether to go on a blind date themselves tend to 
imagine a pessimistic fate, like having an awful time with a boring 
partner (Beisswanger et al. 2003). Research has found that people’s 
choices for others are more idealistic and pleasure seeking than 
choices people make for themselves (Laran 2010; Lu et al. 2012). 
Along these lines people make more creative and more assertive 
choices for others than they do for themselves (Kennedy and Ames 
2013; Polman and Emich 2011). These lines of work suggest that 
people display less inhibited behavior when deciding for others, pre-
cisely the kinds of behavior that people find enjoyable and fulfilling 
(Apfelbaum and Sommers 2009; Grant and Gino 2010).

We report three experiments that test whether choices for oth-
ers are less depleting than choices for the self. We also investigate 
a moderator, self-construal, and test whether choosing for others is 
less depleting for self-oriented, as compared to other-oriented, deci-
sion makers. In study 1, 450 participants responded to ten scenarios 
each describing a situation in which a choice has to be made. In the 
first nine scenarios, we asked participants to choose for themselves 
or for someone else indicated in the scenarios. We also included 
two no-choice, neutral conditions in which we asked participants to 
think about how hard it would be to make the choice as if it was for 
the self or someone else, respectively. The tenth scenario differed 
from the previous scenarios in that it described a choice where par-
ticipants could recommend choosing the status-quo–an indicator of 
depletion that has been used successfully in past research (Danziger 
et al. 2011).

Our results showed that there was no difference between the 
two neutral conditions, so we collapsed these conditions into one 
neutral condition, where the proportion recommending the status-
quo was .35. The proportions recommending the status-quo in the 
conditions where participants chose for themselves and for others 
were .52 and .38, respectively. A chi-square test revealed a signifi-
cant difference among the three conditions, χ2(2, N = 450) = 10.45, 
p = .005. Planned comparisons revealed that there was significantly 
more preference for the status-quo when participants chose for them-
selves than when participants chose for others (which did not differ 
significantly from the neutral condition).

In study 2, 195 participants responded to ten scenarios in which 
participants made choices for a same-sex friend or for the self, and 
reported their enjoyment. Next, participants were asked to drink a 
relatively unpleasant mixture of water, vinegar, and drink mix. We 
carried out a bootstrapping procedure to determine whether enjoy-
ment mediates the relation between choice and depletion (ounces of 
unpleasant drink mixture consumed). Results indicated that the indi-
rect effect was estimated to lie between -1.23 and -0.35, confirming 
that enjoyment did act as a mediator. The overall chain thus supports 
the prediction that choosing for others is an enjoyable pursuit, which 
in turn buffers against depletion.

In study 3, 312 participants completed the Self-Construal Scale 
(Singelis 1994) that measures participants’ self-orientation and 
other-orientation. Then, participants responded to nine scenarios in 
which participants selected a choice for a friend or for the self, and 
reported their enjoyment. Next, participants were asked to solve 5 
unsolvable anagrams. The amount of time participants spend on the 
anagrams is indicative of ego depletion. We conducted a moderated 
mediation analysis to assess the indirect effect of choice on deple-
tion through enjoyment at the different orientations of self-construal. 
The 95% confidence interval for the indirect effect of choice among 
other-oriented participants ranged from 23.72 to 100.25. In addition, 
the 95% confidence interval for the indirect effect of choice among 
self-oriented participants ranged from -73.06 to -5.99. Since neither 
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of these confidence intervals contain zero, we conclude that the indi-
rect effects are statistically significant.

A broad range of behaviors has been identified to result from 
depletion. Depleted people behave more unethically, spend more 
money, and make riskier decisions – and since these findings have 
relied on depletion to obtain their results, an investigation that com-
bines research on self-other decision with research on depletion is 
potentially fruitful. Given that people enjoy choosing for others, they 
are buffered against depletion, and hence they may make decisions 
that are, in keeping with the examples above, more ethical, tightwad, 
or risk-free. This possibility is encouraging for future research and 
our set of studies can set in motion a foundation for future work on 
self-other choice.

Shared Decision Making and Power in Relationships

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Imagine three different team scenarios. In the first, you are on 

a team and you get to make all of the choices for the team. In the 
second, you are on a team and someone else makes all of the choices. 
And in the third, you are on a team and everyone shares in the deci-
sion making. Which scenario do you think you would feel the most 
power? In the present research, we find that individuals who relin-
quish some control and make a decision together, ironically, perceive 
greater power in their relationship than if they had made the decision 
entirely themselves. These findings suggest that shared decisions, 
even those as small as which soap to buy, can increase perceptions of 
power in the relationship. 

Power can be defined as control over valued resources and 
the capacity to influence the behavior of others (Anderson and Ga-
linksy 2006; Emerson 1962; French and Raven 1959; Keltner et al. 
2003; Steil 1997), while resisting the influence of others over one-
self (Cromwell and Olson 1975). Power in romantic relationships 
can similarly be thought of as the capacity to influence others, in 
this case partners (Huston 1985). As it stands, the existing litera-
ture makes competing predictions about whether making all of the 
decisions in the relationship should lead to more or less power in 
the relationship. Making all of the choices in the relationship should 
lead to greater influence over that relationship, and thereby greater 
power. However, making all of the choices necessarily implies that 
one is involved in the relationship, and Waller’s (1937) principle of 
least interest suggests that the person who is less involved in the re-
lationship has more power. By not making any of the decisions one is 
able to remain less involved in the relationship, and maintain greater 
power in the relationship. 

On the one hand, by making all of the choices one has influence 
over their partner, which is associated with greater power; yet, on 
the other hand, by not making any choices one is less involved in the 
relationship which is also associated with greater power. The best 
option, then, would be for an individual to perceive oneself as hav-
ing influence and for the partner to show interest. This is the case in 
shared decision making. Therefore, our theory posits that perceiving 
decisions as shared, which combines an individual’s influence plus 
partner’s interest, should lead to the greatest perception of power in 
the relationship. We test and find evidence for our theory across four 
studies.

In our first study we investigate whether greater shared decision 
making is associated with greater power in the relationship. 288 in-
dividuals from an online U.S. subject pool participated in the study. 
Participants completed the Personal Sense of Power scale (Anderson 
et al. 2012; α=0.85), a filler task, and then answered the Decision 
Making Measure, a series of 10 items capturing different types of 

decisions made in the relationship. Participants were given three re-
sponse options: I mainly decide, my partner mainly decides, or we 
decide together. We summed the number of shared responses to cre-
ate a Shared Decision Score. In line with our prediction that greater 
overall shared decision making is associated with the most power in 
the relationship, a regression analysis revealed that as the number of 
shared responses increased, so too did perceptions of power in the 
relationship.

In our second study we manipulated shared decision making 
through a shopping recall paradigm. We hypothesized that individu-
als in the shared decision making condition would report the greatest 
perceptions of power. 290 individuals (80 men) from an online U.S. 
subject pool participated in the study. Participants were random-
ized to recall a time when either they, their partner, or they and their 
partner made a decision and purchased an item for they and their 
partner to use. Participants completed the same power measure as 
used before (Anderson et al. 2012; α=0.88). They were also asked to 
indicate how happy they currently were with their relationship on a 1 
(extremely unhappy) to 10 (extremely happy) scale. In line with our 
hypothesis, planned contrasts revealed that individuals in the shared 
condition reported significantly greater power in the relationship, 
and also greater relationship satisfaction.

To extend the previous results, we conducted two field stud-
ies where both members of the couple participated. In the first field 
study, 59 couples participated in a procedure similar to study 1. We 
included a measure of overall relationship satisfaction (Rusbult et al. 
1998). Using a multi-level modeling approach, we found a signifi-
cant effect for shared decision making on power in the relationship. 
Specifically, as partners reported greater shared decision making, 
they also reported greater power in the relationship. Furthermore, 
we found that as shared decision making increased so too did rela-
tionship satisfaction. These results suggest that increasing power and 
relationship satisfaction as a result of shared decision making is not 
a zero-sum game as both partners could report increased power as a 
function of greater shared decision making.

In our second field study, 44 couples were each randomized 
to one of the three shopping recall conditions used in study 2. We 
tested our process theory that sharing decisions combines self in-
fluence plus partner interest, which in turn, leads to greater percep-
tions of power using a six-item measure. We included a measure of 
relationship satisfaction as our outcome variable. We predicted that 
self influence and partner interest mediate the relationship between 
shared decision making and satisfaction. In line with our hypoth-
esis, a multiple mediation analysis demonstrated that shared deci-
sion making was associated with greater levels of self influence and 
partner interest, and these two constructs mediated the relationship 
between shared decision making and relationship satisfaction. Alto-
gether these findings demonstrate how important making decisions 
and choices with others can be. Additionally, they highlight how im-
portant the role of consumer choices, even small ones such as recent 
purchases, can be for relational welfare. 
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