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CONTRIBUTION STATEMENT 

Infidelity within romantic relationships is relatively common and represents a major source of 

relationship breakdown and divorce. This has led researchers to investigate extensively the 

antecedents and consequences of sexual infidelity. Financial infidelity, on the other hand, has 

been largely ignored by marketing scholars, despite its direct implications for consumption and 

its prevalence among consumers. The objective of this paper is to provide a robust foundation for 

future exploration of consumers’ financial infidelity by (1) defining the construct of financial 

infidelity as “engaging in any financial behavior that is expected to be disapproved of by one’s 

romantic partner and intentionally failing to disclose this behavior to them”; (2) developing and 

validating a 12-item Financial Infidelity Scale (FI-Scale) to assess individual variation in 

consumers’ financial infidelity proneness; and (3) demonstrating the impact of financial 

infidelity proneness on consumption behaviors. Specifically, we show that the FI-Scale has 

strong psychometric properties and is empirically distinguishable from scales measuring 

conceptually related constructs. We also identify some of its psychological antecedents and 

consequences, and demonstrate that financial infidelity proneness is relatively stable over time 

within the same relationship, but is likely to vary across different relationships. Most 

importantly, the FI-Scale predicts a broad range of consumption-related behaviors (e.g., spending 

despite anticipated spousal disapproval, preferences for discreet payment methods and non-

descript packaging, concealing bank account information). Theoretically, our work contributes to 

research on consumer financial decision-making and romantic relationships by being the first to 

introduce, define, and measure the construct of financial infidelity in a reliable and succinct 

manner, and explore its psychological and consumption antecedents and consequences.   

 

ABSTRACT 

Romantic relationships are built on trust, yet when it comes to money, partners are not always 

honest about their financial behaviors—partners may hide spending, debt, and savings from one 

another. We introduce the construct of financial infidelity, which we define as “engaging in any 

financial behavior that is expected to be disapproved of by one’s romantic partner and 

intentionally failing to disclose this behavior to them.” We develop and validate the Financial 

Infidelity Scale (FI-Scale) to measure individual variation in consumers’ financial infidelity 

proneness. In ten lab studies, one field study, and analyses of real bank account data collected in 

partnership with a couples’ money-management mobile application, we demonstrate that the FI-

Scale has strong psychometric properties, is distinct from conceptually related scales, and 

predicts actual financial infidelity among married consumers. Importantly, the FI-Scale predicts 

a broad range of consumption-related behaviors (e.g., spending despite anticipated spousal 

disapproval, preferences for discreet payment methods and non-descript packaging, concealing 

bank account information). Our work is the first to introduce, define, and measure financial 

infidelity in a reliable and succinct manner, and examine its antecedents and consequences.  

 

 

Keywords: financial infidelity, consumer financial decision-making, interpersonal relationships, 

scale development  
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Infidelity within romantic relationships is common, and is often cited as a major source 

of relationship breakdown and divorce (Betzig 1989; Buss 1994). Due to its prevalence and 

significant implications for consumer well-being, a considerable body of literature has examined 

the antecedents and consequences of sexual infidelity (e.g., engaging in sexual activity with 

someone other than one’s partner; devoting emotional resources, such as time, love, and attention 

to someone else) within romantic relationships (Shackelford and Buss 1997; Shackelford, Buss, 

and Bennett 2002). In the current work, we focus on another type of infidelity that has direct 

implications for consumption—financial infidelity—which we define as engaging in any 

financial behavior that is expected to be disapproved of by one’s romantic partner and 

intentionally failing to disclose this behavior to them. Although financial infidelity is common 

among couples, prior work has done little to characterize what financial infidelity is, understand 

what behaviors are considered financially unfaithful, assess whether financial infidelity differs 

from other related constructs (e.g., financial harmony), and examine how financial infidelity 

impacts consumption behaviors. 

This omission is surprising given the importance of finances for the health of romantic 

relationships. Financial matters are frequently cited as a key source of marital conflict and stress 

(Betcher and Macauley 1990; Bodnar and Cliff 1991; Dew, Britt, and Huston 2012). Because 

relationship conflicts over money are usually more recurrent, problematic, and less likely to be 

resolved relative to non-monetary issues, finances have become a leading cause of divorce 

among couples (Amato and Rogers 1997; Dew 2007; Papp, Cummings, and Goeke‐Morey 

2009). Notably, financial infidelity has been recognized as a prominent phenomenon by industry 

surveys of consumers’ finances, as well as by popular press outlets such as Forbes, CNN, the 

Washington Post, the Wall Street Journal, and U.S. News and World Report (Godfrey 2017; 
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Hamm 2013; LeTrent 2013; Mehta 2015; Singletary 2017). Indeed, a recent survey of over 5,000 

American adults identified keeping financial secrets within relationships as the “No. 1 financial 

deal breaker” (Huddleston 2019b). Admission rates of financial infidelity range between 13% 

(TD Bank 2017) and 22% (Huddleston 2019a), with having hidden bank accounts (35%), 

significant credit card debt (23%), unpaid student loans (8%), and bad credit scores (8%) cited as 

the most pervasive financial secrets that consumers keep from significant others (Barrett 2015; 

TD Bank 2017). Admission rates for financial infidelity are even stronger among those who 

explicitly combine finances with a partner or spouse. In this group, 41% admit to committing 

financial deceptions against their partner, and 75% say that financial deceit has negatively 

affected their relationships in some way (National Endowment for Financial Education 2018). 

We believe there are (at least) three major reasons for the current lack of research on 

financial infidelity. First, financial infidelity is a phenomenon that is difficult to study because, 

by its very nature, it is frequently hidden and thus difficult to observe. Moreover, ethical concerns 

prevent researchers from randomly assigning couples to engage in financial infidelity and 

observing its effects on consumption choices and relationship health. Second, there is no agreed-

upon definition of financial infidelity, nor an understanding of the exact behaviors that fall under 

this umbrella term. For example, does the term “financial infidelity” capture behaviors as varied as 

maintaining a secret bank account, gambling at the local racetrack, or something as simple as 

buying a candy bar without telling one’s partner? Third, there is no established and validated 

measure that captures consumers’ financial infidelity proneness on an individual level, which 

makes it difficult for both researchers and practitioners to identify segments of consumers who are 

more or less susceptible to engaging in these behaviors. A validated measure of financial infidelity 

within close relationships is also critical to discovering the consequences of engaging in this type 
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of infidelity given the ethical concerns associated with random assignment. 

WHAT IS FINANCIAL INFIDELITY? 

 In the current work, we define financial infidelity as engaging in any financial behavior 

that is expected to be disapproved of by one’s romantic partner and intentionally failing to 

disclose this behavior to them. Although examples of “financial behavior” are varied and could 

arguably include almost any consumer behavior, we follow the approach of Lynch Jr. (2011, Siv) 

in defining financial behaviors as those having “dramatic effects on a consumer’s overall 

financial picture due to the size of a single expenditure… or the accumulated effects of repeating 

the same pattern due to personal traits, abilities, and habits.”  

Furthermore, we argue that financial infidelity arises from a conflict between one’s own 

financial preferences, goals, and desires, and those dictated by one’s significant other. Such 

disagreement represents a form of normative conflict (Ottar Olsen and Grunert 2010; Packer 

2008). For example, a normative conflict could arise if the couple has a joint goal to be 

financially responsible (e.g., limiting their spending to pay down debts), yet one or both partners 

have a conflicting desire for immediate gratification (e.g., spending money now). Similarly, a 

normative conflict could arise if the couple’s savings goal (e.g., saving for a new house) 

contradicts one partner’s savings goals (e.g., saving for a personal item, such as a new iPhone). 

When normative conflicts arise, partners must make a choice: forgo their own preference, follow 

their own preference at the risk of eliciting disapproval from their partner, or follow their own 

preference but hide this behavior from their partner (Thomas, Jewell, and Wiggins Johnson 

2015). It is this latter behavior—hidden financial behavior that one anticipates to elicit 

disapproval from their partner—that describes how we conceptualize financial infidelity.    

A few caveats regarding our definition, and the populations it applies to, warrant attention. 
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First, our definition of financial infidelity is comprised of two key components: (1) engaging in a 

financial behavior that is expected to elicit disapproval from one’s partner and (2) an intentional 

failure to disclose this behavior to one’s partner. Note that these represent both an act and 

subsequent concealment. We argue that both components are necessary for a particular financial 

behavior to constitute financial infidelity; if a behavior does not reflect both components, it 

would not be considered financial infidelity. For instance, if a consumer spends lavishly on 

clothes, expecting disapproval from their spouse (the act), these purchases would not constitute 

financial infidelity if the partner is aware of the spending (component 2, or concealment, is 

absent). Likewise, secretly saving money to buy a birthday gift for one’s spouse would not 

constitute financial infidelity because, while involving some degree of concealment, it is not 

expected to elicit spousal disapproval (component 1, or an act eliciting expected disapproval, is 

absent). Note that this definition remains agnostic to the amount involved in the financial 

behavior (e.g., it could be $50 or $5,000). We do not set a threshold because a seemingly trivial 

amount to one couple could be substantial for another. This allows our definition to apply across 

a diverse set of married couples, including those with different household income levels.  

One important element of our definition is that the financial act is anticipated to elicit 

partner disapproval. Specifically, we propose that partners choose to engage in a financial act 

and subsequently conceal it is because they believe their spouse will disapprove of the financial 

act. Thus, our conceptualization of financial infidelity does not require actual disapproval; 

rather, it is the expectation of partner disapproval that (ultimately) drives one to commit financial 

infidelity. This proposition is consistent with the theory of planned behavior (Ajzen and Fishbein 

1980, 2005), which states that one of the central predictors of an individual’s deliberate behavior 

is his or her beliefs about how other people they care about (romantic partners in the context of 
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financial infidelity) will view the behavior.   

We propose that anticipated disapproval arises because financial infidelity poses harm to 

one’s partner or to the couple as a whole, but we remain agnostic to both the nature and amount 

of harm inflicted. The harm could be financial; in many cases, financial infidelity may reduce the 

couple’s ability to achieve joint financial goals. For example, a consumer secretly saving for a 

new pair of designer sunglasses might hinder the couple’s ability to save money for a new car. 

Similarly, a consumer hiding spending or debt from their spouse might impede the couple’s joint 

financial goals and ability to cover bills. Alternatively, financial infidelity could be harmful to 

the relationship. For example, hiding extra savings or income from one’s partner is unlikely to 

result in (direct) financial harm. However, this same act could imply either an unwillingness to 

share monetary resources with one’s partner, or a lack of trust in the partner’s decision-making 

skills should he or she become aware of additional savings, both of which could produce 

emotional distress and relationship harm. In sum, we argue that anticipated spousal disapproval 

arises (at least in part) because of the potential for financial infidelity behaviors to elicit harm—

whether it be harm to the financial state of one’s partner, the couple as a whole, or their 

relationship. 

In addition, our definition assumes a certain degree of financial interdependence between 

couple members. According to transactive goal dynamics theory, in interdependent relationships, 

the “relationship partners’ goals and pursuits are so strongly interdependent that they are most 

accurately characterized as one system” (Fitzsimons, Finkel, and vanDellen 2015, 651). In other 

words, two people in a relationship are not completely autonomous beings; they co-exist and exert 

mutual influence on one another. Because relationship partners are a single unit, whatever one 

partner does (for better or worse) affects the other partner’s financial well-being and (by extension) 
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the couple’s financial health as a whole. To ensure financial interdependence, we focused our 

empirical investigation primarily on marital relationships1. Married couples are legally bound, 

have shared financial responsibilities (e.g., a mortgage, children’s tuition payments), and 

frequently pool their finances (Heimdal and Houseknecht 2003; Pahl 1995). Even when married 

couples do not pool finances, imprudent financial decisions made by one partner can still have 

negative implications for the other partner, due to the inability of the former to cover his or her 

share of financial responsibilities. Although we acknowledge that financial interdependence can 

exist within other types of relationships (e.g., cohabitation), our decision to focus (almost 

exclusively) on married couples sets a conservative threshold of financial interdependence.  

Finally, we propose that consumers’ tendency to engage in financial infidelity (what we 

refer to as a person’s “financial infidelity proneness”) is a function of both an individual and their 

current relationship. Contemporary research in personality psychology views behavior as the 

product of both a person’s relatively stable personality as well as his or her social and 

environmental context (Fleeson and Noffle 2009). Following this framework, traits (such as 

financial infidelity proneness) are considered to be density distributions of behaviors (Fleeson 

2001), such that behavior can vary around a person’s mean level of a trait depending on the 

context. Given that committed romantic relationships profoundly shape a person’s social context 

(Cavanaugh 2016), we anticipate that while a consumer might have an inherent proneness to 

engage in financial infidelity, any given relationship they are in may mitigate or exacerbate this 

proneness depending upon one’s partner (e.g., different partners might be expected to disapprove 

                                                 

1 The only exception is the analysis of bank account data in study 6. We felt that imposing a marriage restriction on 

study 6 participants was unnecessary, as all participants had elected to use a couple’s money management mobile 

application for joint finances, implying financial interdependence. We discuss this exception in the introduction to 

study 6.   
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of different types and sizes of expenditures; that is, one partner might strongly dislike gambling, 

while another might consider daily lattes an unnecessary expenditure), or various relationship 

dynamics, such as the distribution of financial responsibility (e.g., decision-makers may have 

greater opportunity for concealment; cf. Ward and Lynch 2019), relative power (e.g., partners with 

greater power may feel entitled to operate independently; Sprecher and Felmlee 1997), or resource 

management (e.g., it may be easier to conceal expenditures with separate vs. joint accounts). For 

this reason, we argue that financial infidelity proneness is a function of both an individual and 

their current relationship; as such, it is likely to remain relatively stable in the same relationship, 

but fluctuate from one relationship to the next, a hypothesis that we test in studies 1B and 1C.   

HOW DOES FINANCIAL INFIDELTIY PRONENESS DIFFER FROM RELATED 

CONSTRUCTS? 

Financial infidelity, as we have defined it, is conceptually distinct from secret 

consumption, general secrecy, and financial harmony. While secret consumption involves hiding 

spending from others’ scrutiny (Forbes, Kahiya, and Balderstone 2016; Goodwin 1992; Kukar-

Kinney, Ridgway, and Monroe 2009; Thomas et al. 2015), financial infidelity encompasses a 

broader set of behaviors including not only consumption, but also the accumulation of resources, 

such as opening secret savings accounts or concealing additional income. Furthermore, financial 

infidelity is focused solely on financial behaviors, whereas secret consumption encompasses 

behaviors in other domains such as food choices (Forbes et al. 2016). 

Financial infidelity is also conceptually distinct from general secrecy. General secrecy is 

defined as the intent to conceal information from one or more individuals, without specifying the 

identity of these individuals (Slepian, Chun, and Mason 2017). Note that this construct is related 

to self-concealment, which is actively concealing personal information from other people (again, 



10 

 

 

no specification of who) that is perceived as negative and distressing (Larson and Chastain 

1990). In contrast, our definition of financial infidelity is specific to one’s romantic partner. 

Much like secret consumption, general secretiveness and self-concealment are broader constructs 

that span various domains such as romantic desires, drug use, traumatic experiences, stealing, 

and work performance. Perhaps most importantly, general secrecy and self-concealment do not 

require interdependence with the individuals from whom one conceals information, while 

financial infidelity requires some degree of interdependence with one’s romantic partner. 

Importantly, secret consumption, general secrecy, and self-concealment are stable individual 

traits, while financial infidelity proneness may fluctuate across different relationships.  

Financial infidelity also differs from financial harmony, which is defined as a couple’s 

experienced degree of conflict over finances (Rick, Small, and Finkel 2011). Financial harmony 

captures attitude similarities and differences between partners (e.g., “When it comes to our 

finances, my spouse and I see eye to eye”), the amount of conflict (e.g., “It is hard for me and my 

spouse to discuss our finances without getting upset at each other”), and overall need for change 

related to financial issues (e.g., “The way my spouse and I handle our finances is in serious need 

of improvement”). Thus, financial harmony (as a construct and 10-item scale) is more attitudinal 

in nature and assesses the extent to which partners are satisfied with the way they handle 

finances together. By contrast, financial infidelity proneness is more behavioral and assesses the 

likelihood that a partner will engage in financial behaviors expected to elicit the other partner’s 

disapproval and intentionally avoid disclosing that information. Furthermore, while the financial 

harmony scale incorporates the perspective of both relationship partners (e.g., “I wish I could 

change my spouse’s attitude toward money”; “My spouse wishes (s)he could change my attitude 

toward money”), our financial infidelity scale is more unilateral in nature, measuring a single 
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partner’s proneness to engage in financial infidelity.  

Conceptually, financial harmony could be an antecedent (e.g., a partner who is 

dissatisfied with how little money the other spends may be more likely to hide purchases), or a 

consequence of financial infidelity (e.g., finding out about a partner’s hidden income could lead 

to arguments and conflict surrounding shared finances). There are no clear theoretical grounds to 

hypothesize a priori a specific, causal direction. Instead, we rely upon an empirical test of the 

relationship between financial harmony and financial infidelity proneness (study 2), allowing our 

data to provide insight into the direction of the relationship (if any). 

OVERVIEW OF STUDIES 

Across a series of twelve studies, we develop and validate a brief measure to capture 

individual variation in consumers’ financial infidelity proneness, as well as examine its impact 

on consumption behaviors (see table 1 for a summary). In all studies, some participants provided 

partial data; where data are available, we include them in the analyses. 

In the pilot study, we asked married participants to list behaviors that they themselves 

would consider financial infidelity. A trained research assistant used a coding dictionary to 

classify these behaviors into 12 distinct categories, which were then used for scale item 

generation. In study 1A, we refined the initial list of 30 scale items into a 12-item measurement 

tool (the Financial Infidelity Scale, or FI-Scale) and tested for its unidimensionality. Studies 1B 

and 1C demonstrate that the FI-Scale has strong test-retest reliability within the same 

relationship, but may fluctuate across different relationships (i.e., financial infidelity proneness is 

likely a joint product of the individual and relationship). In study 2, we examined psychological 

antecedents and/or consequences of financial fidelity. In studies 3A-3D, we demonstrate that FI-

Scale scores predict both the likelihood of engaging in a financial act expected to elicit spousal 
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disapproval, and the likelihood of concealing this act via a variety of secretive marketing-

relevant consumption behaviors (e.g., choosing discreet payment methods). Study 4 rules out 

anticipated guilt as an alternative explanation for the concealment of financial decisions via 

secretive purchase options. The final two studies provide evidence of the FI-Scale’s predictive 

validity in the field. Study 5 presented married participants with an opportunity to commit 

financial infidelity (i.e., choosing a ticket for personal vs. couples’ massage and hiding it with 

non-descript packaging). Results showed that the FI-Scale scores predicted both the likelihood of 

engaging in the act and subsequent concealment. In study 6, we partnered with a couples’ 

money-management mobile application (“app” for short) to examine whether the FI-Scale 

predicts consumers’ concealment of objective bank account information from their partners.  

TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF STUDIES 

Study Objective 

  
Pilot Identification of financial infidelity behaviors (item development) 

1A Financial infidelity item purification and scale construction 

1B Stability of financial infidelity within the same relationship (test-retest reliability) 

1C Fluctuation of financial infidelity across different relationships 

2 Psychological antecedents and consequences of financial infidelity  

3A Consumption-related consequences: Joint versus personal credit card 

3B Consumption-related consequences: Cash versus credit card 

3C Consumption-related consequences: Descript versus non-descript packaging 

3D Consumption-related consequences: Specialty store versus general store 

4 Ruling out guilt as an alternative explanation of consumers’ preferences for secretive purchase options  

5 Field study: Predictive validity with married individuals and packaging choice  

6 Field data: Predictive validity using objective account data collected from a couples’ money-

management mobile application 

  

 

PILOT STUDY: FINANCIAL INFIDELITY BEHAVIOR IDENTIFICATION 

We first conducted a pilot study with married individuals to identify archetypical 

behaviors representing the financial infidelity construct. We recruited 150 married individuals 

(age range: 21-67, mean age = 39; 47% female) via Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk) to 
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complete a study in exchange for $.80. Participants first responded to several marriage-related 

questions, such as the length of their marriage (M = 11.27 years, SD = 10.05), how many 

children they have (M = 1.76, SD = 1.42), whether they are currently in a long-distance 

relationship (all participants indicated living with their spouse), and whether they or their spouse 

have been married before (23% cited previous marriages).  

 Next, participants were provided with a broad, working definition of financial infidelity 

(i.e., “Financial infidelity can be broadly defined as ‘cheating with money’”)2. Based upon this 

definition, they listed up to 10 distinct behaviors that they themselves would consider financial 

infidelity within their marriage. The study concluded with demographic questions. 

 After data collection was complete, the authors read through the 699 examples of 

financial infidelity behaviors generated by participants. The goal was to create a typology of 

different domains in which financial infidelity manifests itself. Using an inductive approach, the 

authors identified 12 distinct categories of financial infidelity behaviors: (1) hiding or lying 

about savings (e.g., amount of savings, presence of savings account); (2) hiding or lying about 

spending; (3) spending savings money; (4) lying about paying bills/expenses; (5) creating debt 

without telling spouse; (6) hiding personal financial matters; (7) gambling without telling spouse; 

(8) hiding or lying about investments; (9) directly harming spouse financially (one spouse’s gain 

is the other’s loss); (10) giving money to others; (11) inappropriate tax behavior; and (12) hiding 

or lying about income (e.g., source or amount of income, additional income received).  

                                                 

2 We intentionally decided to provide participants with a broad definition of financial infidelity so they could 

generate as many examples as possible. We did not want to limit their creativity with a more restrictive definition; 

our objective was to design a scale capturing the full breadth of behaviors considered to be financial infidelity by 

married individuals. However, we ran a second version of the pilot study (n = 150, age range: 23-74, mean age = 36; 

42% female), featuring our two-component financial infidelity definition, and the results were not substantively 

different. Further details are available from the authors upon request. 
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 Next, we assessed the frequency with which married individuals spontaneously 

mentioned these different types of financial infidelity behaviors. To do this, we created a coding 

dictionary (see web appendix A) and had a trained research assistant code participants’ example 

behaviors. Specifically, the research assistant recorded two types of information for each 

participant: (1) the total number of behaviors listed (0-10), and (2) the total number of behaviors 

listed for each of the 12 categories. The mean, standard deviation, minimum, and maximum 

number of examples generated by participants in each category, as well as the percentage of 

participants who generated at least one example in each category, are reported in table 2.  

TABLE 2: FREQUENCY WITH WHICH PARTICIPANTS MENTIONED 

CATEGORIES OF FINANCIAL INFIDELITY BEHAVIORS (PILOT STUDY) 

Category Mean SD Min Max 

% of Ps Listing 

the Behavior 

At Least Once 

Hiding or lying about spending  1.55 1.14 0 5 85.33% 

Hiding or lying about savings (e.g., amount of 

savings, presence of savings account) 

.82 .87 0 4 58.67% 

Creating debt without telling spouse .63 .95 0 4 40.00% 

Giving money to others .41 .69 0 4 33.33% 

Gambling without telling spouse .21 .41 0 1 20.67% 

Hiding or lying about income (e.g., source/amount 

of income, additional income received) 

.25 .54 0 3 20.00% 

Directly harming spouse financially 

(one spouse’s gain is the other’s loss) 

.21 .52 0 4 17.33% 

Hiding personal financial matters  .20 .49 0 3 16.67% 

Lying about paying bills/expenses  .18 .49 0 3 14.67% 

Spending savings money .09 .28 0 1 8.67% 

Hiding or lying about investments .09 .28 0 1 8.67% 

Inappropriate tax behavior .03 .16 0 1 2.67% 

Total number of examples 4.66 2.40 0 10  

 

We elected to use the top six categories (in terms of both the average number of examples 

and percentage of participants providing at least one example in the category) as our conceptual 
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structure for scale item development. These categories were: (1) hiding or lying about spending; 

(2) hiding or lying about savings (e.g., amount of savings, presence of savings account); (3) 

creating debt without telling spouse; (4) giving money to others; (5) gambling without telling 

spouse; and (6) hiding or lying about income (e.g., source or amount of income, additional 

income received). The reasons for our selection were twofold: first, conceptually, three of these 

categories match the categories included in the classification of financial decisions proposed by 

Lynch Jr. (2011; spending and resource allocation, borrowing and repaying, saving and purchase 

of complex financial products). This conceptual overlap ensures that the behaviors we are 

including in our conceptualization are, indeed, “financial.” Second, the high percentage of people 

spontaneously mentioning examples of financial infidelity from these categories, and the high 

number of examples provided in each category, indicate that these are the types of behaviors that 

the majority of married consumers most closely associate with financial infidelity.3 

STUDY 1A: FINANCIAL INFIDELITY ITEM PURIFICATION  

AND SCALE CONSTRUCTION 

After identifying six primary domains in which financial infidelity manifests itself, we 

proceeded with scale item generation. Based upon the examples provided by married individuals 

in the pilot study, and after considering criteria such as face validity and semantic redundancy 

with other items, we generated 30 items (i.e., five items from each domain). We began with a 

                                                 

3 We did not use the remaining six categories for item generation because these categories were less strongly 

associated with financial infidelity among married individuals (less than 20% of participants spontaneously listed 

relevant examples from these categories). Furthermore, many of the remaining six categories could be conceptually 

subsumed by the six focal categories. For example, “lying about paying bills/expenses” could be considered a 

specific form of the more general “hiding or lying about spending” category. Similarly, “hiding or lying about 

investments” can be considered a form of “hiding or lying about savings.” A follow-up classification of participants’ 

responses using only the six focal categories confirmed this (see web appendix B for further details). The six focal 

categories subsequently used for scale development account for 90% of the behaviors listed by participants.  
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larger pool of items to ensure creation of a final measure with sufficient validity and reliability. 

We also wanted to avoid creating a scale with too few items, which may be dominated by a 

single domain of financial infidelity. Measuring each domain of financial infidelity with multiple 

items has the advantage of improving reliability, as well as capturing a broader range of 

behaviors than can be captured by single-item measures (Baumgartner and Homburg 1996; 

Churchill Jr. 1979). That said, we expected the various financial infidelity behaviors to form a 

single, unidimensional scale; the 30 items should represent specific examples of the broader 

financial infidelity construct (i.e., the financial act and/or concealment). Thus, the goals of study 

1A were to (1) refine the list of 30 scale items into a reliable and parsimonious measurement tool 

of financial infidelity proneness and (2) test for the unidimensional nature of the financial 

infidelity construct.  

Participants and Procedure 

We recruited 1,003 married adults via MTurk (age range: 19-83, mean age = 40; 66% 

female), who had been married for an average of 11.9 years. All participants received $.30 for 

their time. Participants were presented with a list of 30 financial infidelity proneness scale items 

in a randomized order (see web appendix C for the full list). Participants evaluated their level of 

agreement or disagreement with each item using a 7-point scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = 

strongly agree). Included in the list of items was an attention check question (“Please select 

‘agree’ to show that you read questions carefully”). A total of 979 (98%) participants passed the 

attention check; the remaining 24 participants were removed from further analyses 

(Oppenheimer, Meyvis, and Davidenko 2009). The study concluded with demographic questions 

including age, gender, and socioeconomic status. 

Results 
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The objective of this study was to purify and validate the financial infidelity proneness 

scale. We used principal components analysis (PCA) to assess the factor structure and eliminate 

poorly fitting items. We applied this method to the 30 items, which revealed five components 

with eigenvalues greater than 1. The first component (eigenvalue: 12.6) accounted for 40.5% of 

the total variance. The remaining four components (eigenvalues: 1.9, 1.4, 1.3 and 1.1) explained 

considerably less of the variance (6.3%, 4.6%, 4.3%, and 3.7%, respectively). Using parallel 

analysis with 1,000 repetitions, we retained four factors (see web appendix figure C1). 

After applying a varimax rotation, we inspected the component loadings. To reduce the 

list of 30 items to a smaller, internally-consistent set of items, we sought to balance psychometric 

properties with efficiency, reasoning that a measure with too many items would be time-

consuming for respondents, while a measure with too few items would not provide sufficient 

reliability. We retained items based on high loadings to the most common factor, one at a time. 

For example, the item with the lowest factor loading (.104) was “I sometimes play the lottery 

without telling my partner.” We therefore removed this item and then repeated the PCA analysis. 

We repeated this process until twelve items remained; two items from each of the six financial 

infidelity domains, as identified through our pilot study. 

The result of re-running the PCA on these 12 items revealed only one factor with an 

eigenvalue greater than 1. This first component explained 48.7% of the variance. The next 

highest component had an eigenvalue of .83 (explaining only 6.9% of variance). The first factor 

accounted for a large proportion of variance, suggesting that a single factor model is adequate to 

represent the financial infidelity construct. The internal consistency of the 12-item scale was 

high, with a Cronbach’s α of .90, which does not improve by removing any individual item(s) 

from the scale. The average variance extracted (AVE)—the level of variance captured by a 
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construct versus the level due to measurement error—was .45 (Fornell and Larcker 1981).4 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis. To examine the psychometric properties of the 12-item 

financial infidelity proneness measure, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using 

maximum likelihood.5 Standardized factor loadings ranged from .56 to .74, and were all highly 

significant (< .001), suggesting there were no problematic items needing removal (see appendix 

table C3; Hair et al. 2006). Further analyses revealed that the 12-item solution had an acceptable 

model fit (RMSEA = .077; SRMR = .039; CFI = .936), suggesting that the items are reliable 

indicators of the financial infidelity construct. The final 12-item measure of financial infidelity 

proneness (i.e., the Financial Infidelity Scale, or FI-Scale) is presented in table 3.   

TABLE 3: FI-SCALE ITEMS AND DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS (STUDY 1A)  

FI 

Category 
Item # Item M SD 

Spending 1 If I really wanted to purchase something, but my partner did not 

approve of the price, I would consider buying it anyway and not 

telling him/her. 

2.66 1.67 

2 I do not want my partner reading my purchase receipts, in case s/he 

disapproves of my spending. 

2.30 

 

1.58 

Saving 3 I am always honest with my partner about the amount of savings I 

have.* 

2.22 1.57 

4 Sometimes I pretend to be saving money when, in reality, I am not. 1.96 1.35 

Debts 5 I would hide a bill from my partner to avoid upsetting him/her. 2.60 1.84 

6 If I needed the money just for a few days, I would take out credit 

and not tell my partner. 

2.17 1.58 

Gift-giving 7 Sometimes I avoid telling my partner how much money I spend on 

gifts to avoid confrontation. 

2.53 1.72 

8 My partner knows exactly how much money I spend on gifts for 

friends and relatives.* 

2.92 1.77 

                                                 

4 Given the AVE was below the .5 threshold typically deemed acceptable, we re-ran the AVE on our 12-item scale 

across all subsequent online samples, and the 12-item scale consistently provides a score above the .50 threshold 

(study 2 = .50; study 3A = .57; study 3B = .55; study 3C = .56; study 3D = .54; study 4 = .51). 
5 To address concerns that running exploratory and confirmatory analysis on the same set of participants may bias 

our results, we re-ran the CFA on the responses of a new sample of 500 married participants recruited through 

Prolific Academic (age range: 22-75, mean age = 42, 68.6% female). Standardized factor loadings ranged from .57 

to .74 and were all highly significant (< .001). The Cronbach’s α was .90. The model fit was within the acceptable 

bounds as well (RMSEA = .099; SRMR = .052; CFI = .889).  



19 

 

 

Gambling 9 I would not tell my partner if I lost money gambling. 2.27 1.63 

10 If I won a bet, I might buy myself a treat and not tell my partner. 2.71 1.77 

Income 11 If I received an unexpected inheritance, it would be nice to buy 

things without my partner having to know. 

2.20 1.59 

12 I prefer to keep information about my income private from my 

partner. 

1.88 1.34 

  
Total 2.37 1.13 

Note. Items with an asterisk (*) are reverse-scored. 

 

Demographic Differences. Our next set of analyses examined the FI-Scale’s potential 

relationships with demographic variables. We first examined whether male consumers have a 

stronger propensity to engage in financial infidelity than female consumers. Traditional gender 

stereotypes portray men and women as assuming the breadwinner and caretaker roles within 

marriage, respectively, with some exceptions (cf. Commuri and Gentry 2005). Previous research 

suggests that partners with greater economic resources (usually male partners in heterosexual 

unions) tend to have more power and control over resources (Blumstein and Schwartz 1983; 

Rodman 1972). Thus, it is possible that men, on average, feel more entitled to independent 

financial decisions than women, resulting in greater opportunity for committing financial 

infidelity. However, there was no significant difference in the financial infidelity proneness of 

men versus women (M = 2.39, SD = 1.08 vs. M = 2.36, SD = 1.15; t(976) = .42, p = .67).  

We also examined whether the FI-Scale was correlated with participants’ age and 

socioeconomic status (coded as 1 = lower class to 5 = upper class). The results revealed no 

significant relationships between participants’ FI-Scale scores and age (b = .002, se = .003; 

t(976) = .55, p = .58) or socioeconomic status (b = .001, se = .05; t(976) = .02, p = .98). 

Discussion 

In study 1A, we identified a parsimonious set of internally-consistent items that captured 

the full breadth of the financial infidelity construct (i.e., all six categories of financial infidelity 
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behaviors identified in the pilot study). Through item refinement and a CFA, we created our 12-

item FI-Scale that assesses consumers’ financial infidelity proneness.  

One outstanding question in the validation of the FI-Scale is whether financial infidelity 

proneness reflects an individual trait, or is a function of both an individual and his or her current 

relationship. In other words, is a person’s FI-Scale score stable across relationships, or does it 

adapt to specific dynamics within each relationship? Recall that we conceptualize financial 

infidelity as a function of both individual and relationship factors; therefore, we predict that 

consumers’ FI-Scale scores will be relatively stable over time within the same relationship, but 

vary across different relationships. In study 1B, we test the stability of financial infidelity 

proneness in the same relationship by assessing its test-retest reliability between two scale 

administrations six weeks apart. 

STUDY 1B: STABLILITY OF FINANCIAL INFIDELITY PRONENESS WITHIN THE 

SAME RELATIONSHIP (TEST-RETEST RELIABILITY) 

Participants and Procedure 

 We re-contacted the same 979 married adults from study 1A (age range: 19-83, mean age 

= 41; 67% female) via MTurk approximately six weeks later and asked them to complete a 

follow-up survey. A total of 510 individuals (age range: 19-75, mean age = 42; 67% female) 

responded to our request, yielding a 52% response rate.6 The follow-up survey (time 2) included 

the FI-Scale (α = .92), basic demographics, and the same attention check question as in study 1A. 

                                                 

6 There was no difference in the gender composition (67% female vs. 66% female; χ2(1) = .10, p = .76) or FI-Scale 

scores of participants who completed the second survey and those who did not (M = 2.33, SD = 1.09 vs. M = 2.41, 

SD = 1.17; t(975) = 1.13, p = .26). Compared to participants who did not complete the second survey, those who did 

were, on average, older (M = 42.17, SD = 11.84 vs. M = 38.81, SD = 11.24; t(976) = 4.54, p < .001) and married 

longer (M = 13.69, SD = 11.76 vs. M = 11.12, SD = 10.46; t(975) = 3.60, p < .001). 
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Six individuals failed the attention check question at time 2 and were removed from analyses.  

Results and Discussion 

We assessed the FI-Scale’s test-retest reliability by computing the intraclass correlation 

coefficient, or ICC (Deyo, Diehr, and Patrick 1991; Elkin 2012), between participants’ FI-Scale 

scores obtained in study 1A (time 1) and their FI-Scale scores obtained six weeks later in the 

follow-up survey (time 2). The ICC was .78, suggesting an acceptable level of test-retest 

reliability. Specifically, the between-person variance was greater than the within-person variance 

over the two FI-Scale administration periods (Elkin 2012). The zero-order correlation between 

FI-Scale scores at time 1 and time 2 was positive and significant (r(503) = .80, p < .001), also 

indicating high test-retest reliability. Taken together, these results demonstrate that financial 

infidelity proneness is a relatively stable and reliable trait over time within the same relationship. 

In study 1C, we assess whether financial infidelity proneness fluctuates across different 

relationships, as we have proposed, by comparing consumers’ financial infidelity proneness in 

their current relationship with their financial infidelity proneness in a previous romantic 

relationship.  

STUDY 1C: FLUCTUATION OF FINANCIAL INFIDELITY PRONENESS  

ACROSS DIFFERENT RELATIONSHIPS 

Participants and Procedure 

We recruited 301 married participants via MTurk in exchange for $.50 (age range: 24-69, 

mean age = 41; 58% female, marriage length range: 1-46 years). After completing the 12-item 

FI-Scale in the context of their current marriage (α = .91) and a picture-rating filler task, 

participants were asked about previous romantic relationships (i.e., prior to their current 

marriage). A total of 40 participants said they had been previously married; 65 participants said 
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they had been in a committed relationship where they cohabitated for more than six months; and 

98 participants said they had been in a committed relationship (where they did not cohabitate) 

that lasted for more than six months. These three groups completed the FI-Scale again, but this 

time in the context of their previous relationship (α = .92; sample item: “I did not want my ex-

spouse reading my purchase receipts, in case s/he disapproved of my spending.”). Ninety-eight 

participants, who reported having no committed relationships before their current marriage, were 

omitted from further analyses7.  

Finally, we asked three exploratory measures comparing financial infidelity in current 

and past relationships (more generally). Specifically, participants were asked “How would you 

compare your approach to financial matters in your current relationship compared to past 

relationships?” (1 = much less transparent, 7 = much more transparent; 1 = much less honest, 7 = 

much more honest), and “Did you keep fewer/more financial secrets in your past relationships 

compared to your current relationship?” (1 = definitely kept fewer financial secrets in my past 

relationships, 7 = definitely kept more financial secrets in my past relationships). These items 

were averaged to form an index such that higher scores reflect greater transparency/lower 

financial infidelity (α = .78). 

Results and Discussion 

To examine the relative stability of financial infidelity proneness in different 

relationships, we correlated current FI-Scale scores with previous FI-Scale scores, controlling for 

                                                 

7 These excluded participants were not significantly different compared to those who reported having a previous 

committed relationship, in terms of age (M = 39.93, SD = 11.71 vs. M = 41.03, SD = 9.96; t(293) = .84, p = .40), the 

number of months they had been with their current partner (M = 206.22, SD = 149.03 vs. M = 186.42, SD = 119.15; 

t(299) = 1.24, p = .22), their gender (58% female vs. 58% female; χ2(1) = .008, p = .93), or their FI-Scale scores (M 

= 2.51, SD = 1.21 vs. M = 2.30, SD = 1.08; t(297) = 1.49, p = .14). 
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previous relationship type (married, cohabitation, no cohabitation), previous relationship length 

(M = 3.31 years, SD = 3.64), current relationship length (M = 15.54 years, SD = 9.93), how long 

ago the previous relationship ended (M = 17.96 years, SD = 11.32), age, and gender. This partial 

correlation was r(196) = .36, p < .001 (the zero-order correlation was r(196) = .35, p < .001). 

According to Cohen (1992), these correlations are moderate in magnitude, indicating that there is 

some variability in consumers’ financial infidelity proneness across relationships.  

Descriptively, participants reported lower mean FI-Scale scores in their current 

relationship compared to their past relationship (M = 2.31, SD = 1.09 vs. M = 3.89, SD = 1.48; 

t(198) = 14.92, p < .001), regardless of the type of past relationship (all ps < .001). The 

transparency index yielded similar results such that participants reported greater financial 

transparency in their current relationship versus past relationship (M = 5.75, SD = 1.23), which 

was significantly higher than the mid-point (4) of the scale (t(198) = 20.03, p < .001).  

In sum, although FI-Scale scores show stability over a six-week period within the same 

relationship (study 1B), the moderate correlation between consumers’ FI-Scale scores in current 

and past relationships in study 1C suggests that financial infidelity proneness is more accurately 

construed as a function of both an individual and his or her current relationship. In other words, 

there is an individual personality component of financial infidelity proneness, but this proneness 

may exacerbate or mitigate depending upon specific relationship dynamics. Furthermore, we 

note that the correlation between consumers’ FI-Scale scores taken six weeks apart within the 

same relationship in study 1B (r = .80) is significantly stronger than the correlation between 

consumers’ FI-Scale scores in current and past relationships in study 1C (r = .35; z = 8.78, p < 

.001), which further supports the role of relationship-specific factors in determining consumers’ 

financial infidelity proneness.  
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STUDY 2: POTENTIAL PSYCHOLOGICAL ANTECEDENTS AND CONSEQUENCES 

OF FINANCIAL INFIDELITY 

Studies 1A, 1B, and 1C provide evidence of the FI-Scale’s basic psychometric properties. 

Next, we sought to identify possible psychological antecedents and consequences of financial 

infidelity. In other words, what factors facilitate financial infidelity and what downstream effects 

might it have for relationship functioning?  

We began study 2 with an initial examination of the relationships between financial 

infidelity proneness and 35 potentially related scales from the marketing, psychology, and 

relationship science literatures (see web appendix D for complete details). Although the results 

revealed significant correlations between the FI-Scale and a range of individual difference 

measures (web appendix table D1), two tests of discriminant validity demonstrated that the FI-

Scale is empirically distinguishable from these 35 measures (web appendix tables D2 and D3). 

Importantly, the FI-Scale is most highly correlated with financial harmony in marriage (r = -.61; 

Rick et al. 2011). To examine the temporal direction of this relationship, we re-surveyed 

participants from this initial test several months later. From these responses, we estimated a 

cross-lagged panel model (Campbell and Stanley 1963; Kessler and Greenberg 1981), in which 

both synchronous and asynchronous associations were calculated. The key advantage of this 

design over other panel data models (e.g., change scores or lagged dependent variables) is that it 

accounts for both inertial effects (i.e., the influence of financial infidelity proneness at time 1 on 

financial infidelity proneness at time 2) and possible reciprocal effects (i.e., the influence of 

financial infidelity proneness at time 1 on financial harmony at time 2 and vice versa). 

Although financial harmony within marriage may be one antecedent or consequence of 

financial infidelity proneness, human behavior is multiply determined. To gain additional insight 
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into other potential antecedents and consequences of financial infidelity, we examined the 

relationship between the FI-Scale and five other scales from our initial examination (web 

appendix D): self-esteem (Rosenberg 2015), relationship satisfaction, investment, quality of 

perceived alternatives, and commitment (Rusbult, Martz, and Agnew 1998).  

In the absence of prior work investigating financial infidelity, we chose these five scales 

based on prior research on the causes and consequences of sexual and emotional infidelity. For 

example, lower self-esteem has been linked to both engaging in sexual infidelity (Sheppard, 

Nelson, and Andreoli-Mathie 1995), and responses to a partner’s sexual and emotional infidelities 

(e.g., increased self-doubt; Buunk 1995; Goldenberg et al. 2003). However, engaging in financial 

infidelity may also be expected to lower self-esteem, given the role of guilt in romantic 

relationships following partner transgressions (Baumeister, Stillwell, and Heatherton 1995) and a 

need to maintain an overall sense of moral integrity (Steele and Liu 1983). Moreover, Rusbult’s 

(1980) investment model argues that highly committed partners are less likely to engage in 

infidelity because the long-term consequences associated with disloyalty outweigh the potential 

short-term benefits of the behavior (Drigotas, Safstrom, and Gentilia 1999). Similarly, couple 

members who are more satisfied in their relationship are less likely to engage in infidelity (Atkins, 

Baucom, and Jacobson 2001; Buss and Shackelford 1997; Treas and Giesen 2004).  

Thus, study 2 examines whether higher financial harmony, self-esteem, and perceived 

relationship functioning (e.g., greater commitment, satisfaction) predict lower financial infidelity 

proneness, and/or whether greater financial infidelity proneness predicts lower levels of financial 

harmony, self-esteem, and perceived relationship functioning. 

Participants and Procedure 

Study 2 was conducted via MTurk approximately nine months after our initial 
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examination presented in web appendix D (time 1). We re-contacted the same 313 married adults 

from Sample A and the same 306 married adults from Sample B to complete a follow-up study 

in exchange for $.75. A total of 167 individuals each from Samples A (age range: 21-71, mean 

age = 38; 55% female, marriage length range: less than 1-54 years) and B (age range: 21-75, 

mean age = 42; 62% female, marriage length range: less than 1-49 years) responded to our 

request, yielding respective response rates of 53% and 55%.8  

In the follow-up survey (time 2), Sample A participants completed the FI-Scale (α = .92) 

and the financial harmony scale (α = .91) in a randomized order. Sample B participants 

completed the FI-Scale (α = .92), self-esteem scale (α = .94), satisfaction subscale (α = .96), 

investment subscale (α = .85), quality of perceived alternatives subscale (α = .91), and the 

commitment subscale (α = .87) in a randomized order.  

Results 

We used the structural equation modeling (SEM) suite of commands in Stata version 15 

to conduct cross-lagged panel analyses. To aid interpretation, all results feature standardized (z-

score) coefficients.  

Financial Harmony. Figure 1 illustrates the temporal relationship between financial 

infidelity proneness and financial harmony. Descriptively, FI-Scale scores and financial harmony 

were stable between times 1 and 2 (β = .56, se = .07, z(14) = 8.48, p < .001 and β = .64, se = .07, 

                                                 

8 In both participant samples, there were no differences in gender composition (Sample A: 55% female vs. 60% 

female; χ2(1) = .57, p = .45; Sample B: 62% female vs. 65% female; χ2(1) = .38, p = .54) or FI-Scale scores of 

participants who completed the second survey and those who did not (Sample A: M = 2.87, SD = 1.27 vs. M = 2.85, 

SD = 1.32; t(311) = .15, p = .88; Sample B: M = 2.70, SD = 1.24 vs. M = 2.84, SD = 1.37; t(304) = .89, p = .38). 

Compared to participants who did not complete the second survey, those who did complete the second survey were, 

on average, older (Sample A: M = 38.28, SD = 10.25 vs. M = 34.77, SD = 8.79; t(304) = 3.18, p = .002; Sample B: 

M = 41.70, SD = 12.04 vs. M = 37.60, SD = 11.26; t(297) = 3.01, p = .003) and married longer (Sample A: M = 

10.36, SD = 9.01 vs. M = 7.85, SD = 7.93; t(304) = 2.56, p = .011; Sample B: M = 12.37, SD = 10.52 vs. M = 8.87, 

SD = 8.89; t(296) = 3.05, p = .002). 
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z(14) = 9.77, p < .001, respectively). Further, results reveal that financial harmony at time 1 

predicts FI-Scale scores at time 2 (β = -.22, se = .07; z(14) = -3.03, p = .002), but FI-Scale scores 

at time 1 do not predict financial harmony at time 2 (β = -.062, se = .07; z(14) = -.83, p = .41). 

Thus, financial harmony appears to be an antecedent of financial infidelity proneness, as greater 

financial harmony within marriage predicts a lower likelihood of engaging in financial infidelity. 

FIGURE 1: CROSS-LAGGED ANALYSIS BETWEEN FINANCIAL INFIDELITY 

PRONENESS AND FINANCIAL HARMONY (STUDY 2) 

  

Note. Coefficients are standardized. The time difference between times 1 and 2 is approximately nine 

months. Financial infidelity proneness is measured via the 12-item FI-Scale. 

**p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001.  

 

Self-Esteem and Investment Model Subscales. Cross-lagged figures for each of the five 

remaining scales are provided in web appendix E. The results reveal that FI-Scale scores at time 1 

predict lower self-esteem at time 2 (β = -.09, se = .04; z(14) = -2.02, p = .04), but lower self-esteem 

at time 1 does not predict FI-Scale scores at time 2 (β = -.01, se = .05; z(14) = -.14, p = .89). Thus, 

lower self-esteem appears to be a consequence, rather than an antecedent, of financial infidelity 

proneness.   
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In contrast, we find suggestive evidence that both relationship satisfaction and 

relationship investment are antecedents of financial infidelity proneness. Relationship 

satisfaction (β = -.09, se = .05; z(14) = -1.69, p = .09) and relationship investment (β = -.09, se = 

.05; z(14) = -1.75, p = .08) at time 1 are marginally significant predictors of FI-Scale scores at 

time 2, but not vice-versa (β = -.005, se = .05; z(14) = -.09, p = .93 and β = .02, se = .06; z(14) = 

.30, p = .77, respectively). We also find a reciprocal relationship between commitment and 

financial infidelity proneness. Specifically, commitment at time 1 is a marginally significant 

predictor of FI-Scale scores at time 2 (β = -.08, se = .05; z(14) = -1.75, p = .08), while 

simultaneously, higher FI-Scale scores at time 1 were marginally related to lower commitment at 

time 2 (β = -.12, se = .07; z(14) = -1.77, p = .08). Finally, no significant relationships were found 

between the FI-Scale and the quality of perceived partner alternatives (both ps > .33).  

Discussion 

Study 2 identifies financial (dis)harmony between marital partners, relationship 

satisfaction, and investment as potential antecedents of engaging in financial infidelity. The 

current results also provide some evidence that lower self-esteem is one consequence of financial 

infidelity proneness. There is also some evidence that relationship commitment is both an 

antecedent and consequence of financial infidelity proneness. These latter relationships were 

marginally significant, however, so we hesitate to interpret them with any precision.  

Given that financial infidelity proneness is fundamentally related to making consumption 

choices, next, we wanted to examine consumption-related consequences of financial infidelity. 

Individuals frequently make decisions that may (or may not) leave observable traces for spouses 

to identify (e.g., purchasing expensive clothes that are expected to elicit spousal disapproval and 

choosing non-descript packaging at checkout vs. branded packaging). We anticipate that partners 
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with greater financial infidelity proneness will exhibit both a greater likelihood of engaging in 

financial behaviors that are anticipated to elicit spousal disapproval (the act) and a greater 

likelihood of choosing secretive purchase options (e.g., payment methods, packaging) that aid 

them in hiding evidence of their transgressions from their partner (concealment). The next four 

studies (3A-3D) demonstrate that consumers’ financial infidelity proneness, as captured by our 

FI-Scale, predicts both the likelihood of committing the act and concealing it from one’s spouse. 

STUDIES 3A-3D: CONSUMPTION-RELATED CONSEQUENCES  

OF FINANCIAL INFIDELITY PRONENESS  

Participants and Procedure 

 In studies 3A-3D, we recruited married individuals via MTurk to complete a short survey 

in exchange for $.75. The independent samples ranged between 303 and 320 participants each.9 

In all four studies, participants completed the following scales in a randomized order: the 

FI-Scale, the financial harmony scale (Rick et al. 2011), the self-concealment scale (Larson and 

Chastain 1990), and the impression management and self-deceptive positivity subscales from the 

Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (BIDR; Paulhus 1984; see web appendix table F1 

for descriptive statistics). We included these latter scales to further examine the predictive ability 

of the FI-Scale relative to and over other, conceptually related constructs (e.g., people higher in 

general self-concealment may choose to actively hide purchases they perceive as negative or 

distressing). Importantly, participants also read and indicated how they would respond to a 

                                                 

9 Demographic details for each sample are as follows: study 3A: n = 312, age range: 22-75, mean age = 39, 54.9% 

female, marriage length range: less than 1-54 years, mean marriage length = 11 years; study 3B: n = 308, age range: 

22-73, mean age = 41, 56.5% female, marriage length range: less than 1-53 years, mean marriage length = 13 years; 

study 3C: n = 303, age range: 20-75, mean age = 41, 58.5% female, marriage length range: less than 1-53 years, 

mean marriage length = 14 years; and study 3D: n = 320, age range: 21-71, mean age = 41, 56.9% female, marriage 

length range: less than 1-48 years, mean marriage length = 12 years. 
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consumer decision-making scenario. In all studies, the order of the personality scales and the 

scenario was counterbalanced and separated by a short filler task in which participants indicated 

how much they liked a series of affect-neutral pictures. 

The four consumer decision-making scenarios were designed to ensure that participants 

perceived each financial behavior as eliciting anticipated disapproval from their spouse (e.g., the 

purchase of an expensive item or dining out at an upscale restaurant). This was essential, as the 

expectation of partner disapproval is a key component of our definition of financial infidelity. In 

all four studies, we assessed whether participants’ FI-Scale scores predicted (1) their likelihood 

of engaging in the financial behavior that is expected to elicit spousal disapproval (the act) and 

(2) their likelihood of choosing purchase options (e.g., payment methods, packaging, stores) that 

allow them to hide the contentious financial behavior from their spouse (concealment). Across 

all studies, all participants were asked the second set of questions about concealment regardless 

of whether they chose to incur the expense that was expected to elicit spousal disapproval or not 

(i.e., they were all asked to imagine that they had engaged in the act). We anticipated that higher 

FI-Scale scores would be correlated with both components of financial infidelity. Summaries of 

the scenarios are provided below (full text and measures are available in web appendix F). 

Study 3A: Joint versus Personal Credit Card. In study 3A, participants were told that 

they were considering going with friends to a new, upscale restaurant, but their spouse was 

unable to join them. However, the restaurant was very expensive and if they decided to go, their 

dinner bill would likely be about three times higher than a typical bill. Participants were told they 

could pay the bill using one of two different credit cards: a joint credit card (that they and their 

spouse both have access to) with a promotional 0% interest rate for the next 12 months, or their 

personal credit card (that their spouse does not have access to) with an 18% interest rate. Thus, 
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while using the personal credit card would allow participants to hide their imprudent financial 

behavior, choosing this card is also accompanied with a financial cost (i.e., higher interest rate). 

By contrast, paying with the joint credit card would make participants’ financially imprudent 

behavior visible to their spouse, but has the advantage of a cheaper (0%) interest rate. 

Participants first indicated whether they were likely to go to the dinner and incur this expense on 

a 7-point scale (1 = definitely will not go, 7 = definitely will go) and as a binary choice (1 = yes, 

0 = no). Then participants indicated which credit card they were more likely to use to pay for the 

expense in two ways: on a 7-point scale (1 = joint credit card, 7 = personal credit card) and as a 

binary choice (1 = personal, 0 = joint).  

Study 3B: Cash versus Credit Card. In study 3B, participants imagined spending the day 

at an amusement park with their friends; however, their spouse had made other plans and could 

not join them. While standing in line at the entrance, one of the friends insisted on purchasing 

“fast pass” tickets priced at $100 each, twice the price of general admission ($50). Participants 

were told that they anticipated their spouse would disapprove of this purchase because they had 

recently agreed to cut back on household spending. Participants were asked about their 

likelihood of purchasing the fast pass ticket on a 7-point scale (1 = definitely will not purchase 

the ticket, 7 = definitely will purchase the ticket) and as a binary choice (1 = yes, 0 = no). 

Participants next indicated their preference for paying for the ticket with cash versus credit card 

using a 7-point scale (1 = credit card, 7 = cash) and as a binary choice (1 = cash, 0 = credit card). 

 Study 3C: Descript versus Non-Descript Packaging. In study 3C, participants were 

considering purchasing a $400 hiking jacket on Amazon, an item around four times more 

expensive than what they and their spouse usually spend on clothes. Furthermore, they 

anticipated their spouse would disapprove of buying the jacket because the couple had recently 
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jointly decided to save money for an upcoming big-ticket purchase. When checking out, 

participants were given the choice between receiving the jacket delivered in descript packaging 

(making the item clearly visible to whomever takes receipt of the package) or they could receive 

it in a discreet, generic Amazon package. First, participants indicated their likelihood of 

purchasing the jacket on a 7-point scale (1 = definitely will not purchase the jacket, 7 = definitely 

will purchase the jacket) and as a binary choice (1 = yes, 0 = no). Next, participants indicated 

their relative preference for receiving the item in a non-descript Amazon box versus the item’s 

own visible packaging on a 7-point scale (1 = the item’s own packaging, 7 = Amazon’s 

packaging) and as a binary choice (1 = Amazon’s packaging, 0 = the item’s own packaging).10  

Study 3D: Speciality versus General Store. In study 3D, participants imagined 

considering purchasing new cookware. Because they were the “home chef,” their spouse was 

unlikely to notice any new kitchen equipment. However, participants were told that they 

anticipated their spouse would disapprove of this purchase because they recently agreed to 

minimize spending. Participants planned to use a joint credit card to make these purchases, to 

which both they and their spouse had access. Importantly, the same cookware selection (i.e., the 

same brands and prices) was available at a speciality store “Chef’s Best” and nearby at their 

regular grocery store. Although shopping at the specialty store would be more enjoyable (quieter, 

friendlier staff), purchasing the cookware from the grocery store would allow them to hide the 

expenditure within a larger grocery bill on their joint credit card. Participants first indicated 

whether they would purchase the new cookware on a 7-point scale (1 = definitely will not 

                                                 

10 This scenario was based on an actual packaging choice available to customers shopping on Amazon. A screen 

shot of the packaging option at Amazon.com can be found in web appendix F.  
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purchase the new cookware, 7 = definitely will purchase the new cookware) and as a binary 

choice (1 = yes, 0 = no). Participants next indicated their store preference on a 7-point scale (1 = 

specialty store, 7 = grocery store) and as a binary choice (1 = grocery store, 0 = specialty store).  

Finally, in all studies we asked participants to indicate how guilty they expected to feel if 

they incurred the focal expense (1 = not at all, 7 = very much) in order to assess the role of guilt 

as an alternative explanation of consumers’ concealment. Specifically, one could argue that 

consumers use secretive purchase options to conceal spending not specifically from their spouse, 

but from other people and themselves to avoid reminders of these guilt-inducing purchases. For 

example, Bechler, Morris, and Huang (2019) find that consumers are more likely to use cash 

rather than a credit card for guilt-inducing purchases to decrease the likelihood of being 

reminded of the purchase in the future.  

Manipulation and Potential Confound Checks. A separate pre-test (n = 104, age range: 

19-76, mean age = 41; 57.4% female; marriage length range: less than 1-48 years, mean marriage 

length = 13 years) confirmed that participants thought it would be easier to hide the financial 

expense that was expected to elicit spousal disapproval by using more secretive purchase options 

(i.e., the personal vs. joint credit card in study 3A, cash vs. the credit card in study 3B, Amazon’s 

non-descript packaging vs. the item’s own packaging in study 3C, and making the purchase at 

the grocery store vs. the specialty store in study 3D; all ps < .001; see web appendix table F2).  

Next, to ensure that committing the focal financial act is associated with anticipated 

spousal disapproval, we asked participants to answer the following two questions in all studies: 

“To what extent do you think your spouse would disapprove if you decide to purchase X?” and 

“To what extent do you think your spouse would disapprove if you decide to not purchase X?” (1 

= not at all, 7 = very much). In all studies, making the focal purchase was associated with greater 
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anticipated spousal disapproval than not making it (all ps < .001; see web appendix table F3). 

Finally, to assess the believability of all scenarios, we asked participants to indicate their 

agreement with the following statements: “I could imagine the scenario well,” “The scenario was 

realistic,” and “The scenario was relevant to me” on a 7-point scale, anchored by 1 = strongly 

disagree and 7 = strongly agree. All scenarios were characterized by relatively high levels of 

ease-of-imagination, realism, and relevance (see web appendix table F4).  

In some of the studies, participants responded to additional questions relevant to their 

specific scenario context (e.g., how likely they were to pay their credit card balance in full the 

next billing cycle (study 3A); whether they usually receive their credit card statements in paper 

or electronic format (study 3B)), which are available in web appendix F. Controlling for these 

variables does not change the results substantively, and therefore they are not discussed further. 

All studies concluded with a set of demographic questions. 

Results  

Likelihood of Committing the Financial Act. In each study, we analyzed participants’ 

likelihood of committing the financial act expected to generate spousal disapproval using two 

regression models: (1) an ordinary least squares multiple regression featuring the continuous 

dependent variable and (2) a logistic regression featuring the choice dependent variable. 

Participants’ likelihood of committing the financial act was predicted by their financial infidelity 

proneness (i.e., FI-Scale scores), financial harmony, self-concealment, and the two BIDR 

subscales. Given the relatively strong zero-order correlations among the predictor variables (web 

appendix D), we assessed whether there were potential multicollinearity concerns in studies 3A-

3D. The variance inflation factors for all coefficients were below the standard cut-off of 5 (< 

2.00 in all studies; Hair et al. 2006), indicating that multicollinearity is not a significant concern.  
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 Table 5, Panel A displays complete results from all regression models. For each study, 

we first report the results of the continuous outcome measure followed by the choice outcome 

measure. The results demonstrate that participants’ FI-Scale scores are a significant predictor of 

their likelihood of committing the financial act expected to elicit spousal disapproval in all 

studies: going to an expensive dinner in study 3A (b = .24, se = .11, t(302) = 2.13, p = .034; b = 

.27, se = .12, Wald χ2(1) = 5.18, p = .023), purchasing a fast pass ticket in study 3B (b = .43, se 

= .11, t(293) = 3.81, p < .001; b = .39, se = .11, Wald χ2(1) = 11.47, p < .001), buying an 

expensive jacket in study 3C (b = .58, se = .08, t(295) = 6.93, p < .001; b = .64, se = .19, Wald 

χ2(1) = 11.52, p < .001), and purchasing new cookware in study 3D (b = .52, se = .11, t(302) = 

4.91, p < .001; b = .55, se = .13, Wald χ2(1) = 18.83, p < .001). 

Importantly, these results are significant above and beyond individual differences in 

financial harmony in one’s marriage, self-concealment, and the two BIDR subscales. To quantify 

the extent to which FI-Scale scores explained participants’ likelihood of committing the financial 

act associated with expected spousal disapproval, we used a dominance analysis. This technique 

allowed us to calculate the relative importance of each scale in an estimation model based on 

their contribution to an overall model fit statistic (Budescu 1993; Grömping 2007). For each 

scenario, the overall variance explained in the continuous dependent variable (R2) is decomposed 

into the percentage that can be attributed to each independent variable11. Using these percentages 

(known as standardized dominance statistics) as our metric of comparison, FI-Scale scores 

explained a greater proportion of the overall outcome variance than did the financial harmony 

                                                 

11 Logistic regression models are fitted using maximum likelihood and thus an equivalent statistic to R2 does not 

exist. While dominance analysis has been extended to allow the decomposition of pseudo-R2 values from logistic 

regression models (Azen and Traxel, 2009), it is difficult to interpret these metrics (Mittlbock and Schemper, 1996), 

and therefore we ran dominance analyses only with the OLS regression models. 
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scale across all four studies (study 3A: R2 = .03, 50.49% vs 4.94%; study 3B: R2 = .12, 55.66% vs 

13.59%; study 3C: R2 = .20, 79.14% vs 9.28%; and study 3D: R2 = .12, 61.96% vs 8.27%). 

Financial infidelity proneness also explained more variance than did any of the other predictors 

in all studies (see web appendix table F6 for full results). 

Likelihood of Concealing the Financial Act. Next, we analyzed participants’ preferences 

for purchase options that allow them to conceal the financial act using two regression models: (1) 

an ordinary least squares multiple regression featuring the continuous dependent variable and (2) 

a logistic regression featuring the choice dependent variable. The variance inflation factors for all 

coefficients were again below the standard cut-off of 5 (< 2.00 in all studies; Hair et al. 2006). 

 Table 5, Panel B displays complete results from all regression models. For each study, we 

again first report the results of the continuous outcome measure followed by the choice outcome 

measure. The results reveal that FI-Scale scores are a significant predictor of participants’ 

preference for more discreet purchase options (study 3A: personal vs. joint credit card, b = .55, 

se = .12, t(302) = 4.68, p < .001; b = .42, se = .14, Wald χ2(1) = 8.93, p = .003; study 3B: cash 

vs. credit card, b = .31, se = .12, t(293) = 2.67, p = .008; b = .32, se = .12, Wald χ2(1) = 7.48, p = 

.006); study 3C: non-descript versus descript packaging, b = .55, se = .12, t(295) = 4.53, p < 

.001; b = .50, se = .13, Wald χ2(1) = 13.81, p < .001; and study 3D: grocery store vs. a specialty 

store12, b = .25, se = .12, t(300) = 2.13, p = .032; b = .24, se = .12, Wald χ2(1) = 4.08, p = .041).13  

                                                 

12 Cookware purchased from a grocery store was considered more utilitarian/less hedonic than cookware purchased 

from a specialty store (M = 5.68, SD = 1.28 vs. M = 3.94, SD = 1.91; t(310) = 13.64, p < .001). Given that utilitarian 

purchases are more easily justified than hedonic purchases (Okada 2005), it is possible that participants higher in 

financial infidelity proneness may prefer grocery stores for this reason.  
13 We also ran modified versions of these studies in which we measured only the second component of financial 

infidelity (i.e., the likelihood of concealing the financial act). Specifically, we told participants that they had decided 

to make the focal purchases anticipated to elicit spousal disapproval and asked them about their preferences for 

using a personal versus joint credit card, cash versus credit card, non-descript versus descript packaging, and 
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Note that these results are significant after controlling for individual differences in 

financial harmony in one’s marriage, self-concealment, and the two BIDR subscales. 

Furthermore, the standardized dominance statistic shows that FI-Scale scores explained more 

variance in whether participants concealed their behavior from their partner than financial 

harmony (study 3A: R2 = .13, 64.92% vs 6.81%; study 3B: R2 = .07, 49.99% vs 35.96%; study 

3C: R2 = .11, 69.73% vs 6.05%; and study 3D: R2 = .06, 39.40% vs 33.96%, respectively), as 

well as all other predictors included in each of the studies (see web appendix table F6).  

 Lastly, to assess the role of anticipated guilt in predicting consumers’ concealment (i.e., 

their preferences for secretive purchase options), we examined whether the FI-Scale predicts 

these preferences above and beyond feelings of guilt. Results demonstrate that anticipated guilt 

did not predict participants’ preferences for secretive purchase options in any of the studies (all 

ps > .14); furthermore, the effect of participants’ FI-Scale scores remained significant across 

studies and dependent variable specifications even after controlling for anticipated guilt. Finally, 

additional dominance analyses also revealed that a relatively small percentage of the variability 

in consumers’ preferences for secretive purchase options was explained by anticipated guilt 

(study 3A: 2.67%; study 3B: 6.57%; study 3C: 1.22%; and study 3D: 3.02%), further mitigating 

potential concerns about the role of guilt in driving concealment.

                                                 

shopping at stores that are less (vs. more) likely to generate criticism. The results of these studies are substantively 

similar to the concealment results reported in studies 3A-3D (see web appendix table F5 for full results), 
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TABLE 5: REGRESSION ANALYSES RESULTS (STUDIES 3A-3D) 

 

PANEL A: Likelihood of Engaging in the Financial Act Anticipated to Elicit Spousal Disapproval 

 
 

Study 3A:                             

Dinner Expense 

Study 3B:                               

Fast Pass Ticket 

Expense 

Study 3C:                    

Jacket Expense 

Study 3D: 

Cookware Expense 

 Continuous 

DV 

Choice     

DV 

Continuous 

DV 

Choice     

DV 

Continuous 

DV 

Choice     

DV 

Continuous 

DV 

Choice     

DV 

FI-Scale .24* 

(.11) 

.27* 

(.12) 

.43*** 

(.11) 

.39*** 

(.11) 

.58*** 

(.08) 

.64*** 

(.19) 

.52*** 

(.11) 

.55*** 

(.13) 

Financial harmony 

 

.12 

(.14) 

.09 

(.15) 

-.06 

(.15) 

-.07 

(.16) 

.03 

(.10) 

-.10 

(.24) 

.37** 

(.14) 

.35* 

(.16) 

Self-concealment  

 

-.02 

(.14) 

-.15 

(.15) 

.24 

(.16) 

.18 

(.16) 

.00 

(.11) 

.07 

(.26) 

.27† 

(.14) 

.21 

(.16) 

BIDR impression management  -.24 

(.16) 

-.20 

(.16) 

-.04 

(.15) 

.11 

(.16) 

.03 

(.12) 

.02 

(.27) 

-.26† 

(.15) 

-.18 

(.16) 

BIDR self-deceptive positivity  .28 

(.20) 

.30 

(.21) 

.004 

(.23) 

-.16 

(.24) 

.23 

(.15) 

.45 

(.38) 

.26 

(.20) 

.22 

(.22) 

Intercept 2.37 

(1.33) 

-1.26 

(1.38) 

1.84 

(1.36) 

-1.53 

(1.41) 

-.71 

(.91) 

-5.93** 

(2.17) 

.39 

(1.21) 

-3.35* 

(1.35) 

 
Note. For all continuous dependent variables, the 7-point scales were coded such that higher numbers indicated a greater likelihood of engaging in 

the financial act anticipated to elicit spousal disapproval. The choice dependent variables were coded as 1 = choose to engage in the act and 0 = 

choose not to engage in the act. BIDR = Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding. Standard errors are displayed in parentheses. 
†p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001.  
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PANEL B: Likelihood of Concealing the Financial Act Anticipated to Elicit Spousal Disapproval 

 
 

Study 3A:                             

Credit card choice 

Study 3B:                               

Cash vs. card 

Study 3C:                    

Packaging Choice 

Study 3D:               

Store Choice 

 Continuous 

DV 

Choice     

DV 

Continuous 

DV 

Choice     

DV 

Continuous 

DV 

Choice     

DV 

Continuous 

DV 

Choice     

DV 

FI-Scale .55*** 

(.12) 

.42** 

(.14) 

.31** 

(.12) 

.32** 

(.12) 

.55*** 

(.12) 

.50*** 

(.13) 

.25* 

(.12) 

.24* 

(.12) 

Financial harmony 

 

.03 

(.15) 

.15 

(.19) 

-.35* 

(.16) 

-.24 

(.16) 

.21 

(.15) 

.13 

(.15) 

-.25 

(.16) 

-.22 

(.16) 

Self-concealment  

 

.02 

(.15) 

-.01 

(.18) 

-.25 

(.16) 

-.11 

(.16) 

.14 

(.16) 

.05 

(.16) 

.07 

(.15) 

-.04  

(.15) 

BIDR impression management  -.33* 

(.16) 

-.38† 

(.20) 

-.14 

(.16) 

-.21 

(.16) 

-.12 

(.17) 

.01 

(.17) 

.34* 

(.16) 

.40* 

(.17) 

BIDR self-deceptive positivity  .49* 

(.21) 

.17 

(.26) 

.24 

(.24) 

.45† 

(.24) 

.06 

(.22) 

-.11 

(.22) 

-.05 

(.22) 

-.23 

(.21) 

Intercept .47 

(1.38) 

-2.00 

(1.67) 

5.35** 

(1.40) 

-.21 

(1.38) 

2.46† 

(1.31) 

-.84 

(1.35) 

2.94* 

(1.32) 

-.50 

(1.31) 

 
Note. For all continuous dependent variables, the 7-point scales were coded such that higher numbers indicated a greater likelihood of concealing 

the financial act through secretive purchase options (e.g., a preference for personal credit card usage vs. joint credit card usage). For choice 

dependent variables, the choice of the secretive purchase option was coded as 1 (vs. 0). BIDR = Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding. 

Standard errors are displayed in parentheses. 
†p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001.  
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Discussion 

Taken together, the results of studies 3A-3D demonstrate that consumers’ financial 

infidelity proneness influences a variety of consumption-relevant choices, such that consumers 

who score higher on the FI-Scale are more likely to (1) engage in financial behaviors expected to 

elicit spousal disapproval (even when these behaviors come with a substantial financial cost; i.e., 

higher interest rate in study 3A) and (2) exhibit a stronger preference for secretive purchase 

options, such as discreet payment methods (e.g., cash vs. credit card), ambiguous packaging, and 

shopping at inconspicuous stores. Each of these choices is directly relevant to marketers, 

highlighting the importance of recognizing the prevalence of financial infidelity among 

consumers, and how variation on this trait could impact their purchasing behaviors across 

domains. We elaborate on this further in the General Discussion.  

STUDY 4: RULING OUT ANTICIPATED GUILT AS AN ALTERNATIVE 

EXPLANATION FOR CONCEALMENT 

Study 4 had two main goals. The first was to provide additional evidence against 

anticipated guilt as an alternative explanation for why consumers conceal financial behaviors 

expected to elicit spousal disapproval through the use of secretive purchase options (e.g., 

payment methods, packaging). Rather than measuring anticipated guilt as we did in studies 3A-

3D, in study 4 we manipulate the amount of guilt that the focal purchase elicits (low vs. high), 

while holding the degree of expected spousal disapproval constant. If the effects are driven by 

guilt, the FI-Scale should only predict financial infidelity behaviors in the high-guilt condition, 

but not in the low-guilt condition (i.e., there should be a significant interaction of FI-Scale scores 

× guilt condition on concealment). If, however, the effects are driven by financial infidelity 

proneness as we hypothesize, the FI-Scale should predict the likelihood of concealing the 
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disapproved-of act to the same extent in both the low- and high-guilt conditions (as both were 

designed to elicit an equal level of anticipated spousal disapproval).  

The second goal of study 4 was to rule out another alternative mechanism: feelings of 

financial constraint. Paley, Tully, and Sharma (2019) demonstrate that consumers who feel 

financially constrained are less likely to talk about purchases because post-purchase word-of-

mouth (WOM) reminds them of their limited financial resources and induces negative feelings. 

One could argue that in studies 3A-3D, participants felt financially constrained because they 

were considering spending more money than their spouse would approve of. Thus, it is possible 

that constrained consumers are more likely to use secretive purchase options to hide their 

purchases from others, ultimately avoiding reminders of their financial constraints. We test this 

possibility in study 4 by measuring how financially constrained participants feel and examining 

whether financial infidelity proneness predicts preferences for secretive purchase options above 

and beyond perceived financial constraints. 

Participants and Procedure 

 Participants (n = 610; age range: 21-79, mean age = 40; 59.3% female; marriage length 

range: less than 1-50 years, mean marriage length = 12 years) were recruited via Prolific 

Academic and completed the study in exchange for $.75. The study used a 2 group (low-guilt vs. 

high-guilt purchase) between-subjects design with participants’ FI-Scale scores as a second, 

continuously measured factor. 

 We manipulated the amount of guilt that the focal purchase would elicit by varying 

whether the purchase was made for hedonic (i.e., a vacation) or utilitarian (i.e., work) purposes. 

This manipulation is in line with prior research showing that hedonic purchases are more 

difficult to justify and thus induce more guilt than utilitarian ones (Garbinsky and Gladstone 
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2019; Okada 2005; Sela, Berger, and Liu 2009). Specifically, participants were randomly 

assigned to one of two conditions: those in the high-guilt purchase condition thought about 

spending $200 on beach attire for an upcoming vacation, whereas those in the low-guilt purchase 

condition thought about spending $200 on work attire for an upcoming business trip. 

Importantly, expected spousal disapproval was held constant, as all participants contemplated an 

equally expensive purchase that they anticipated their spouse would disapprove of, since the two 

of them had recently agreed to save as much money as possible for an upcoming big-ticket 

purchase (similar to the scenario in study 3C).  

Participants indicated whether they would make the purchase on a 7-point scale (1 = 

definitely will not buy the beach/work attire, 7 = definitely will buy the beach/work attire) and as 

a binary choice (1 = yes, 0 = no). Next, regardless of their act decision, all participants indicated 

what type of packaging they preferred to receive the purchase in assuming they had decided to 

purchase the attire using a 7-point scale (1 = the item’s own descript packaging, 7 = Amazon’s 

non-descript packaging) and as a binary choice (1 = Amazon’s non-descript packaging, 0 = the 

item’s own packaging). 

 To examine feelings of financial constraint as an alternative mechanism, we asked 

participants to respond to two questions: “To what extent did you feel financially constrained in 

the situation described?” (1 = not at all financially constrained, 7 = very financially constrained) 

and “To what extent did you feel like you could spend as much as you like in the situation 

described?” (1 = not at all, 7 = very much; reverse-coded). The two questions were averaged 

(r(608) = .48, p < .001) to create an index. Participants also rated anticipated spousal disapproval 

for both making and not making the purchase, and indicated the perceived ease-of-imagination, 

realism, and relevance of the scenario, using the same questions as in studies 3A-3D. 
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 Next, participants completed a 3-minute filler task in which they had to create as many 

meaningful words as possible using a string of letters (Dewall et al. 2011). Finally, participants 

completed the FI-Scale (α = .91) and a set of demographic questions. 

Results 

 Manipulation Checks. A separate pretest (n = 84; age range: 24-66, mean age = 39; 

63.4% female; marriage length range: less than 1-44 years; mean marriage length = 10 years) 

confirmed that participants anticipated feeling significantly more guilty about spending $200 on 

beach attire than $200 on work attire (M = 5.17, SD = 1.73 vs. M = 4.24, SD = 1.89; t(83) = 4.69, 

p < .001), suggesting that our manipulation of a low- versus high-guilt purchase was successful. 

 Furthermore, purchasing the attire was associated with greater anticipated spousal 

disapproval than not purchasing the attire (M = 5.12, SD = 1.68 vs. M = 1.89, SD = 1.39; t(609) = 

32.64, p < .001), regardless of participants’ FI-Scale scores or the guilt condition, suggesting that 

expected spousal disapproval was equivalent across guilt conditions. Finally, the scenario was 

characterized by relatively high levels of ease-of-imagination (M = 5.71, SD = 1.48 vs. scale 

midpoint, t(608) = 28.45, p < .001), realism (M = 5.69, SD = 1.44 vs. scale midpoint, t(609) = 

28.90, p < .001), and relevance (M = 4.51, SD = 1.96 vs. scale midpoint, t(609) = 6.46, p < .001), 

regardless of participants’ FI-Scale scores or guilt condition. 

Likelihood of Committing the Financial Act. We conducted two separate regressions: a 

multiple regression predicting participants’ likelihood of purchasing the attire (continuous DV) 

and a logistic regression predicting participants’ choice to purchase the attire (1 = yes, 0 = no; 

binary DV). In both regression models, we included participants’ FI-Scale scores, their assigned 

experimental condition (1 = high-guilt purchase, 0 = low-guilt purchase) and the interaction of 

the two as independent variables. Results revealed a significant main effect of participants’ FI-



44 

 

 

Scale scores (continuous DV: b = .54, se = .07, t(600) = 7.78, p < .001; binary DV: b = .62, se = 

.13, Wald χ2(1) = 23.25, p < .001), such that participants who were more prone to engage in 

financial infidelity indicated a greater likelihood of making the purchase. This occurred 

regardless of whether the purchase induced low or high amounts of guilt. Furthermore, the main 

effect of the guilt condition was also significant (continuous DV: b = -.63, se = .27, t(600) = 

2.35, p = .019; binary DV: b = -1.60, se = .74, Wald χ2(1) = 4.60, p = .032), indicating that 

participants were less likely to make the purchase in the high- rather than low-guilt condition. 

Importantly, the FI-Scale scores × guilt condition interaction was not significant in either 

regression (continuous DV: b = .07, se = .10, t(600) = .71, p = .48; binary DV: b = .29, se = .22, 

Wald χ2(1) = 1.69, p = .19). Consistent with studies 3A-3D, an additional dominance analysis 

indicated that FI-Scale scores explained more variance in committing the financial act than the 

guilt manipulation (R2 = .20, 88.49% vs 11.51%, respectively).  

Likelihood of Concealing the Financial Act. We again conducted two separate 

regressions (a multiple regression on participants’ preference for Amazon’s non-descript 

packaging (continuous DV) and a logistic regression of participants’ packaging choice (1 = 

Amazon’s non-descript packaging, 0 = the item’s own packaging; binary DV) with concealment 

predicted by FI-Scale scores, the experimental guilt condition (1 = high-guilt purchase, 0 = low-

guilt purchase), and their interaction. Results showed only a significant main effect of 

participants’ FI-Scale scores (continuous DV: b = .44, se = .11, t(600) = 4.03, p < .001; binary 

DV: b = .39, se = .08, Wald χ2(1) = 25.57, p < .001), such that participants with higher FI-Scale 

scores exhibited stronger preferences for the non-descript packaging. Neither the main effect of 

the guilt condition (continuous DV: b = -.09, se = .41, t(600) = .21, p = .83; binary DV: b = -.11, 

se = .20, Wald χ2(1) = .31, p = .58) nor the interaction (continuous DV: b = .23, se = .16, t(600) 
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= 1.45, p = .15; binary DV: b = -.03, se = .08, Wald χ2(1) = .20, p = .66) were significant, 

suggesting that anticipated guilt does not appear to play a role in determining consumers’ 

preferences for secretive purchase options. 

 To assess the role of perceived financial constraint in driving concealment choices, we 

added participants’ self-reported feelings of financial constraint in the above reported regressions 

predicting participants’ packaging preferences. Consistent with Paley et al. (2019), feelings of 

financial constraint were a significant predictor of preferences for non-descript packaging 

(continuous DV: b = .26, se = .07, t(599) = 3.95, p < .001; binary DV: b = .25, se = .06, Wald 

χ2(1) = 15.51, p < .001). However, the effect of participants’ FI-Scale scores remains significant 

(continuous DV: b = .46, se = .11, t(599) = 4.31, p < .001; binary DV: b = .40, se = .11, Wald 

χ2(1) = 13.73, p < .001), while the main effect of guilt and the interaction term remain non-

significant (all ps > .13). Additional dominance analysis shows that FI-Scale scores explained 

more variance in participants’ concealment of the financial act than both the guilt manipulation 

and perceived financial constraint (R2 = .11; 73.29% vs 8.12% vs 18.60%, respectively). 

Discussion 

 Study 4 replicates the findings of studies 3A-3D and demonstrates that consumers’ FI-

Scale scores predict both their likelihood of engaging in financial behaviors expected to elicit 

spousal disapproval and their preference for secretive purchase options (i.e., non-descript 

packaging) that allow them to conceal their financial transgressions from their spouse. 

Importantly, study 4 also rules out two alternative explanations for why consumers might prefer 

secretive purchase options, that is, anticipated guilt and feelings of financial constraint.  

One potential limitation of studies 3A-3D and study 4 warrants attention. Although 

participants evaluated the scenarios as being realistic, the dependent measures still captured 
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behavioral intentions rather than actual behavior.14 Our next study addresses these concerns by 

testing the FI-Scale’s predictive validity in the field and examining whether the FI-Scale predicts 

actual financial infidelity among married individuals. Specifically, in this study married 

participants were confronted with two choices: (1) whether or not to engage in a behavior 

expected to be disapproved of by their spouse and (2) whether or not they would conceal the 

decision from their spouse, allowing us to again capture both components of financial infidelity.  

STUDY 5: PREDICTIVE VALIDITY IN THE FIELD  

(MARRIED CONSUMERS AND PACKAGING CHOICE) 

Participants and Procedure 

We recruited a total of 133 married individuals (age range: 24-79, mean age = 52; 53% 

female) who had been married for an average of 25 years. Data collection took place during two 

Fridays (one week apart) leading up to a home football game at a private, Midwestern 

university.15 In exchange for their time, each participant received a snack of their choosing, and 

was entered into a lottery to win a free massage.  

The researchers set up a table in a high traffic area at a busy campus intersection. They 

approached adults and asked whether they were married and willing to participate in a five-

minute study on personality and decision-making. To mimic the conditions under which 

financial infidelity is likely to take place (e.g., in the absence of one’s partner), we aimed to 

                                                 

14 In another study reported in web appendix G, we found that the FI-Scale is correlated with past instances of 

financial infidelity behavior (controlling for individual difference measures of intentions to engage in sexual 

infidelity and general unethical decision-making tendencies). Although this study makes strides toward measuring 

real behavior, the behaviors were self-reported.  
15 Participant recruitment was limited to two days at set time periods (10:00 AM to 5:00 PM). Our goal was to 

recruit as many married individuals as possible within these pre-determined data collection windows. 
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recruit married individuals who were currently unaccompanied by their spouse.   

After consenting, participants were provided with a pen and clipboard containing the 

survey. On the first page, participants completed the FI-Scale (α = .82). The FI-Scale was 

measured first to ensure the maximum temporal lag between our independent measure (the FI-

Scale) and our dependent variables (the likelihood of engaging in the behavior anticipated to 

elicit spousal disapproval and the likelihood of concealing it via use of non-descript packaging). 

After completing the FI-Scale, participants responded to several filler items on the second page, 

including a 10-item short version of the Big Five Inventory (Rammstedt and John 2007), 

relationship-specific questions (e.g., how long they had been married), and demographic 

questions. To prevent participants from guessing the true nature of the survey, we also asked 

them to indicate which snack they planned to choose for their compensation.  

 After answering these questions, participants read the following: 

In addition to a snack, you will be entered into a lottery to win a free massage at a 

location near you. If you win, we will contact you via e-mail, and ask you to indicate the 

massage venue of your choice. Winners will receive either (1) one 75-minute massage for 

themselves, OR (2) two 30-minute massages for themselves and their spouse. Please circle which 

option you would prefer to win:  

(1) A 75-minute massage just for you (the massage certificate will have your name on it 

and is not transferrable), or 

(2) A couple’s massage, consisting of two 30-minute massages for you and your spouse 

(the massage certificate will have your and your spouse’s names on it and is not transferrable). 

 

 After participants circled which massage option they preferred, they handed their survey 

to one of the research assistants. At this time, the research assistant selected a lottery ticket from 

the stack of tickets on the table (see web appendix H). Every ticket prominently displayed the 

massage choice that participants indicated on the survey. The research assistant checked the box 

next to the massage option that the participant selected (single vs. couple’s massage), and then 

asked every participant which type of envelope they would like for their ticket. Two envelopes 
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were displayed on the table: (1) a descript envelope, which was bright teal with a label that read 

“Lottery Ticket for a Massage,” or (2) a non-descript envelope, which was white with no label 

(pictures of both envelopes are available in web appendix H). Two boxes containing both types 

of envelopes were displayed on the table, to prevent participants from incorrectly inferring that 

one type of envelope was scarcer than the other.  

Of note, participants were not permitted to forgo the envelope choice, as all envelopes 

contained debriefing information that was required to be provided upon survey completion. After 

participants selected an envelope, the research assistant placed the lottery ticket inside, handed 

them the envelope, and thanked them for their time. When the participant left the immediate 

vicinity, the research assistant noted the type of envelope they chose at the top of their survey.  

There is one important feature of study 5’s design worth highlighting. In studies 3A-3D 

and study 4, we asked everyone to imagine that they had committed the act before answering the 

concealment questions (even if they chose not to act), since the presented purchase options 

(about payment method, packaging, stores, etc.) would otherwise only be relevant to participants 

who indicated they would make the purchase. In study 5, however, we made sure that the 

packaging options were relevant to everyone, regardless of whether they chose to commit the 

financial act expected to elicit spousal disapproval or not.  

Regarding massage choice (the act), we predicted a main effect, such that participants with 

higher FI-Scale scores would be more likely to choose the massage associated with higher 

anticipated spousal disapproval (in this case, the personal massage; see below). Regarding 

envelope choice (concealment), however, we predicted an interaction between FI-Scale scores and 

massage choice; specifically, we expected that FI-Scale scores would predict the likelihood of 

choosing the non-descript envelope only for spouses who chose the personal massage (i.e., the 
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choice associated with higher anticipated spousal disapproval; see below). We did not expect FI-

Scale scores to predict envelope choice among those who chose the couple’s massage, as the first 

component of financial infidelity (i.e., engaging in an act expected to elicit disapproval) is absent.   

In a separate post-test (n = 106, age range: 23-73, mean age = 42; 54% female), participants 

were presented with the massage choice scenario and randomly assigned to imagine choosing 

either the personal or couple’s massage. Using 7-point scales, they rated the extent to which they 

anticipated their spouse would disapprove of their choice, criticize them for their choice, and 

react negatively to their choice (index α = .90; see web appendix H for details). As predicted, 

participants anticipated significantly greater spousal disapproval when choosing the personal 

massage versus the couple’s massage (M = 3.23, SD = 1.99, range: 1-7 vs. M = 1.93, SD = 1.36, 

range: 1-6.67; F(1, 104) = 15.45, p < .001). 

Results 

Three participants indicated they did not wish to be entered into the lottery for a free 

massage, resulting in 130 participants in our final sample. Of those, 43.8% chose the massage for 

themselves, while 56.2% chose the couple’s massage (χ2 (1) = 1.97, p = .16). Furthermore, 

63.8% of participants chose the descript envelope, while the remaining 36.2% of participants 

chose the non-descript envelope (χ2 (1) = 9.97, p = .002).   

Likelihood of Committing the Financial Act. We first tested whether participants’ FI-

Scale scores predicted their likelihood of choosing the massage for themselves. We ran a logistic 

regression with the choice of massage as the dependent variable (0 = personal massage, 1 = 

couple’s massage) and FI-Scale scores as the independent variable. The results demonstrate that 

higher FI-Scale scores were associated with a stronger likelihood of choosing the personal 

massage (b = -.43, se = .21, Wald χ2(1) = -2.10, p = .036). 
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Likelihood of Concealing the Financial Act. We next examined participants’ envelope 

choice, contingent on their massage choice. Namely, we ran a logistic regression model 

predicting participants’ envelope choice (0 = descript envelope, 1 = non-descript envelope) by 

the interaction between participants’ FI-Scale scores and massage choice (0 = personal massage, 

1 = couple’s massage). Results revealed a significant interaction between participants’ FI-Scale 

scores and massage choice (b = -1.18, se = .50; Wald χ2 (1) = -2.35, p = .019; see figure 2). 

Importantly, for participants who chose the personal massage, the higher their FI-Scale score 

was, the more likely they were to choose the non-descript envelope (b = .24, se = .05; Wald χ2 

(1) = 5.11, p < .001). By contrast, for participants who chose the couple’s massage, their FI-

Scale score did not predict their envelope choice (b = .002, se = .07; Wald χ2 (1) = .04, p = .97).   

FIGURE 2. HIGHER FI-SCALE SCORES ARE ASSOCIATED WITH A GREATER 

LIKELIHOOD OF CHOOSING THE NON-DESCRIPT ENVELOPE (STUDY 5) 

 

Note. Error bands represent 95% confidence intervals. Participants’ FI-Scale scores ranged from 1 to 5 in 

this study. The figure illustrates the interaction between FI-Scale scores and massage choice on whether 

participants chose the non-descript envelope using a logistic regression model. 
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Discussion 

The results of study 5 provide additional evidence of the FI-Scale’s predictive validity. 

Using real, consequential decisions, we demonstrate that participants’ FI-Scale scores predicted 

their decision to both (1) engage in behaviors that are expected to elicit spousal disapproval and 

(2) hide these behaviors via the use of nondescript packaging. Note that we conducted a 

conceptually similar field study where spouses were presented with the opportunity to gamble 

bonus compensation and subsequently conceal their losses. Again, we find some support for the 

FI-Scale’s predictive validity in this more conservative context where both spouses were present, 

and the act had the potential to benefit the couple (web appendix I for complete details).  

STUDY 6: FIELD DATA FROM A COUPLES’ MONEY-MANAGEMENT MOBILE APP  

In study 6, we provide additional evidence for the predictive validity of the FI-Scale 

using data collected from a money-management mobile app. The app is designed to help couples 

manage their finances together by enabling sharing of financial information between partners; 

importantly, during set-up, the app allows users to decide which financial information (accounts, 

balances, and transactions) to share with their partner. Combining this objective behavioral data 

with users’ FI-Scale scores (obtained through a survey administered to app users) allowed us to 

examine the scale’s predictive validity in a setting of high ecological validity. 

Participants and Procedure  

Study 6 proceeded in two parts. First, the CEO sent a message to his user-base on our 

behalf, inviting them to participate in a short survey for a chance to win one of four iPads (the 

exact number of users that received this e-mail is unknown for privacy reasons). In this survey, 

participants completed the FI-Scale (α = .84) and a set of other relationship and financial 

measures (see web appendix J for a complete list of these measures). We also included 
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demographic and financial questions to use as covariates in our analyses.  

Second, we paired users’ survey responses with their behavioral data collected through 

the mobile app. When joining the platform, couples can sign up together or one partner can sign 

up and invite the other partner. In both cases, each partner creates their own individual profile 

that is automatically linked with their partner’s profile. During profile set-up, app users have the 

opportunity to connect any individual or joint bank accounts they own (e.g., checking accounts, 

savings accounts, credit cards) and specify visibility settings for each account (i.e., what account 

information (if any) is visible to their partner). Specifically, users can select one of the following 

visibility settings for each account: (1) Owner Only—completely private account, the partner 

cannot see the account; (2) Balance Only—only the balance is shared with the partner, the 

specific transactions on the account are hidden; (3) All—all account information (balance and 

transactions) is shared with the partner; (4) Hidden—the account is disabled, neither of the 

partners can view it; or (5) Unknown—the account visibility setting has not been set up yet.16  

We conceptualize the first two categories (Owner-Only and Balance-Only) as instances of 

financial infidelity, as these choices reflect active concealment of financial information from 

one’s spouse. It is worth noting that although this study allowed us to examine whether the FI-

Scale predicts concealment of financial behaviors from one’s partner (the second component of 

financial infidelity), the study design did not allow us to examine the likelihood of committing 

financial acts that are associated with anticipated spousal disapproval (the first component of 

financial infidelity). Such an analysis would require access to transaction data and information 

                                                 

16 For any jointly owned accounts, the default setting is “All” such that all account information (balance and 

transactions) is automatically visible to both partners. This is important, as selecting any other account setting 

represents an active choice on behalf of the user. 
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about which transactions are expected to elicit spousal disapproval, which we did not have. 

We collected survey responses and matched them with the app behavioral data for 1,307 

people, who among them had a total of 10,007 accounts. Of these, 724 (55.4%) were married, 

132 (10.1%) were engaged, 356 (27.2%) were cohabitating, and 75 (5.7%) were dating seriously. 

The remaining 20 participants (1.54%) indicated less interdependent relationship statuses (e.g., 

dating casually, separated), and we thus removed these individuals from our sample. We felt that 

restricting our sample only to married participants was unnecessary in this study, as all 

participants had elected to use the app to manage their finances jointly, implying financial 

interdependence. Due to missing data on variables of interest, our final sample contained 1,169 

users (age range: 18-78, mean age = 31; 38.9% male, 59.8% female, 1.3% non-binary), with 

9,010 accounts (24.9% of which were joint). Participants had an average household income of 

$107,730, assets of $133,320, and debts of $108,960. See web appendix table J1 for descriptive 

statistics. All participants consented to having their responses matched with their app behavioral 

data as part of the research, and all customer data were fully anonymized prior to analysis. 

Results 

We tested whether higher FI-Scale scores of app users were associated with a greater 

likelihood of hiding their accounts and transactions from their partner. As individuals had 

multiple accounts (7.7 on average), we used multi-level models to analyze the data, with 

accounts clustered within individual users. Our primary dependent variable was whether users 

chose Owner-Only or Balance-Only (coded as 1) or any other type of account setting (coded as 

0). As summarized in table 6 (Model 1), a logistic regression model reveals that higher FI-Scale 

scores were associated with a higher likelihood of hiding accounts or transaction details from 

their partner (b = .66, se = .11; Wald χ2 (1) = 6.03, p < .001). This effect remains stable after 
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controlling for financial harmony, demographic variables, and financial covariates, as seen in 

Model 2 (b = .67, se = .12; Wald χ2 (1) = 5.43, p < .001).  

Model 2 also included indicator variables representing participants’ relationship status. 

Compared to those who were married, those who were cohabitating or dating seriously were 

more likely to have hidden accounts (b = 1.01, se = .25; Wald χ2 (1) = 4.04, p < .001 and b = 

1.46, se = .52; Wald χ2 (1) = 2.81, p = .005, respectively). Importantly, the relationship between 

FI-Scale scores and hidden accounts remained significant when focusing exclusively on the 655 

married users in the final sample (b = .56, se = .15; Wald χ2 (1) = 3.77, p < .001). 

TABLE 6: MULTILEVEL LOGISTIC REGRESSION MODELS PREDICTING HIDDEN 

ACCOUNT BEHAVIOR FROM FI-SCALE SCORES AND CONTROLS 

 
 

Model 1 Model 2 

 b se b se 

 

FI-Scale 

 

.66*** 

 

.11 

 

.67*** 

 

.12 

Financial Harmony    -.13 .11 

Joint Account   -5.12*** .38 

     

Demographics     

Age   .025 .018 

Female   .51 .35 

Education   .013 .077 

Partner Age   -.025 .026 

Partner Female   .62† .35 

Income ($1,000)   .0021† .0012 

Assets ($1,000)   .000040 .00031 

Debt ($1,000)   -.00056 .00071 

Number of Children   -.48*** .13 

     

Relationship Status     

Married (comparison)     

Engaged   .22 .36 

Cohabiting   1.01*** .25 

Dating Seriously   1.46** .52 
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Intercept -4.21*** .28 -5.32*** .91 

     

Note. Multi-level logistic regression models with Huber-White robust standard errors. Analyses are based 

upon 9,010 accounts from 1,169 users. Financial variables are in units of $1,000. Joint account status is 

reported from app data (1 = joint, 0 = separate). Demographics are self-reported from survey responses. 

Education is coded as 1 = Some high school or less, 2 = High school, 3 = Some college (not currently 

enrolled), 4 = Some college (currently enrolled), 5 = 2-year Associate’s Degree, 6 = 4-year Bachelor’s 

Degree, 7 = Master’s Degree, 8 = Advanced Professional Degree (MD/JD) or Doctoral Degree (PhD).  
†p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001.  

 

To better illustrate the results, we also ran a multinomial logistic regression with accounts 

clustered within users. This model treats our dependent variable (account visibility setting 

choice) as categorical, and simultaneously estimates the likelihood that users choose each of the 

five account visibility settings, after adjusting for demographic and financial controls (see table 

7). The “All” category represents the comparison group because it was the largest. From these 

results, we plotted the probability of selecting different account settings across users’ FI-Scale 

scores (see figure 3). As users’ FI-Scale scores increase, the probability of one of their accounts 

having an Owner-Only or Balance-Only visibility setting also increases, relative to the 

probability of one of their accounts having an All visibility setting (b = .42, se = .094, Wald χ2 

(1) = 4.53, p < .001 and b = .25, se = .10, Wald χ2 (1) = 2.47, p = .013, respectively). In contrast, 

users’ FI-Scale scores did not predict the probability of choosing the Hidden and Unknown 

visibility settings (b = .031, se = .084, Wald χ2 (1) = .38, p = .71 and b = .19, se = .16, Wald χ2 (1) 

= 1.18, p = .24, respectively). This is consistent with our predictions, given that these two 

settings are not conceptually related to financial infidelity. 

TABLE 7: MULTINOMIAL LOGISTIC REGRESSION RESULTS 

 Balance Only Hidden Owner Only Unknown 

 b se b se b se b se 

         

FI-Scale .25* .10 .031 .081 .42*** .094 .19 .16 

Financial Harmony  .029 .091 -.0090 .059 -.042 .087 .0069 .14 

Joint Account -3.75*** .33 -1.41*** .13 -3.96*** .37 -18.6*** .18 
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Note. Regression analyses are based upon a sample of 9,011 accounts. The “All” category represents the 

comparison group. 
†p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001.  
 

FIGURE 3: PROBABILITY OF CHOOSING EACH VISIBILITY SETTING  

AS A FUNCTION OF USERS’ FI-SCALE SCORES 

 

Note. Error bands represent 95% confidence intervals. The figure illustrates the relationship between FI-

Scale scores and account visibility settings using a multinomial logistic regression model. 

 

 

Demographics         

Age -.0022 .016 .0040 .010 .013 .015 .043† .025 

Female .44 .27 -0.27 .21 .38 .27 -.090 .28 

Education .015 .069 .041 .046 .014 .069 -.13 .11 

Partner Age .010 .0090 .014† .0077 .017* .0070 -.016 .023 

Partner Female .70* .28 -.065 .21 .23 .28 -.39 .29 

Income ($1,000) .00080 .00081 .00073 .00066 .00098 .0010 -.000030 .0016 

Assets ($1,000) .00015 .00018 .0000002 .00013 -.00014 .00022 -.000054 .00032 

Debt ($1,000) -.00023 .00057 -.00014 .00039 .00045 .00057 -.00090 .00080 

Number of Children -.19† .11 .14* .059 -.14 .097 .030 .15 

         

Relationship Status         

Married (comparison)         

Engaged .27 .29 -.070 .20 .19 .28 -.71† .42 

Cohabiting .32 .21 -.026 .17 .54* .21 -.89*** .26 

Dating Seriously .77 .49 .41 .27 1.36*** .33 -.89 .79 

         

Intercept -3.18*** .77 -1.92*** .48 -3.94*** .69 -2.40* 1.02 
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Discussion 

Using objective behavioral data, study 6 demonstrates that the FI-Scale predicts actual 

financial infidelity behaviors (specifically, the second component of financial infidelity, 

concealment) in a context less susceptible to social desirability concerns and self-reporting 

biases. These results build upon the findings of study 5 by testing the predictive validity of our 

scale in a setting of greater ecological validity, using an objective measure of financial infidelity.  

GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 The present research introduces a new phenomenon to the consumer behavior literature: 

financial infidelity, defined as engaging in any financial behavior that is expected to be 

disapproved of by one’s romantic partner and intentionally failing to disclose this behavior to 

them. The main contributions of this research are to (1) introduce and define the construct of 

financial infidelity in the consumer behavior literature, (2) identify a specific set of behaviors 

representing financial infidelity, (3) develop and validate a reliable tool for capturing consumers’ 

financial infidelity proneness in romantic relationships, (4) identify individual-level and 

relationship-specific antecedents and consequences of financial infidelity, and (5) demonstrate 

that consumers’ financial infidelity proneness predicts a wide range of consumption-related 

behaviors (e.g., spending despite anticipated spousal disapproval, preferences for discreet 

payment methods and non-descript packaging, concealing bank account information) both in the 

lab and the field.  

Theoretical Contributions 

 To the best of our knowledge, this is the first, systematic investigation of financial 

infidelity within committed romantic relationships. The lack of past research on this topic is 

surprising given the prevalence of financial infidelity, its significant implications for consumer 
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well-being, and the wealth of past research demonstrating that romantic partners can influence 

the choices consumers make. As such, our work responds to the “call-to-action” to further our 

understanding of consumer behavior in relationship contexts (Cavanaugh 2016; Gorlin and Dhar 

2012; Simpson, Griskevicius, and Rothman 2012). Our aim was not only to provide a theoretical 

understanding of what financial infidelity is, but also to develop and validate the FI-Scale which 

will allow researchers to continue expanding our understanding of financial infidelity. Unlike 

some other constructs in consumer behavior, ethical considerations prevent researchers from 

conducting experiments to study financial infidelity (e.g., researchers cannot ethically assign 

some partners to engage in actual financial infidelity by opening a secret savings account). Thus, 

having a tool to capture consumers’ individual variation in financial infidelity proneness is 

crucial for studying the consequences of financial infidelity on joint financial decision-making in 

couples, as well as consumers’ relationship and personal well-being.  

 In addition to contributing to the consumer behavior literature, we also aim to advance 

the psychology literature by providing empirical evidence for another type of infidelity within 

romantic relationships, financial infidelity. Past research has acknowledged the destructive 

consequences of sexual infidelity within romantic relationships (Shackelford and Buss 1997). 

Indeed, in a study spanning 160 cultures, an affair was one of the most common reasons cited for 

relationship dissolution (Betzig 1989). Numerous researchers have consequently investigated 

both the antecedents and consequences of engaging in sexual infidelity (Buss 1994; Buss and 

Shackelford 1997; Shackelford, Buss, and Bennett 2002). An important distinction to highlight 

between the two constructs is that although sexual infidelity requires a third party to which 

sexual advances and emotional resources are directed, financial infidelity does not necessitate a 

third party (e.g., one could be secretly saving money to buy something for themselves). Despite 
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this important difference, financial infidelity has the potential to be just as harmful for 

relationship health and longevity, as conflicts over money are one of the primary reasons for 

divorce (Dew et al. 2012).  

Practical Contributions 

 Implications for Consumer Well-being. In addition to contributing to both the marketing 

and psychology literatures, the present research has important practical implications. First, given 

the key role that finances play in determining relationship well-being (Betcher and Macauley 

1990; Bodnar and Cliff 1991; Dew et al. 2012), consumers can benefit from an awareness of 

financial infidelity and its potentially negative consequences. Since financial infidelity proneness 

predicts consumers’ likelihood of engaging in financially imprudent behaviors expected to elicit 

partner disapproval (studies 3A-3D, 4, and 5), such behavior could negatively impact a couple’s 

ability to accomplish important financial goals, such as building an emergency cash fund, saving 

for retirement, or paying off a mortgage. Moreover, it could negatively impact a couple’s ability 

to enjoy shared, positive consumption experiences (e.g., a couple’s massage; study 5), as these 

feelings of “togetherness” are associated with greater happiness and relationship satisfaction than 

solo experiences (Agnew et al. 1998; Aron, Aron, and Smollan 1992; Saslow et al. 2013). 

An understanding of financial infidelity could also be beneficial for financial services 

companies and advisors, as well as clinical therapists and relationship counselors, all of whom 

play a key role in promoting consumer well-being. If couples are seeking professional financial 

advice, they must be willing to openly discuss their spending and saving habits, assets, debts, and 

financial goals. If, however, partners are withholding information from each other, they may be 

providing an incomplete picture of their financial circumstances to their financial advisors. Based 

on informal interviews the authors conducted with a few financial advisors, it became clear that 
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this is a serious barrier to effective financial planning (e.g., “couples who come to the office 

aren’t always aligned in the information they’re sharing with each other”). As a potential 

solution, financial advisors might try to encourage greater financial transparency during 

conversations with their clients in an effort to prevent (potentially) negative effects of financial 

infidelity on couples’ financial well-being.  

Relatedly, financial therapy is growing in popularity, which aims to “help people reach 

their financial goals by…attending to the emotional, psychological, behavioral, and relational 

[emphasis added] hurdles that are intertwined” (Financial Therapy Association 2019). 

Understanding financial infidelity can help mental health practitioners not only help individuals 

improve their financial well-being, but their relationship well-being (e.g., by encouraging greater 

communication). Even the Catholic Church has recognized the important role of money in 

marriage, with an increasing number of parishes including instruction on finances in their 

marriage preparation classes, believing that “good discussion and instruction on money and 

finances in Catholic marriages can save a lot of fighting, marriage counseling, and therapy later” 

(Lifewise Strategies 2012). Thus, the discussion of financial infidelity and its potentially 

negative consequences for both financial and relationship health could be one of the topics 

featured in educational marriage preparation classes offered by different organizations.  

Implications for Companies and Policy Makers. The current work also highlights several 

practically relevant consequences of financial infidelity proneness that could be of interest to 

marketers. Specifically, we find that higher FI-Scale scores predict a preference for personal 

credit cards versus joint credit cards (study 3A), cash versus credit cards (study 3B), concealing 

product packaging (study 3C), and shopping at “generic” stores instead of specialty stores (study 

3D). On the surface, some of these behaviors appear innocent—using cash minimizes transaction 
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fees for small businesses and using basic packaging could deter delivery theft. Our research 

contends, however, that these behaviors may be less-than-innocent when committed in service of 

concealing information from one’s partner. Therefore, companies could take actions (if they 

wish) to mitigate instances of financial infidelity, such as encouraging increased transparency in 

consumer purchasing behavior (e.g., by offering an incentive to use joint credit cards rather than 

cash). Doing so could not only minimize consumers’ opportunity to commit financial infidelity, 

but may also benefit consumer financial well-being more generally. For example, recent research 

demonstrates that those who spend using a joint (vs. separate) credit card are more likely to 

choose utilitarian (vs. hedonic) products (Garbinsky and Gladstone 2019); thus, encouraging 

financial transparency through the use of joint credit cards may not only decrease financial 

infidelity, but could also promote responsible spending. 

Furthermore, it is important for companies to be aware that some segments of consumers 

are more or less prone to financial infidelity, because financial infidelity may impact businesses’ 

bottom lines. For example, the recent trend for businesses to go “cashless” (Visa 2017) may in 

fact hurt certain types of retailers—such as beauty salons or gift shops—due to the existence of 

high-FI consumers who use cash to prevent these purchases from appearing on their joint credit 

card statements. Thus, while businesses may reduce costs through accepting only digital 

payments (e.g., U.S. retail businesses lose about $40 billion annually due to the theft of cash 

alone; Chakravorti 2014), consumers who strategically use cash to hide their purchases may be 

less willing to shop at these retailers, which could outweigh savings by reduced sales.  

Finally, it is important to recognize that some consumers may hide money from their 

partner in order to escape violence or protect their own safety, rather than simply to indulge in 

immediate gratification or because of a normative conflict between the individual and the couple. 
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Abusive relationships—where women are predominantly the victims—are tragically common, 

with financial dependence often cited as a primary reason for why women cannot leave men in 

heterosexual relationships (Kim and Gray 2008). In environments characterized by strict 

religious adherence or conservative attitudes towards gender norms, women could risk violence 

if they are unable to conceal financial transactions that are socially disapproved of, such as 

accessing birth control or abortion. Thus, policies enacted by companies or governments that 

unintentionally restrict how consumers can conceal purchases could have detrimental 

consequences for vulnerable consumers. For example, policy makers attempting to tackle tax 

avoidance through banknote demonetization (which took place in India in 2016) should consider 

the potential impact this will have on women attempting to hide resources in order to escape 

domestic abuse. As the use of physical currency often makes hiding transactions easier compared 

with digital payments, removing cash may inadvertently hurt those who commit financial 

infidelity out of perceived necessity. 

Directions for Future Research 

 We argue that financial infidelity is relatively stable over time within the same 

relationship, but may vary across different relationships. Future research, however, could 

examine specific factors within a relationship that make consumers more (vs. less) prone to 

engaging in financial infidelity. A fruitful possibility might be the distribution of financial 

responsibility within the relationship. Recent research demonstrates that one partner typically 

takes on the role of chief financial officer (CFO) for the household, and that the divergence in 

financial knowledge between household CFOs and non-CFOs increases over time (Ward and 

Lynch 2019). This begs the question of whether a high level of financial responsibility (i.e., 

being the household CFO) makes consumers more prone to engaging in financial infidelity, 
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because they are the ones making the majority of the financial decisions. Interestingly, a low 

level of financial responsibility (i.e., being the non-CFO) may also be associated with engaging 

in financial infidelity, as these individuals may want to avoid eliciting disapproval from the 

primary financial decision-maker. Such an empirical question remains to be tested. Furthermore, 

future research could consider the role of other relationship factors in exacerbating or mitigating 

consumers’ financial infidelity proneness, such as relative decision-making power, separate 

versus joint resource management, or frequency of financial communication. 

Future research could also investigate the different types of behaviors associated with 

financial infidelity in different types of relationships. In this paper, we have proposed that 

financial infidelity behaviors manifest in relationships with financial interdependence. Although 

financial interdependence may occur in other types of dyads, the quintessential example of 

interdependence is marriage, where each partner’s behavior influences the other partner’s 

outcomes. Thus, the behaviors that represent financial infidelity were identified and validated 

with married participants. However, the financial infidelity construct is likely to generalize to 

non-marital relationships where financial interdependence exists, such as cohabitating partners 

who share expenses and budgets, or a parent and child with a pooled bank account. For instance, 

while hiding gambling might represent financial infidelity for married couples, it is unlikely to 

apply to parent-child relationships. Thus, future research could investigate the different types of 

behaviors associated with financial infidelity in different types of financially interdependent 

relationships. 

Finally, it is worth noting that the identification of what behaviors constitute financial 

infidelity and our FI-Scale development were based exclusively on responses from American 

participants, warranting further investigation surrounding the global nature of this phenomenon. 
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Future research could examine, for instance, whether different cultural dimensions, such as 

masculinity/femininity and power distance (Hofstede 2011), are reliably associated with the 

extent to which various behaviors constitute financial infidelity across different cultures, as well 

as consumers’ attitudes toward and likelihood of engaging in financial infidelity. Secondary data 

from a large European bank conducted with a nationally representative sample from 13 countries 

(n = 12,743) shows that 35.7% of participants indicated engaging in at least one financial 

infidelity behavior (e.g., spending, debt, income). This varied by country, with the highest rates 

in Turkey (53.7%) and the lowest rates in the Netherlands (22.7%). These findings, across a wide 

range of cultures, suggest that financial infidelity is by no means limited to the United States and 

that there might be cultural factors that determine its prevalence.  
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WEB APPENDIX A: CODING DICTIONARY FOR FINANCIAL INFIDELITY 

BEHAVIORS (PILOT STUDY) 

As part of our pilot study, we identified 12 categories of financial infidelity behaviors. 

We then developed the following coding dictionary (table A1) to measure the frequency with 

which married individuals spontaneously mentioned examples within each category of behavior. 

A trained research assistant received these categories, along with examples of behaviors that 

would fall under each category. We emphasized that the list of examples was not exhaustive. 

A research assistant recorded two types of information for each participant: (1) the total 

number of behaviors listed (0-10), and (2) the total number of behaviors listed for each of the 12 

categories. 

 

TABLE A1: CODING DICTIONARY 

Category Examples 

Hiding or lying about savings 

(e.g., amount of savings, 

presence of savings account) 

Saving money in a secret bank account 

Keeping a hidden emergency fund of cash 

Having secret investments  

Lying about how much money is in a savings account 

Telling your spouse that you’ve been saving money but 

haven’t 

Hiding or lying about spending  Hiding receipts from a purchase 

Going on vacation without telling spouse 

Not showing spouse credit card bills 

Saying something costs less than it actually does 

Going over budget 

Spending savings money Withdrawing money from a 401K 

Using savings account to make purchases 
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Lying about paying 

bills/expenses  

Claiming to have paid for something, but not doing so 

Lying about a bill amount  

Creating debt without telling 

spouse 

Opening new credit cards  

Borrowing money from friends or family 

Getting a loan/mortgage without telling spouse 

Hiding personal financial 

matters  

Not telling spouse about prior bankruptcy 

Not disclosing financial hardships 

Gambling without telling spouse Gambling at casino 

Gambling online 

Betting money 

Hiding or lying about 

investments 

Investing in stocks without telling spouse 

Having secret investments 

Directly harming spouse 

financially (one spouse’s gain is 

the other’s loss) 

Withdrawing money from spouse’s purse/wallet 

Putting bills in spouse’s name without telling them 

Removing spouse’s name from a joint account 

Using earmarked joint money for personal expenses 

Paying personal debt before family debt 

Giving money to others Buying things for other people 

Spending more on gifts for others than necessary 

Lending money to others without spouse knowing 

Donating money 

Inappropriate tax behavior Not paying taxes 

Making spouse file taxes separately 

Unmarried people filing jointly 

Receiving tax funds and not telling spouse 

Hiding or lying about income 

(e.g., source of income, amount 

of income, additional income 

received) 

Having a secret second job without telling spouse 

Quitting/switching jobs without prior discussion 

Selling something not previously agreed upon in advance 

and using the money for personal reasons 

Not being honest in how much they make 

Hiding inheritance or bonuses 
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WEB APPENDIX B: MODIFIED CODING DICTIONARY FOR FINANCIAL 

INFIDELITY BEHAVIORS (PILOT STUDY)  

We asked two trained research assistants to code participants’ responses in the pilot study 

using a modified version of the coding dictionary (see web appendix table B1). This modified 

coding dictionary included only the six focal categories that we subsequently used for scale item 

generation and a more general category of other behaviors; the examples originally falling under 

the remaining six categories were re-categorized into one of these seven categories (e.g., “hiding 

or lying about investments” was included under the “hiding or lying about savings” category).  

The two research assistants recorded two types of information for each participant: (1) 

the total number of behaviors listed (0-10), and (2) the total number of behaviors listed for each 

of the seven categories. The interrater agreement was 83.1%. Therefore, we averaged the coding 

of the two research assistants to obtain an index number for each category. The results (see web 

appendix table B2) show that when using this new modified coding dictionary, only 10% of the 

behaviors fall under the “others” category (calculated as the average number of behaviors in the 

“others” category divided by the average of the total number of behaviors listed by participants = 

.50/4.97 = 10.06%). This suggests that the six focal categories used for scale item generation 

account for 90% of the financial infidelity behaviors listed by participants. 

 

TABLE B1: MODIFIED CODING DICTIONARY 

Category Examples 

Hiding or lying about savings 

(e.g., amount of savings, presence 

of savings account) 

Saving money in a secret bank account 

Keeping a hidden emergency fund of cash 

Having secret investments  

Lying about how much money is in a savings account 

Telling your spouse that you’ve been saving money but 

haven’t 

Hiding or lying about investments (i.e., investing in stocks 

without telling spouse, having secret investment) 

Hiding or lying about spending  Hiding receipts from a purchase 

Going on vacation without telling spouse 

Not showing spouse credit card bills 

Saying something costs less than it actually does 

Going over budget 

Spending savings money (i.e., withdrawing money from a 

401K; using savings account to make purchases) 

Claiming to have paid for something, but not doing so 

Lying about a bill amount 

Creating debt Opening new credit cards  

Borrowing money from friends or family 

Getting a loan/mortgage without telling spouse 

Gambling Gambling at casino 

Gambling online 
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Betting money 

Giving money to others Buying things for other people 

Spending more on gifts for others than necessary 

Lending money to others without spouse knowing 

Donating money 

Hiding or lying about income 

(e.g., source of income, amount 

of income, additional income 

received) 

Having a secret second job without telling spouse 

Quitting/switching jobs without prior discussion 

Selling something not previously agreed upon in advance 

and using the money for personal reasons 

Not being honest in how much they make 

Hiding inheritance or bonuses 

Receiving tax funds and not telling spouse 

Others  Inappropriate tax behavior (e.g., not paying taxes; making 

spouse file taxes separately; unmarried people filing 

jointly) 

Directly harming one’s spouse financially (e.g., 

withdrawing money from spouse’s purse/wallet; putting 

bills in spouse’s name without telling them; removing 

spouse’s name from a joint account; using earmarked joint 

money for personal expenses; paying personal debt before 

family debt 

Hiding personal financial matters (e.g., not telling spouse 

about prior bankruptcy; not disclosing financial hardships) 

 

 

TABLE B2: FREQUENCY WITH WHICH PARTICIPANTS MENTIONED 

CATEGORIES OF FINANCIAL INFIDELITY BEHAVIORS (PILOT STUDY; 

MODIFIED CODING DICTIONARY) 

 

Category Mean SD Min Max 

% of Ps Listing 

the Behavior At 

Least Once 

 

Hiding or lying about spending  

 

2.02 

 

1.40 

 

0 

 

9.50 

 

94.00% 

Hiding or lying about savings (e.g., amount 

of savings, presence of savings account) 
.94 .93 0 4.50 66.00% 

Creating debt without telling spouse .66 .95 0 4.00 44.67% 

Giving money to others .37 .60 0 4.00 33.33% 

Gambling without telling spouse .20 .40 0 1.00 20.00% 

Hiding or lying about income (e.g., 

source/amount of income, additional income 

received) 

.31 .55 0 2.50 28.67% 

Other behaviors .50 .96 0 6.00 37.33% 

Total number of behaviors 4.97 2.39 0 10.00  
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WEB APPENDIX C: FINANCIAL INFIDELITY SCALE CONSTRUCTION (STUDY 1A) 

 

TABLE C1: FINANCIAL INFIDELITY ITEMS 

 

Item Wording 

 

Q1 I am sometimes secretive about spending money on personal indulgences. 

Q2 If I really wanted to purchase something, but my partner did not approve of the price, I 

would consider buying it anyway and not telling him/her. 

Q3 I do not want my partner reading my purchase receipts, in case s/he disapproves of my 

spending. 

Q4 If my partner asks me how much money something costs, I am always honest about 

the price* 

Q5 I sometimes hide my credit card bills to avoid my partner seeing them. 

Q6 My partner knows exactly how much money I have in savings.* 

Q7 It is smart to keep a secret stash of money. 

Q8 I am always honest with my partner about the amount of savings I have.* 

Q9 I have considered opening a savings account without my partner’s knowledge. 

Q10 Sometimes I pretend to be saving money when, in reality, I am not. 

Q11 My partner knows everything about my credit history.* 

Q12 I would hide a bill from my partner to avoid upsetting him/her. 
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Q13 If I needed the money just for a few days, I would take out credit and not tell my 

partner. 

Q14 I sometimes consider opening a credit card that my partner would not know about. 

Q15 I have always been honest with my partner about my debts (e.g., credit cards, loans).* 

Q16 If a friend was in need, I would lend him/her money even if I needed to lie to my 

partner about it. 

Q17 Sometimes I avoid telling my partner how much money I spend on gifts to avoid 

confrontation. 

Q18 I would lend money to someone without my partner’s knowledge. 

Q19 My partner knows exactly how much money I spend on gifts for friends and 

relatives.* 

Q20 It is okay to treat friends and family with gifts, even if my partner does not approve. 

Q21 I would not tell my partner if I lost money gambling. 

Q22 I have gambled and not told my partner about it. 

Q23 I would feel a strong need to tell my partner if I ever gambled.* 

Q24 If I won a bet, I might buy myself a treat and not tell my partner. 

Q25 I have always informed my partner of the amount of my salary.* 

Q26 I sometimes play the lottery without telling my partner. 

Q27 My partner does not know what my current salary is. 

Q28 I always inform my partner about any raises or bonuses I get from work.* 

Q29 If I received an unexpected inheritance, it would be nice to buy things without my 

partner having to know. 
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Q30 I prefer to keep information about my income private from my partner. 

 

Note. Items with an asterisk (*) are reverse-scored. 

 

 

FIGURE C1: SCREE PLOT FROM PARALLEL ANALYSIS 

 

 

Note. Parallel analysis based on 1,000 iterations. Parallel analysis is a method for determining 

the number of components to retain from principle components analysis (PCA) by creating 

random datasets with identical numbers of observations and variables as in the original data. 
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TABLE C2: COMPONENT LOADINGS FOR FINANCIAL INFIDELITY ITEMS 

 

 Component  

 1 2 3 4 Uniqueness 

 

Q1 
.6223 .1097 .4439 .02732 .403 

Q2 .4078 .2035 .5912 .09650 .433 

Q3 .7015 .2113 .2474 .18399 .368 

Q4 .4622 .4456 .2453 .08954 .520 

Q5 .7218 .2254 .1187 .26577 .343 

Q6 .2164 .6599 .2897 -.01356 .434 

Q7 .3332 .2357 .4978 .04705 .583 

Q8 .3336 .6514 .2293 -.00151 .412 

Q9 .3847 .2594 .3790 .20025 .601 

Q10 .5459 .2048 .2317 .32365 .502 

Q11 .4236 .6153 .0410 .11439 .427 

Q12 .6868 .1719 .2982 .17499 .379 

Q13 .4789 .2697 .2721 .39228 .470 

Q14 .5497 .2755 .2141 .29943 .486 

Q15 .6091 .4040 -.0306 .18526 .431 

Q16 .1211 .1604 .6621 .29779 .433 

Q17 .6303 .1586 .4175 .06473 .399 

Q18 .0936 .1317 .7047 .30393 .385 

Q19 .3158 .4674 .4038 -.08047 .512 

Q20 .1611 .1148 .6793 .09300 .491 

Q21 .3188 .2320 .3170 .51376 .480 

Q22 .2281 .1408 .1479 .77464 .306 

Q23 .1004 .2848 .4142 .39271 .583 
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Q24 .3636 .1892 .5822 .17605 .462 

Q25 .1040 .7852 .1115 .15596 .336 

Q26 .1979 .0872 .1981 .71593 .401 

Q27 .1290 .6831 .1530 .28217 .414 

Q28 .1147 .7145 .1712 .18791 .412 

Q29 .3231 .3328 .4804 .20694 .511 

Q30 .2862 .5973 .2350 .30377 .414 

 

Note. Varimax rotation was used. 

TABLE C3. FACTOR LOADINGS FROM CONFIRMATORY FACTOR ANALYSIS 

 

    

95% Confidence Interval 
 

  

Indicator Estimate SE Lower Upper Z p 

Stand. 

Estimate 

 

        

Q2 1.125 .0490 1.029 1.221 23.0 < .001 .673 

Q3 1.164 .0447 1.076 1.251 26.0 < .001 .739 

Q8 .918 .0477 .825 1.012 19.2 < .001 .586 

Q10 .890 .0400 .812 .969 22.3 < .001 .657 

Q12 1.325 .0527 1.222 1.428 25.2 < .001 .721 

Q13 1.036 .0464 .945 1.127 22.3 < .001 .659 

Q17 1.246 .0493 1.149 1.343 25.3 < .001 .724 

Q19 .991 .0545 .884 1.098 18.2 < .001 .559 

Q21 1.041 .0486 .946 1.136 21.4 < .001 .638 

Q24 1.178 .0518 1.077 1.280 22.7 < .001 .669 

Q29 1.048 .0469 .956 1.140 22.4 < .001 .660 

Q30 .868 .0398 .790 .946 21.8 < .001 .647 
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WEB APPENDIX D: RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN THE FI-SCALE AND 

POTENTIALLY RELATED CONSTRUCTS 

 As an initial investigation for study 2, we examined whether the FI-Scale shows 

theoretically appropriate relationships with 35 potentially related scales selected from the 

marketing, psychology, and relationship science literatures, and whether it is empirically 

distinguishable from them. This investigation was designed to be exploratory in nature and, thus, 

we do not advance a priori predictions concerning the direction or strength of specific 

relationships. Our goal was to understand the general pattern of correlation coefficients.  

 

Participants and Procedure 

 

We recruited three independent samples of married individuals from MTurk (referred to 

as Samples A, B, and C) to minimize fatigue that could result from completing several scales. 

Sample A consisted of 313 adults (age range: 21-73, mean age = 37; 57% female) who had been 

married for an average of 9.2 years. Sample B consisted of 306 adults (age range: 21-75, mean 

age = 40; 63% female) who had been married for an average of 10.8 years. Sample C consisted 

of 313 adults (age range: 21-74, mean age = 35; 43% female) who had been married for an 

average of 8.0 years.17 Participants received $1.00-$2.00 for their time. All participants began the 

                                                 

17 Because we collected data from three independent samples, we compared FI-Scale scores across groups. The 

results revealed significant mean differences (F(2, 929) = 55.06, p < .001). Specifically, participants in Sample C 

reported significantly higher scores (M = 3.80, SD = 1.49) than participants in Samples A (M = 2.86, SD = 1.29; 

t(929) = 8.63, p < .001) and B (M = 2.76, SD = 1.30; t(.929) = 9.47, p < .001), the latter of which did not differ 

(t(.929) < 1). There are a few potential reasons for this divergence. While Sample C was run in May 2019, Samples 

A and B were run in September 2017. On average, Sample C was also younger than Samples A and B (35 vs. 37 and 

40; ps < .05), less likely to be female (43% vs. 57% and 63%; ps < .001), and married for marginally fewer years 

(8.0 vs. 9.2 and 10.8; ps < .08).  
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study by completing the FI-Scale (α = .93 in all samples). Next, each sample completed a set of 

individual difference scales, presented in a randomized order (Sample A: 15 scales; Sample B: 

14 scales; Sample C: 6 scales). The study concluded with demographic questions. 

 

Results and Discussion 

 

Table D1 presents the 35 scales, their reliability estimates, and zero-order correlations 

with the FI-Scale. The results reveal both positive and negative correlation coefficients ranging 

in strength between .01 and .61. In the interest of parsimony, we focus on coefficients that are 

.30 or larger in magnitude.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

TABLE D1: SCALE CORRELATIONS AND RELIABILITY ESTIMATES 

 

Scale 

N 

(Sample 

A, B, C) 

Cronbach’s α    

(# of items) or 

Pearson’s r 

Correlation 

with FI-

Scale 
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where noted 

    
Financial Consumer Behavior Constructs    

    

Compulsive buying (Faber and O'Guinn 1992) 299 (B) .84 (7) .46** 

Desire for future financial security (Netemeyer et al. 2018) 309 (C) .77 (5) -.35** 

Financial constraints (Paley, Tully, and Sharma 2019) 310 (C) r = .49 (2) .55** 

Financial harmony in marriage (Rick, Small, and Finkel 2011) 312 (A) .91 (10) -.61** 

Financial literacy (Fernandes et al. 2014) 311 (C) .69 (13) -.49** 

Financial responsibility in marriage (Ward and Lynch 2019) 310 (C) N/A (1) .47** 

Frugality (Lastovicka et al. 1999) 310 (A) .87 (8) -.36** 

Ideal financial independence in marriage (Aron et al. 1991) 309 (C) N/A (1) -.15** 

Price consciousness (Lichtenstein, Ridgway, and Netemeyer 

1993) 

301 (B) .88 (5) -.25** 

Tightwad-spendthrift status (Rick, Cryder, and Loewenstein 

2008) 

300 (B) .77 (4) .26** 

    

Interpersonal Constructs and General Relationship Dynamics     

    

Ambivalent sexism inventory (Glick and Fiske 1996) 

     ASI benevolent sexism subscale 

 

300 (B) 

 

.89 (11) 

 

.16** 

     ASI hostile sexism subscale 300 (B) .92 (11) .24** 

Common secrets questionnaire (Slepian et al. 2017) 302 (B) .92 (38) .36** 

Experiences in close relationships short form (Wei et al. 2007) 

     ECR-S anxiety subscale 

 

309 (A) 

 

.82 (6) 

 

.45** 

     ECR-S avoidance subscale 309 (A) .87 (6) .54** 

Definitions of infidelity questionnaire (Thompson and 

O'Sullivan 2016) 

     DIQ sexual/explicit behaviors subscale 

 

 

307 (A) 

 

 

.97 (7) 

 

 

-.24** 

     DIQ online/technology behaviors subscale 307 (A) .89 (7) -.26** 

     DIQ emotional/affectionate behaviors subscale 307 (A) .93 (13) .18** 

     DIQ solitary behaviors subscale 307 (A) .89 (5) .16** 

High maintenance interactions (Finkel et al. 2006) 301 (B) .89 (4) .39** 

Intentions toward infidelity scale (Jones et al. 2011) 309 (A) .77 (5) .49** 

Investment model scale (Rusbult, Martz, and Agnew 1998) 

     IMS satisfaction subscale 

 

302 (B) 

 

.96 (5) 

 

-.33** 

     IMS investment subscale 300 (B) .80 (5) -.25** 

     IMS quality of perceived alternatives subscale 302 (B) .89 (5) .39** 

     IMS commitment subscale 300 (B) .86 (7) -.38** 

Mate guarding behaviors (Neal and Lemay Jr. 2014) 300 (B) .81 (11) .36** 

Multidimensional jealousy scale (Pfeiffer and Wong 1989)  

     MJS cognitive subscale 

 

308 (A) 

 

.94 (8) 

 

.49** 

     MJS emotional subscale 308 (A) .85 (8) -.06 

     MJS behavioral subscale 305 (A) .92 (8) .45** 

Relationship-specific autonomy (La Guardia et al. 2000) 311 (C) r = .60 (2) -.30** 

Relative power (Sprecher and Felmlee 1997) 311 (A) r = .60 (2) -.01 

Sexual deception scale (Marelich et al. 2008) 

     SDS blatant lying subscale 

 

308 (A) 

 

.85 (7) 

 

.36** 

     SDS self-serving subscale 308 (A) .74 (3) .36** 
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     SDS avoiding confrontation subscale 308 (A) .73 (5) .30** 

Sociosexual orientation inventory (Simpson and Gangestad 

1991) attitudinal subscale 

300 (B) .80 (3) .14 

Susceptibility to infidelity (Buss and Shackelford 1997) 310 (A) .94 (6) .46** 

    

Individual-Level Psychological Constructs    

    

Basic needs satisfaction in general scale (Johnston and Finney 

2010) autonomy subscale 

 

299 (B) 

 

.85 (7) 

 

-.34** 

Big five inventory (Rammstedt and John 2007) 

     BFI-10 extraversion subscale 

 

300 (B) 

 
r = .52 (2) 

 

.01 

     BFI-10 agreeableness subscale 300 (B) r = .20 (2) -.13 

     BFI-10 conscientiousness subscale 300 (B) r = .30 (2) -.28** 

     BFI-10 neuroticism subscale 300 (B) r = .65 (2) .09 

     BFI-10 openness subscale 300 (B) r = .42 (2) -.09 

Machiavellianism form IV (Christie and Geis 2013) 309 (A) .83 (20) .50** 

Narcissistic personality (Ames, Rose, and Anderson 2006) 311 (A) .85 (16) .26** 

Primary psychopathy scale (Levenson, Kiehl, and Fitzpatrick 

1995) 

302 (B) .90 (16) .54** 

Psychological entitlement scale (Campbell et al. 2004) 301 (B) .91 (9) .35** 

Self-esteem (Rosenberg 2015) 300 (B) .93 (10) -.21** 

Self-concealment (Larson and Chastain 1990) 310 (A) .90 (10) .46** 

Self-control short form (Tangney, Baumeister, and Boone 

2004) 

310 (A) .88 (10) ˗.41** 

Sensation-seeking form V (Zuckerman 1994)          

     SS boredom susceptibility subscale 

 

308 (A) 

 

.66 (10) 

 

.36** 

     SS disinhibition subscale 308 (A) .75 (10) .33** 

     SS experience seeking subscale 309 (A) .55 (10) .12 

     SS thrill and adventure seeking subscale 310 (A) .81 (10) .11 

    

Socially Desirable Responding    

    

Balanced inventory of desirable responding (Paulhus 1984)  

     BIDR impression management subscale 

 

312 (A) 

 

.84 (20) 

 

-.46** 

     BIDR self-deceptive positivity subscale 311 (A) .81 (20) -.28** 

    

 

Note. Because some of the items from pre-existing scales are sensitive in nature (e.g., questions 

about explicit sexual behaviors), participants were free to skip questions, which resulted in 

different sample sizes across constructs.  

**p ≤ .01. 
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Financial Consumer Behavior Constructs. The FI-Scale is positively correlated with 

compulsive buying (r = .46), financial constraints (r = .55), and financial responsibility in 

marriage (r = .47). The FI-Scale is negatively correlated with desire for future financial security 

(r = -.35), financial literacy (r = -.49), and frugality (r = -.36). Importantly, the scale with which 

the FI-Scale is most highly correlated is Rick et al.’s (2011) measure of financial harmony in 

marriage (r = -.61). This finding supports the possibility that financial infidelity is related to 

money-related conflicts in marriage. However, conceptually, financial harmony may be either an 

antecedent or a consequence of financial infidelity. We examine this relationship in study 2.  

Interpersonal Constructs and General Relationship Dynamics. The pattern of correlations 

reveals potentially important connections between relationship functioning and the likelihood of 

engaging in financial infidelity. Predictably, the FI-Scale is positively associated with both 

intentions toward infidelity (r = .49) and susceptibility to infidelity (r = .46). Note that these two 

scales focus on sexual infidelity from an actor and observer perspective, respectively.  

These correlations also suggest that financial infidelity is more common within “at risk” 

relationships. For instance, the FI-Scale is positively correlated with insecure attachment (rs > .45), 

cognitive and behavioral jealousy (rs > .45), and mate-guarding behaviors (r = .36). The FI-Scale 

is positively correlated with general secrecy (r = .36), sexual deception (rs > .30), high 

maintenance interactions (r = .39), and quality of perceived alternatives (r = .39). Higher FI-Scale 

scores are also associated with lower levels of relationship satisfaction and commitment (rs > -.33), 

as well as lower levels of relationship-specific autonomy (r = -.30).  

Individual-Level Psychological Constructs. The FI-Scale is associated with constructs 

reflecting a greater willingness to deceive others for personal gain: primary psychopathy (r = 

.54), Machiavellianism (r = .50), and psychological entitlement (r = .35). FI-Scale scores are also 
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associated with being less forthcoming about one’s actions via self-concealment (r = .46) and 

lower autonomy (r = -.34). Lastly, FI-Scale scores are related to impulse control and a need for 

stimulation. For example, the results reveal a negative association between the FI-Scale and 

general self-control (r = -.41). This finding is consistent with previous research such that people 

low in self-control are more likely to engage in inappropriate or undesirable sexual behavior, 

including the likelihood of engaging in sexual infidelity (Gailliot and Baumeister 2007). 

Relatedly, the FI-Scale is positively associated with two subscales of sensation-seeking 

(Zuckerman 1994): boredom susceptibility (r = .36) and disinhibition (r = .33).  

Socially Desirable Responding. Given the potentially sensitive nature of the FI-Scale 

items, it was important to assess whether responses were biased by social desirability concerns. 

Individuals who tend to present themselves in a favorable light might be motivated to deny that 

they would engage in financial infidelity in order to avoid shame or embarrassment. To assess 

this possibility, participants completed the Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding (Paulhus 

1984). The results indicated that the FI-Scale was significantly correlated with both the 

impression management (r = -.46) and self-deceptive positivity (r = -.28) subscales. To ensure 

that our scale is not simply capturing normatively-acceptable responses, we examine whether FI-

Scale scores predict consumption-relevant consequences, above and beyond social desirability 

scores, in studies 3A-3D.  

Tests of Discriminant Validity. Given the significant correlations between the FI-Scale 

and a range of individual difference measures, we conducted two tests of discriminant validity to 

assess whether the FI-Scale is empirically distinguishable from these other measures (Nenkov, 

Inman, and Hulland 2007; Netemeyer, Bearden, and Sharma 2003). Detailed results of these tests 

appear in tables D2 and D3.  
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In the first test, for each pair of constructs (i.e., the FI-Scale and each scale with which it 

was significantly correlated at p < .01), we compared whether the average variance extracted 

(AVE) for each construct was greater than the squared correlation between the two constructs 

(Fornell and Larcker 1981). This was the case for all comparisons except for two (i.e., the FI-

Scale and financial literacy and Machiavellianism; see table D2). Second, again for each pair of 

constructs, we ran a chi-square difference test to assess whether a two-factor model in which the 

factors are allowed to co-vary had a significantly better fit than a one-factor model (Anderson 

and Gerbing 1988; Nenkov et al. 2007). The chi-square difference tests were significant for all 

pairs of constructs (all ps < .001; see table D3), indicating better fit for the two- versus one-factor 

models. Taken together, these two additional tests provide convergent evidence that the FI-Scale 

is empirically distinguishable from all other scales assessed herein. 



88 

 

 

TABLE D2: DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY CHECKS—AVERAGE VARIANCE EXTRACTED (AVE) TEST 

 

Construct 1 Construct 2 
AVE of 

construct 1 

AVE of 

construct 2 

Correlation 

between constructs 

Squared 

correlation 

      

 Financial Consumer Behavior Constructs     

      

FI-Scale Compulsive buying .50 .44 .46 .21 

FI-Scale Desire for future financial security .66 .41 -.35 .12 

FI-Scale Financial constraints .66 .52 .55 .30 

FI-Scale Financial harmony in marriage .50 .53 -.61 .37 

FI-Scale Financial literacy  .66 .20 -.49 .24 

FI-Scale Financial responsibility in marriage  .66 N/A .47 .22 

FI-Scale Frugality .50 .46 -.36 .13 

FI-Scale Ideal financial independence in marriage .66 N/A -.15 .02 

FI-Scale Price consciousness .50 .58 -.25 .06 

FI-Scale Tightwad-spendthrift status .50 .72 .26 .07 

      

 Interpersonal Constructs and Relationship Dynamics     

      

FI-Scale ASI benevolent sexism subscale .50 .45 .16 .03 

FI-Scale ASI hostile sexism subscale .50 .51 .24 .06 

FI-Scale Common secrets questionnaire .50 .25 .36 .13 

FI-Scale ECR-S anxiety subscale .50 .44 .45 .21 

FI-Scale ECR-S avoidance subscale .50 .53 .54 .29 

FI-Scale DIQ sexual/explicit behaviors subscale .51 .83 -.24 .06 

FI-Scale DIQ online/technology behaviors subscale .51 .53 -.26 .07 

FI-Scale DIQ emotional/affectionate behaviors subscale .51 .52 .18 .03 

FI-Scale DIQ solitary behaviors subscale .51 .65 .16 .03 

FI-Scale High maintenance interactions  .50 .69 .39 .15 

FI-Scale Intentions toward infidelity scale  .51 .41 .49 .24 
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FI-Scale IMS satisfaction subscale .50 .83 -.33 .11 

FI-Scale IMS investment subscale .50 .45 -.25 .06 

FI-Scale IMS quality of perceived alternatives subscale .50 .63 .39 .15 

FI-Scale IMS commitment subscale .50 .50 -.38 .14 

FI-Scale Mate guarding behaviors  .50 .29 .36 .13 

FI-Scale MJS cognitive subscale .50 .64 .49 .24 

FI-Scale MJS behavioral subscale .50 .60 .45 .20 

FI-Scale Relationship-specific autonomy .65 .63 -.30 .09 

FI-Scale SDS blatant lying subscale .51 .46 .36 .13 

FI-Scale SDS self-serving subscale .51 .52 .36 .13 

FI-Scale SDS avoiding confrontation subscale .51 .36 .30 .09 

FI-Scale Susceptibility to infidelity .50 .73 .46 .21 

      

 Individual-Level Psychological Constructs     

      

FI-Scale Autonomy subscale .50 .44 -.34 .12 

FI-Scale BFI-10 conscientiousness subscale .50 .30 -.28 .08 

FI-Scale Machiavellianism form IV .51 .23 .50 .25 

FI-Scale Narcissistic personality .50 .27 .26 .07 

FI-Scale Primary psychopathy scale  .50 .36 .54 .29 

FI-Scale Psychological entitlement scale   .50 .53 .35 .12 

FI-Scale Self-esteem  .50 .59 -.21 .04 

FI-Scale Self-concealment  .50 .49 .46 .21 

FI-Scale Self-control short form .51 .44 -.41 .17 

FI-Scale SS boredom susceptibility subscale .50 .17 .36 .13 

FI-Scale SS disinhibition subscale .51 .25 .33 .11 

      

 Socially Desirable Responding     

      

FI-Scale BIDR impression management subscale .50 .24 -.46 .21 

FI-Scale BIDR self-deceptive positivity subscale .50 .19 -.28 .08 
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Note. AVE refers to average variance extracted and was calculated using the results of a two-factor CFA model with the two 

respective constructs. AVEs cannot be computed for two of the constructs (i.e., “financial responsibility in marriage” and “ideal 

financial independence in marriage”) because they are a single item each. 
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TABLE D3: DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY CHECKS—CHI-SQUARE DIFFERENCE TESTS 

 

Comparison between FI-Scale  

and the following constructs 

One-factor model  

(assumes perfect correlation 

between constructs) 

Two-factor model with 

unconstrained correlation 

between constructs 

Chi-square difference test 

    

Financial Consumer Behavior Constructs    

    

Compulsive buying χ2(152) = 851.48, p < .001 χ2(151) = 417.86, p < .001 χ2(1) = 433.62, p < .001 

Desire for future financial security χ2(119) = 587.21, p < .001 χ2(118) = 297.30, p < .001 χ2(1) = 289.91, p < .001 

Financial constraints χ2(77) = 214.63, p < .001 χ2(76) = 177.47, p < .001 χ2(1) = 37.16, p < .001 

Financial harmony in marriage χ2(209) = 1312.90, p < .001 χ2(208) = 641.06, p < .001 χ2(1) = 671.84, p < .001 

Financial literacy  χ2(275) = 710.47, p < .001 χ2(274) = 581.20, p < .001 χ2(1) = 129.27, p < .001 

Financial responsibility in marriage    N/A 

Frugality χ2(170) = 1149.04, p < .001 χ2(169) = 433.21, p < .001 χ2(1) = 715.82, p < .001 

Ideal financial independence in marriage   N/A 

Price consciousness χ2(119) = 1076.93, p < .001 χ2(118) = 330.09, p < .001 χ2(1) = 746.03, p < .001 

Tightwad-spendthrift status χ2(104) = 677.50, p < .001 χ2(103) =263.28, p < .001 χ2(1) = 414.22, p < .001 

    

Interpersonal Constructs and Relationship Dynamics   

   

ASI benevolent sexism subscale χ2(230) = 2005.74, p < .001 χ2(229) = 806.54, p < .001 χ2(1) = 1199.20, p < .001 

ASI hostile sexism subscale χ2(230) = 2131.12, p < .001 χ2(229) = 569.31, p < .001 χ2(1) = 1561.81, p < .001 

Common secrets questionnaire χ2(1175) = 3810.40, p < .001 χ2(1174) = 2452.98, p < .001 χ2(1) = 1357.42, p < .001 

ECR-S anxiety subscale χ2(135) = 782.27, p < .001 χ2(134) = 378.46, p < .001 χ2(1) = 403.81, p < .001 

ECR-S avoidance subscale χ2(135) = 969.24, p < .001 χ2(134) = 518.67, p < .001 χ2(1) = 450.57, p < .001 

DIQ sexual/explicit behaviors subscale χ2(152) = 3122.67, p < .001 χ2(151) = 483.62, p < .001 χ2(1) = 2639.05, p < .001 

DIQ online/technology behaviors subscale χ2(152) = 1350.32, p < .001 χ2(151) = 445.19, p < .001 χ2(1) = 905.13, p < .001 

DIQ emotional/affectionate behaviors subscale χ2(275) = 2665.09, p < .001 χ2(274) = 659.36, p < .001 χ2(1) = 2005.72, p < .001 

DIQ solitary behaviors subscale χ2(119) = 1141.71, p < .001 χ2(118) = 308.83, p < .001 χ2(1) =832.87, p < .001 
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High maintenance interactions χ2(104) = 855.61, p < .001 χ2(103) = 276.30, p < .001 χ2(1) = 579.32, p < .001 

Intentions toward infidelity scale  χ2(119) = 593.06, p < .001 χ2(118) = 336.90, p < .001 χ2(1) = 256.15, p < .001 

IMS satisfaction subscale χ2(119) = 1907.85, p < .001 χ2(118) = 302.45, p < .001 χ2(1) = 1605.41, p < .001 

IMS investment subscale χ2(119) = 760.43, p < .001 χ2(118) = 329.74, p < .001 χ2(1) = 430.68, p < .001 

IMS quality of perceived alternatives subscale χ2(119) = 983.31, p < .001 χ2(118) = 273.71, p < .001 χ2(1) = 709.60, p < .001 

IMS commitment subscale χ2(152) = 1716.34, p < .001 χ2(151) = 387.31, p < .001 χ2(1) = 1329.03, p < .001 

Mate guarding behaviors  χ2(230) = 1032.67, p < .001 χ2(229) = 521.30, p < .001 χ2(1) = 511.36, p < .001 

MJS cognitive subscale χ2(170) = 1941.42, p < .001 χ2(169) = 642.26, p < .001 χ2(1) = 1299.16, p < .001 

MJS behavioral subscale χ2(170) = 1468.88, p < .001 χ2(169) = 716.96, p < .001 χ2(1) = 1077.53, p < .001 

Relationship-specific autonomy χ2(77) = 367.96, p < .001 χ2(76) = 239.87, p < .001 χ2(1) = 128.07, p < .001 

SDS blatant lying subscale χ2(152) = 970.84, p < .001 χ2(151) = 359.94, p < .001 χ2(1) = 610.90, p < .001 

SDS self-serving subscale χ2(90) = 471.15, p < .001 χ2(89) = 251.35, p < .001 χ2(1) = 219.79, p < .001 

SDS avoiding confrontation subscale χ2(119) = 517.49, p < .001 χ2(118) = 289.15, p < .001 χ2(1) = 228.35, p < .001 

Susceptibility to infidelity χ2(135) = 1862.70, p < .001 χ2(134) = 477.86, p < .001 χ2(1) = 1384.84, p < .001 

    

Individual-Level Psychological Constructs    

    

Autonomy subscale χ2(152) = 983.63, p < .001 χ2(151) = 347.66, p < .001 χ2(1) = 635.98, p < .001 

BFI-10 conscientiousness subscale χ2(77) = 233.64, p < .001 χ2(76) = 213.62, p < .001 χ2(1) = 20.01, p < .001 

Machiavellianism form IV  χ2(464) = 1856.96, p < .001 χ2(463) = 1383.71, p < .001 χ2(1) = 473.25, p < .001 

Narcissistic personality χ2(350) = 1535.52, p < .001 χ2(349) = 716.96, p < .001 χ2(1) = 818.57, p < .001 

Primary psychopathy scale  χ2(350) = 1516.16, p < .001 χ2(349) = 797.73, p < .001 χ2(1) = 718.44, p < .001 

Psychological entitlement scale χ2(189) = 1573.71, p < .001 χ2(188) = 507.29, p < .001 χ2(1) = 1066.42, p < .001 

Self-esteem  χ2(209) = 2513.74, p < .001 χ2(208) = 738.64, p < .001 χ2(1) = 1775.11, p < .001 

Self-concealment  χ2(209) = 1432.97, p < .001 χ2(208) = 527.53, p < .001 χ2(1) = 905.44, p < .001 

Self-control short form χ2(209) = 1462.12, p < .001 χ2(208) = 630.97, p < .001 χ2(1) = 831.14, p < .001 

SS boredom susceptibility subscale χ2(209) = 631.77, p < .001 χ2(208) = 442.37, p < .001 χ2(1) = 189.41, p < .001 

SS disinhibition subscale χ2(209) = 767.15, p < .001 χ2(208) = 443.13, p < .001 χ2(1) = 324.02, p < .001 

    

Socially Desirable Responding    

    

BIDR impression management subscale χ2(464) = 1471.52, p < .001 χ2(463) = 912.43, p < .001 χ2(1) = 559.09, p < .001 

BIDR self-deceptive positivity subscale χ2(464) = 1423.89, p < .001 χ2(463) = 833.26, p < .001 χ2(1) = 590.62, p < .001 
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Note. Because “financial responsibility in marriage” and “ideal financial independence in marriage” are single items, we compared 

one-factor models with each variable omitted versus included with the FI-Scale. The results show better fit for models omitting versus 

including these items, supporting their relative independence (financial responsibility: AIC = 12,684 vs. AIC = 15,177 and BIC = 

12,774 vs. BIC = 15,274; financial independence: AIC = 12,684 vs. AIC = 13,574 and BIC = 12,774 vs. BIC = 13,671).
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WEB APPENDIX E: ADDITIONAL CROSS-LAGGED PANEL ANALYSES (STUDY 2) 

 

Panel A: Financial Infidelity Proneness and Self-Esteem 

 

  

 

 

Panel B: Financial Infidelity Proneness and Relationship Satisfaction 

 



95 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Panel C: Financial Infidelity Proneness and Relationship Investment 
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Panel D: Financial Infidelity Proneness and Quality of Perceived Alternatives 
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Panel E: Financial Infidelity Proneness and Relationship Commitment  

 

  

 

Note. Coefficients are standardized. The time difference between times 1 and 2 is approximately 

nine months. Financial infidelity proneness was measured via the 12-item FI-Scale. IMS = 

Investment Model Scales (Rusbult et al. 1998).  

†p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001.  
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WEB APPENDIX F: STUDY MATERIALS AND ADDITIONAL ANALYSES 

(STUDIES 3A-3D) 

Study 3A: Scenario and Dependent Variables 

 

You are considering going out for dinner with your friends. Your spouse had other plans 

meaning they were unable to join you. 

 

You and your friends are thinking of having dinner at a new, upscale restaurant that has recently 

opened in town. The restaurant has a stunning interior design, a lively atmosphere, and offers 

unique culinary experiences. 

 

You and your friends will probably have a very enjoyable evening at the restaurant. But 
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unfortunately, you'd spend a lot of money on this dinner. In fact, your bill is likely to be about 

three times more than a typical bill you and your spouse pay when dining out together. 

  

You have two credit cards that you can use to pay your dinner bill: 

(1) a joint credit card (a credit card to which you and your spouse both have access) with a 

promotional 0% interest rate for the next 12 months, or 

(2) your personal credit card (a card to which your spouse does not have access) with an 18% 

interest rate. 

 

You are wondering whether to go out to this expensive dinner with your friends or not. 

  

What will you be more likely to do in this situation? (1 = definitely will not go to this dinner, 7 = 

definitely will go to this dinner) 

 

All things considered, will you go to this dinner or not? 

• Yes, I will go to this dinner. 

• No, I will not go to this dinner. 

Given that you chose to go to this dinner, which credit card are you more likely to use to pay for 

the dinner? [Although you chose NOT to go to this dinner, if you did, which credit card are you 

more likely to use to pay for the dinner?] (1 = definitely will pay with the joint credit card, 4 = 

equally likely to pay with either credit card, 7 = definitely will pay with my personal credit card) 

 

All things considered, which credit card will you use to pay for your dinner? [All things 
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considered, which credit card would you have used to pay for your dinner if you had decided to 

go?] 

• The joint credit card (a credit card to which you and your spouse both have access) with a 

promotional 0% interest rate for the next 12 months 

• Your personal credit card (a card to which your spouse does not have access) with an 

18% interest rate 

 

How guilty would you feel if you decide to go to this dinner with your friends? (1 = not guilty at 

all, 7 = very guilty) 

To what extent do you think your spouse would disapprove if you decide to go to this dinner? (1 

= not at all, 7 = very much) 

 

To what extent do you think your spouse would disapprove if you decide not to go to this dinner? 

(1 = not at all, 7 = very much) 

 

How likely are you to pay this credit card balance (i.e., the one incurred from the dinner bill) IN 

FULL this billing cycle? (1 = very unlikely, 7 = very likely) 

 

 

Study 3B: Scenario and Dependent Variables 

 

You and your friends have decided to spend the day at an amusement park. The park features 

various attractions, including roller coasters, water rides, a Ferris wheel, live shows, and arcade 

games. Your spouse had already made other plans, and so was unable to join you. 
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When you and your spouse go to the park together, you typically purchase one-day general 

admission tickets, which are priced at $50 each. 

 

While standing in line, however, one of your friends insists on purchasing fast pass tickets—

these tickets grant access to shorter lines (cutting wait time by at least half), but are priced at 

$100 each, which is twice the price of a general admission ticket. You know your spouse would 

disapprove of this purchase if they find out because you recently agreed to jointly reduce your 

household spending as much as possible. 

 

You have enough cash with you to pay for the fast pass ticket in cash. Alternatively, you could 

also pay with a credit card. However, you usually receive paper credit card statements at home 

and your spouse has access to them. 

 

Thus, you have two options to pay for your $100 fast pass ticket: a credit card or cash.  

 

You are wondering whether to purchase the $100 fast pass ticket or not. 

 

What will you be more likely to do in this situation? (1 = definitely will not purchase the fast pass 

ticket, 7 = definitely will purchase the fast pass ticket) 

 

All things considered, will you purchase the fast pass ticket? 

• Yes, I will purchase the fast pass ticket. 

• No, I will not purchase the fast pass ticket. 
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Given that you chose to purchase the fast pass ticket, which method are you more likely to use to 

pay for the ticket? [Although you chose not to purchase the fast pass ticket, if you did, which 

method would you have been more likely to use to pay for the ticket?] (1 = I will definitely use a 

credit card to pay for the fast pass ticket, 4 = equally likely to use both methods of payment, 7 = I 

will definitely use cash to pay for the fast pass ticket) 

 

 

All things considered, which method of payment will you use to pay for the ticket? [All things 

considered, which method of payment would you have used to pay for the fast pass ticket if you 

had decided to purchase it?] 

• Cash 

• Credit card 

 

How guilty would you feel if you decide to purchase the fast pass ticket? (1 = not guilty at all, 7 = 

very guilty) 

 

To what extent do you think your spouse would disapprove if you decide to purchase the fast 

pass ticket? (1 = not at all, 7 = very much) 

 

To what extent do you think your spouse would disapprove if you decide not to purchase the fast 

pass ticket? (1 = not at all, 7 = very much) 

 

How do you usually receive your credit card statements? 

• I receive only paper statements. 
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• I receive only electronic statements. 

• I receive both paper and electronic statements. 

 

Does your spouse have access to your credit card statements? 

• Yes 

• No 

 

Which payment method do you usually use to pay for purchases of $100 or more? 

• I always pay with a credit/debit card. 

• I always pay with cash. 

• I am equally likely to pay with a credit/debit card or cash. 

 

 

Study 3C: Scenario and Dependent Variables 

 

Note: The following scenario was modelled after an actual packaging choice provided by 

Amazon to its customers. Below is a screenshot of the packaging choice provided to one of the 

paper’s authors at checkout on Amazon.com.  

 



104 

 

 

 

 

Imagine that you are an avid hiker and often go hiking with your friends. Your spouse is not that 

fond of hiking and often does not accompany you on these trips. 

 

While browsing on Amazon for some home necessities, you come across a high-end, brand-

name hiking jacket that you really like. Unfortunately, the jacket is $400 which is about 4 times 

more expensive than what you and your spouse usually spend on clothes.  

 

You and your spouse recently decided to save as much money as possible for an upcoming big-

ticket purchase. 
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You know that your spouse will probably not see it since they never go hiking with you, but the 

package will be delivered on Saturday when your spouse will likely be at home. 

 

When you browse the item description, you see the following message: “The item in your order 

ships in its own packaging and will be visible when delivered. To cover this package for free, 

choose ‘Ship in Amazon box’ below.” So you could choose to have the product delivered in its 

own packaging with the contents being visible or the Amazon, non-transparent box packing. 

 

You are wondering whether to buy the jacket or not. 

 

What will you be more likely to do in this situation? (1 = definitely will not buy the jacket, 7 = 

definitely will buy the jacket) 

All things considered, will you buy the jacket? 

• Yes, I will buy the jacket. 

• No, I will not buy the jacket. 

 

Given that you chose to buy the jacket, which type of packaging will you be more likely to use for 

this order? [Although you chose not to buy the jacket, if you did, which type of packaging would 

you have been more likely to use for this order?] (1 = I will definitely use the item’s own visible 

packaging, 4 = equally likely to use both types of packaging, 7 = I will definitely use the 

Amazon non-transparent box packaging) 

 

All things considered, which type of packaging will you use for this order? [All things 
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considered, which type of packaging would you have used for this order if you had decided to 

purchase the jacket?] 

• The item’s own visible packaging 

• The Amazon non-transparent box packaging 

 

How guilty would you feel if you decide to purchase the jacket? (1 = not guilty at all, 7 = very 

guilty) 

 

To what extent do you think your spouse would disapprove if you decide to purchase the jacket? 

(1 = not at all, 7 = very much) 

 

To what extent do you think your spouse would disapprove if you decide not to purchase the 

jacket? (1 = not at all, 7 = very much) 

 

 

Study 3D: Scenario and Dependent Variables 

   

You and your spouse just moved into a new house and you’re eager to make it a “home.” As 

you’re unpacking boxes, you realize that some of your cookware is missing or was damaged in 

transit: plates are broken, your skillet is missing its lid, and your knife set is missing knives. 

 

Although your spouse would disapprove of you buying new cookware because you recently 

agreed to cut back on spending, you decide to go shopping while your spouse is out of town. 
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You’re the “home chef” so your spouse wouldn’t even notice what’s new in the kitchen. 

However, for your shopping, you plan to use a joint credit card to which both you and your 

spouse have access. 

 

You could buy new cookware at a specialty cookware store, Chef’s Best, located within a short 

distance from your new house. Although you do not have any trips planned to the grocery store, 

you could also buy all the cookware you need from the grocery store, which would allow you to 

hide the new cookware price under your grocery bill. In that way, your spouse will see only one 

transaction from your regular grocery store on your joint credit card rather than a transaction 

from a specialty cookware store. 

 

Importantly, your grocery store and the specialty cookware store are located right next to each 

other in the same strip mall. Both stores also have the same cookware selection (i.e., same 

brands, prices, etc.). However, shopping in the specialty cookware store is more enjoyable—it is 

quieter and has friendlier staff. 

 

Therefore, you have the option of purchasing the new cookware from the grocery store, or a 

specialty cookware store. 

 

You are wondering whether to purchase new cookware or not. 

 

What will you more likely to do in this situation? (1 = definitely will not purchase the new 

cookware, 7 = definitely will purchase the new cookware) 
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All things considered, will you purchase the new cookware? 

• Yes, I will purchase the new cookware. 

• No, I will not purchase the new cookware. 

How guilty would you feel if you decide to purchase the new cookware? (1 = not guilty at all, 7 = 

very guilty) 

 

Given that you chose to purchase the cookware, from which store(s) are you more likely to 

purchase it? [Although you chose not to purchase the cookware, if you did, from which store(s) 

would you have been more likely to purchase the it?] (1 = I am much more likely to purchase the 

cookware from the specialty cookware store, 4 = equally likely to purchase the cookware from 

the specialty cookware store or the grocery store, 7 = I am much more likely to purchase the 

cookware from the grocery store.) 

 

All things considered, which store(s) will you purchase the cookware from? [All things 

considered, which store(s) would you have purchased the cookware from, if you had decided to 

buy it?] 

• The grocery store 

• The specialty cookware store  

 

To what extent do you think your spouse would disapprove if you decide to purchase the new 

cookware? (1 = not at all, 7 = very much) 

 

To what extent do you think your spouse would disapprove if you decide not to purchase the new 
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cookware? (1 = not at all, 7 = very much) 

 

Now we’d like you to rate the overall quality of cookware purchased from the following stores: 

(1 = low quality, 7 = high quality) 

• A grocery store 

• A specialty cookware store  

 

Now we’d like you to rate the convenience of purchasing cookware from the following stores: (1 

= low convenience, 7 = high convenience) 

• A grocery store 

• A specialty cookware store  

 

Please rate how hedonic (vs. utilitarian) you think cookware purchased from a GROCERY 

STORE will be. Hedonic products are pleasant and fun; they are enjoyable and appeal to your 

senses. Utilitarian products are useful, practical, or functional; they help you achieve a goal. 

Cookware purchased from a GROCERY STORE will be: (1 = very hedonic, 7 = very utilitarian) 

 

Please rate how hedonic (vs. utilitarian) you think cookware purchased from a SPECIALTY 

STORE will be. Hedonic products are pleasant and fun; they are enjoyable and appeal to your 

senses. Utilitarian products are useful, practical, or functional; they help you achieve a goal. 

Cookware purchased from a SPECIALTY STORE will be: (1 = very hedonic, 7 = very utilitarian) 

 

 

Studies 3A-3D Manipulation Checks 
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Now please think about the scenario you imagined earlier and indicate your agreement with the 

following statements: (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree) 

• I could imagine the scenario well. 

• The scenario was realistic. 

• The scenario was relevant to me. 

 

 

TABLE F1: SCALE DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS (STUDIES 3A-3D) 

 

 
Study 3A Study 3B                  Study 3C Study 3D               

 
α 

(n) 

Mean 

(SD) 

α 

(n) 

Mean 

(SD) 

α 

(n) 

Mean 

(SD) 

α 

(n) 

Mean 

(SD) 

FI-Scale  .93 

(308) 

2.41 

(1.24) 

.92 

(308) 

2.60 

(1.32) 

.93 

(303) 

2.54  

(1.33) 

.92 

(317) 

2.57 

(1.24) 

Financial harmony  .92 

(310) 

3.80 

(.95) 

.92 

(306) 

3.72 

(.99) 

.93 

(302) 

3.69 

(1.00) 

.92 

(319) 

3.74 

(.95) 

Self-concealment   .91 

(311) 

2.68 

(.99) 

.90 

(305) 

2.72 

(.99) 

.89 

(303) 

2.68 

(.94) 

.90  

(320) 

2.62 

(.95) 

BIDR impression management  .83 

(312) 

4.23 

(.88) 

.87 

(305) 

4.23 

(1.02) 

.84  

(302) 

4.14  

(.90) 

.84 

(319) 

4.22 

(.91) 

BIDR self-deceptive positivity .72 

(312) 

4.34 

(.66) 

.74 

(305) 

4.32 

(.68) 

.74 

(302) 

4.34 

(.67) 

.77  

(319) 

4.37 

(.71) 

 

Note. BIDR = Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding. 

 

 

TABLE F2: PERCEIVED DIFFICULTY OF HIDING THE FINANCIAL ACT AS A 

FUNCTION OF EACH PURCHASE OPTION (PRE-TESTS TO STUDIES 3A-3D) 
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Study Purchase Option Mean SD Paired t-test 

3A Personal credit card 2.26 1.76 t(103) = 12.34,  p < .001 

 Joint credit card 5.48 2.02 

3B Cash 2.17 1.75 t(102) = 12.24,  p < .001 

 Credit card 5.05 2.08 

3C Amazon’s non-transparent box packaging 3.72 2.11 t(103) = 8.48,  p < .001 

 Item’s own visible packaging 5.79 1.81 

3D Grocery store 2.61 1.97 t(103) = 9.51,  p < .001 

 Specialty store 5.06 2.17 

Note. Perceived difficulty was measured on 7-point scales (1 = not at all, 7 = very much). 

 

 

TABLE F3: ANTICIPATED SPOUSAL DISAPPROVAL RESULTS (STUDIES 3A-3D) 

 

 
Study 3A Study 3B Study 3C Study 3D 

 

Anticipated spousal disapproval 

for incurring the expense 

 

3.10 (1.74) 

 

4.80 (1.77) 

 

5.45 (1.67) 

 

3.75 (1.83) 

Anticipated spousal disapproval 

for not incurring the expense 

2.79 (1.67) 2.11 (1.53) 1.66 (1.24) 2.51 (1.55) 

Paired t-test t(310) = 2.07, 

p = .04 

t(305) = 18.12, 

p < .001  

t(302) = 28.08, 

p < .001 

t(313) = 8.47,  

p < .001 

Note. Values in the table represent means and standard deviations (in parentheses) for each item. 

Higher numbers represent greater anticipated spousal disapproval. 

 

 

TABLE F4: PERCEIVED REALISM RESULTS (STUDIES 3A-3D) 
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Study 3A Study 3B Study 3C Study 3D 

 

I could imagine the scenario well 

 

6.04*** 

(1.01) 

 

5.98*** 

(1.23) 

 

5.89*** 

(1.35) 

 

5.85*** 

(1.24) 

The scenario was realistic. 5.90*** 

(1.16) 

5.91*** 

(1.20) 

5.66*** 

(1.45) 

5.68*** 

(1.42) 

The scenario was relevant to me. 5.20*** 

(1.60) 

4.97*** 

(1.82) 

4.41*** 

(2.02) 

4.92*** 

(1.84) 

Perceived realism index  

(average of the above three items) 

5.71*** 

(1.07) 

5.62*** 

(1.19) 

5.32*** 

(1.35) 

5.49*** 

(1.31) 

 

Note. Values in the table represent means and standard deviations (in parentheses) for each item. 

***p ≤ .001 for a paired t-test comparison of mean to scale midpoint (4). 
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TABLE F5: REGRESSION ANALYSES RESULTS  

(MODIFIED VERSIONS OF STUDIES 3A-3D; CONCEALMENT CHOICE ONLY) 

 

 
Study 3A Study 3B Study 3C Study 3D 

 Continuous 

DV 

Choice     

DV 

Continuous 

DV 

Choice     

DV 

Continuous 

DV 

Choice     

DV 

Continuous 

DV 

Choice     

DV 

FI-Scale 
.72*** 

(.13) 

.78*** 

(.20) 

.19† 

(.10) 

.20* 

(.10) 

.50*** 

(.15) 

.52** 

(.19) 

.31** 

(.12) 

.27* 

(.13) 

Financial harmony 

 

-.08 

(.17) 

-.14 

(.25) 

.12 

(.14) 

.11 

(.14) 

-.03 

(.20) 

-.08 

(.23) 

-.15 

(.16) 

-.12 

(.16) 

Self-concealment  

 

.14 

(.18) 

.02 

(.30) 

.13 

(.13) 

.19 

(.13) 

.10 

(.19) 

.11 

(.22) 

-.27†     (.16) -.18 

(.17) 

BIDR impression management  .53** 

(.19) 

.87** 

(.30) 

-.11 

(.15) 

.09 

(.14) 

-.44* 

(.19) 

-.28 

(.21) 

-.18 

(.17) 

-.21 

(.17) 

BIDR self-deceptive positivity  -.25 

(.26) 

-.66† 

(.39) 

.54** 

(.20) 

.36† 

(.19) 

-.21 

(.28) 

-.25 

(.30) 

-.39 

(.25) 

-.22 

(.25) 

 

Intercept 

 

-.56 

(1.71) 

 

-4.15 

(2.66) 

 

1.43 

(1.17) 

 

-2.97** 

(1.17) 

 

5.80*** 

(1.75) 

 

1.78 

(2.00) 

 

7.38*** 

(1.42) 

 

2.29 

(1.49) 

 

Note. In this modified set of studies, participants were asked to imagine engaging in a financial act anticipated to elicit spousal 

disapproval; the key dependent variable was the likelihood of concealing the financial act (i.e., the second component of financial 

infidelity only). For all continuous dependent variables, the 7-point scales were coded such that higher numbers indicated secretive 
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purchase options (e.g., a preference for personal credit card usage vs. joint credit card usage). For choice dependent variables, all 

secretive purchase options were coded as 1 (vs. 0). BIDR = Balanced Inventory of Desirable Responding. Standard errors are 

displayed in parentheses. Demographic details for each sample are as follows: study 3A: n = 206, age range: 22-72, mean age = 40, 

57.5% female, marriage length range: 0-52 years, mean marriage length = 12 years; study 3B: n = 407, age range: 21-84, mean age = 

40, 60.5% female, marriage length range: 0-52 years, mean marriage length = 12 years; study 3C: n = 210, age range: 20-76, mean age 

= 41, 56.0% female, marriage length range: 0-54 years, mean marriage length = 13 years; and study 3D: n = 302, age range: 20-76, 

mean age = 39, 61.8% female, marriage length range: 0-49 years, mean marriage length = 12 years. 

†p ≤ .10, *p ≤ .05, **p ≤ .01, ***p ≤ .001.  
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TABLE F6: DOMINANCE ANALYSES RESULTS FOR OLS REGRESSION MODELS 

PREDICTING THE FINANCIAL ACT AND CONCEALMENT (STUDIES 3A-3D) 

 

 
Study 3A Study 3B Study 3C Study 3D 

 
Act 

(%) 

Conceal 

(%) 

Act 

(%) 

Conceal 

(%) 

Act 

(%) 

Conceal 

(%) 

Act 

(%) 

Conceal 

(%) 

FI-Scale 50.49 64.92 55.66 49.99 79.14 69.73 61.96 39.40 

Financial harmony 

 

4.94 6.81 13.59 35.96 9.28 6.05 8.27 33.96 

Self-concealment  

 

2.37 4.65 19.84 5.99 4.85 12.73 14.02 6.73 

BIDR impression management  28.35 15.61 3.99  4.63 3.08 10.18 12.82 18.41 

BIDR self-deceptive positivity  13.85 8.02 6.92 3.43 3.65 1.32 2.93 1.50 

 

Overall R2 

 

.033 

 

.130 

 

.117 

 

.071 

 

.203 

 

.111 

 

.124 

 

.057 

 

Note. The standardized dominance statistics reported can be interpreted as the percentage of the 

overall R2 attributed to each independent variable.  
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WEB APPENDIX G: CONCURRENT VALIDITY OF THE FI-SCALE 

This additional study examines whether the FI-Scale is correlated with self-reported, past 

instances of engaging in financial infidelity, and whether this relationship held after controlling 

for individual difference measures of intentions to engage in sexual infidelity and general 

unethical decision-making tendencies. 

 

Participants and Procedure  

 

We recruited 255 married individuals via MTurk and paid them $0.75 for their time. 

From this total, 23 observations were deleted for failing an attention check (Oppenheimer et al. 

2009), leaving a final sample of 232 people (age range: 18-72, mean age = 36; 55% female). 

Participants completed three blocks of individual difference measures, which were presented in a 

randomized order, and included a filler task (rating images) between blocks. The three blocks 

were as follows: (1) the FI-Scale (α = .93), (2) the Intentions toward Infidelity Scale (ITIS; α = 

.79; Jones et al. 2011), and (3) the Unethical Decision-Making (UDM) Scale (α = .86; Detert, 

Treviño, and Sweitzer 2008).  

After participants completed the individual difference measures, they reported whether 

they had engaged in a series of sexual and financial infidelity behaviors over the past year 

without telling their spouse (yes or no). Financial infidelity questions were adapted from pilot 

study responses. Sexual infidelity items were adapted from the Definitions of Infidelity 

Questionnaire (Thompson and O'Sullivan 2016). All items were presented in a randomized order 

(see web appendix table G1 for the complete list of infidelity behaviors).  

To measure the overall extent to which individuals engaged in financial and sexual 

infidelities, we summed the number of affirmative (yes) responses within each domain. Thus, our 

dependent variables were count measures of financial infidelity behaviors (M = 4.14, SD = 5.58) 

and sexual infidelity behaviors (M = 1.35, SD = 2.80) committed over the past 12 months. 

 

Results  

 

Primary Analyses. First, we examined the overall admission rates for financial and sexual 

infidelity behaviors (see web appendix table G1). A total of 62% of participants reported that 

they had engaged in at least one financial infidelity behavior, while 27% of participants reported 

that they had engaged in at least one sexual infidelity behavior, providing some support for the 

idea that financial infidelity behaviors are more common (or, at the very least, are more likely to 

be reported) than sexual infidelity behaviors. 
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TABLE G1: PERCENTAGE OF PARTICIPANTS ADMITTING TO ENGAGING IN 

FINANCIAL AND SEXUAL INFIDELITY BEHAVIORS WITHIN THE PAST YEAR  

 

Infidelity Behaviors % Yes 

  

Financial Infidelity  

  

Telling your spouse something costs less than it actually does 30 

Hiding receipts from a purchase from your spouse 26 

Not showing your spouse credit card bills 26 

Spending money on others without telling your spouse 26 

Going over budget without telling your spouse 25 

Keeping a hidden emergency fund of cash from your spouse 22 

Telling your spouse that you’ve been saving money but haven’t been 21 

Misrepresenting how much money is in a savings account 21 

Hiding personal financial matters (e.g., hardships, bankruptcy) from spouse 20 

Lying to your spouse about a bill amount 19 

Having secret investments from your spouse 17 

Lending money to others without spouse knowing 17 

Hiding income (e.g., bonus, inheritance) from spouse 17 

Saving money in a secret bank account that your spouse doesn't know about 16 

Secretly using a savings account to make purchases 16 

Claiming to have paid for something, but not doing so 15 

Getting a new credit card/loan without telling your spouse 15 

Not being honest in how much money you make 15 

Gambling/betting money and not telling your spouse about it 14 

Using earmarked joint money for personal expenses 14 

Borrowing money from friends or family without your spouse knowing 13 

Withdrawing money from a 401K without disclosing it to your spouse 10 

 
Sexual Infidelity  

 

  

Receiving affectionate/flirtatious texts or emails from someone else 18 

Sending affectionate/flirtatious texts or emails to someone else 16 

Receiving sexually explicit messages by text or email from someone else 13 

Taking a shower with someone else 12 

Sending sexually explicit messages by text or email to someone else 12 

Kissing someone else intensely 11 

Engaging in penile-vaginal intercourse with someone else 10 

Touching someone else's genitals 10 

Giving someone else oral sex 9 

Receiving oral sex from someone else 9 

Engaging in penile-anal intercourse with someone else 8 

Masturbating with someone else over webcam 8 

  

 

Next, we examined whether the FI-Scale predicts actual financial infidelity behaviors 
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above and beyond consumers’ ITIS and UDM. We conducted a negative binomial regression 

model with the FI-Scale, ITIS, and UDM scales as independent variables and the number of 

financial infidelity behaviors as the dependent variable, as well as age and gender as control 

variables. As predicted, the FI-Scale uniquely predicted financial infidelity behaviors (b = .77, se 

= .07; z(217) = 10.95, p < .001). By contrast, the ITIS (b = .08, se = .08; z(217) = 1.01, p = .32) 

and the UDM (b = .06, se = .07; z(217) = .80, p = .42) did not.  

Theoretically, the FI-Scale should predict actual financial infidelity, but it should not 

necessarily predict sexual infidelity over the past 12 months (i.e., financial and sexual infidelities 

are qualitatively different forms of infidelity). Nevertheless, we ran a similar regression model 

with the FI-Scale, ITIS, and UDM as independent variables, demographic variables as 

covariates, and the number of sexual infidelity behaviors participants had engaged in as the 

dependent variable. Although the ITIS was a significant predictor of sexual infidelity (b = .64, se 

= .16; z(218) = 4.10, p < .001), the FI-Scale was only a marginally significant predictor (b = .22, 

se = .14; z(218) = 1.59, p = .051). Furthermore, the effect of the UDM scale on actual sexual 

infidelity was not significant (b = .30, se = .15; z(218) = 1.96, p = .11).  

Addressing Socially Desirable Responding. To ensure that the current results were not 

biased by social desirability concerns, we conducted a follow-up study to examine whether the 

FI-Scale predicts actual financial infidelity after accounting for variance attributed to social 

desirability. Approximately four months after the current study (time 1), we contacted all 232 

participants who had passed the attention check and invited them for a follow-up survey (time 2). 

Out of these 232 participants, 110 (47% response rate) took part in the follow-up survey (age 

range: 23-72, mean age = 38; 54% female) and completed the BIDR scale and the FI-Scale.18  

The results of a negative binomial regression reveal that FI-Scale scores continue to 

predict actual financial infidelity (b = .77, se = .07; z(105) = 11.66, p < .001) above and beyond 

socially desirable responding (both subscales) and demographic variables (age, sex). We also 

find no significant interaction effects between the FI-Scale and either the impression 

management (b = .06, se = .08; z(105) = .62, p = .54) or self-deceptive positivity (b = -.06, se = 

.07; z(105) = -.84, p = .40) subscales on actual financial infidelity. These results suggest that the 

FI-Scale has predictive power even after accounting for socially desirable responding. 

 

Discussion 

 

                                                 

18 As expected, time 1 and time 2 measures of the FI-Scale were positively correlated (r(108) = .72, p < .001), 

providing additional evidence of test-retest reliability. 
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In sum, this study provides evidence of concurrent validity. Namely, the FI-Scale is 

correlated with self-reported instances of engaging in financial infidelity behaviors over the 

preceding 12 months, above and beyond individual difference measures of sexual infidelity and 

general unethical decision-making tendency. The follow-up study also reveals that the FI-Scale’s 

predictive ability is robust to social desirability concerns.  
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WEB APPENDIX H: STUDY 5 MATERIALS AND POST-TEST QUESTIONS 

 

Lottery Ticket Offered to Participants 

 

 

 

Envelope Option 1: Descript Envelope 

 

 

 

Envelope Option 2: Non-Descript Envelope 
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Post-Test Questions: Anticipated Spousal Disapproval  

 

Please imagine the following scenario: 

 

Imagine that you participate in a research study. As a reward for your participation in the study, 

you will be entered into a lottery to win a free massage at a location near you. Winners will 

receive either (1) one 75-minute massage for themselves, OR (2) two 30-minute massages for 

themselves and their spouse. 

 

You have the opportunity to select between the following two options: 

(1) A 75-minute massage just for yourself (the massage certificate will have your name on it and 

is not transferable), or 
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(2) A couple’s massage, consisting of two 30-minute massages for you and your spouse (the 

massage certificate will have both your names on it and is not transferable). 

 

Now imagine that you choose the individual 75-min massage just for yourself. [Now imagine 

that you choose the couple's massage, consisting of two 30-minute massages for you and your 

spouse.] 

 

To what extent do you think your spouse would disapprove of your choice in this situation? (1 = 

not at all, 7 = very much) 

To what extent do you expect your spouse to criticize you for your choice in this situation? (1 = 

not at all, 7 = very much) 

How do you expect your spouse to react to your choice in this situation? (1 = very favorably, 7 = 

very unfavorably) 
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WEB APPENDIX I: MARRIED COUPLES AND GAMBLING FIELD STUDY 

Participants and Procedure 

 

 We recruited 65 married couples (130 individuals; age range: 25-72, mean age = 52; 50% 

female) who had been married for an average of 19 years. Data collection took place during the 

two days leading up to a home football game at a private Midwestern university.19  

The researchers set up a table in a high traffic area next to the ticket office. They 

approached pairs of adults and asked whether they were married and willing to participate in a 

five-minute study on personality and decision-making. If they met both criteria, spouses stood 

back-to-back and completed the study privately on researcher-issued smartphones. Participants 

first completed a block of personality measures beginning with the FI-Scale (α = .81). This scale 

was measured first to ensure the maximum temporal lag between our independent measure (the 

FI-Scale) and our dependent variables. After answering the FI-Scale, spouses completed several 

filler items, which included a 10-item short version of the Big Five Inventory (Rammstedt and 

John 2007), relationship-specific questions (e.g., how long they had been married, how many 

children they have), and demographic items (age, gender, education). 

 As they were finishing demographics, spouses received a “surprise” message on the 

smartphone screen, stating that they had been randomly selected to participate in a second task. 

They were instructed not to turn around or talk with their partner, who was completing other 

personality measures. The second task was described as testing a new platform for a random 

                                                 

19 Recruitment was limited to two days at set time periods (day 1: 10:00 AM to 5:00 PM; day 2: 10:00 AM to 3:00 

PM). Our goal was to recruit as many married couples as possible within pre-determined data collection windows. 
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number generator. Spouses were told that they would be receiving a surprise $10 (cash) bonus 

that they needed to share with their partner. In order to test the new platform, spouses received 

an opportunity to increase the bonus they would receive. Specifically, they could either (1) keep 

the $10 or (2) test the platform for a chance at quadrupling the $10 (the act choice). If they chose 

to test the platform, the random number generator would roll a die. If it rolled an even number, 

they would win and walk away with $40. If it rolled an odd number, they would lose and walk 

away with $0. If participants chose to test the platform, they viewed an animated progress bar 

(Buell and Norton 2011) and were asked to wait for a moment. Participants were unaware, 

however, that the screen auto-advanced after 10 seconds and always revealed “3” (a losing 

number). Thus, the design of the experiment meant all participants who chose to gamble the 

bonus compensation were not successful at receiving the bonus payment. 

 Regardless of whether or not spouses chose to test the random number platform, all 

participants were then presented with an opportunity to withhold information about the 

opportunity to gamble (the concealment choice). Specifically, they read the following message:  

 

Per University regulations, we are required to debrief you, and provide more information 

about the survey to you and your partner. We are aware, however, that financial matters 

can sometimes be sensitive.  

 

As such, we have two different debriefing forms available to share with you and your 

partner—one form explains the decision you faced regarding bonus compensation (the 

second task), whereas the other form does not mention this decision. 

 Each spouse was given a choice between (1) the debriefing form that mentions the second 
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task (i.e., the opportunity to gamble), or (2) the debriefing form that does not mention the second 

task. Two stacks of (identical) forms were kept on the table, face-down, to lend credibility to the 

cover story. After spouses made their choices and both partners indicated being done with the 

survey, couples were fully debriefed and received a snack of their choice as compensation.    

A separate post-test (n = 109, age range: 23-74, mean age = 40; 51.4% female) indicated 

that choosing to gamble the $10 bonus is associated with a significantly greater level of anticipated 

spousal disapproval (α = .88; see below for exact measures) than choosing to keep the bonus (M = 

3.23, SD = 1.93, range: 1-7 vs. M = 2.12, SD = 1.21, range: 1-6; F(1, 107) = 12.82, p < .001). This 

is consistent with previous research demonstrating that gambling can have negative consequences 

for marital relationships (i.e., it elicits general disapproval; Shaw et al. 2007) 

 

Results  

 

 A total of 60.6% of participants chose to gamble the bonus compensation for a chance to 

quadruple it, while the remaining 39.4% chose to keep it (χ2 (1) = 6.03, p = .018), suggesting that 

our bonus amount of $10 was relatively well calibrated. Furthermore, 92.3% of participants 

chose the debriefing form that included information about the bonus compensation, while the 

remaining 7.7% chose the debriefing form that omitted information about the bonus opportunity 

(χ2(1) = 93.07, p < .001). 

Likelihood of Committing the Financial Act. The data collected in this study had a 

hierarchical structure because each couple consisted of two partners who made individual 

decisions—that is, debriefing form choice (the level-1 observations) was nested within couples 

(the level-2 observations). Therefore, we used PROC GLIMMIX in SAS to estimate a two-level 
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logistic regression model using the Maximum Likelihood estimation method (Raudenbush et al. 

2004). We note that PROC GLIMMIX used the default containment method to compute the 

denominator degrees of freedom. 

We conducted a two-level logistic regression model in which participants’ gambling 

choice (coded as 1 = yes and 0 = no) was predicted by their FI-Scale score. Results revealed that 

participants’ FI-Scale scores did not predict their gambling choice (b = .06, se = .23; t(62) = .26, 

p = .79. This unexpected, null effect could be due to a few reasons. First, both partners were 

present during the study, which may minimize the likelihood of financial infidelity occurring 

(i.e., greater potential scrutiny from one’s partner could override the initial inclination of 

consumers with high FI proneness scores to engage in the act). Second, choosing to gamble had 

the potential to benefit both partners via increased compensation, which might have helped even 

low-FI participants rationalize their choice to gamble, thus potentially reducing the ability of the 

FI-Scale to predict engaging in the financial act. By contrast, the debriefing form choice occurred 

after participants found out that they had lost the $10 bonus, which prevents participants from 

rationalizing the gambling choice at that point (i.e., it is difficult to justify an individual choice 

“on behalf of the couple” that resulted in a losing outcome); as such, assessing whether the FI-

Scale predicts the likelihood of concealing the financial act is a cleaner test of its predictive 

validity in this particular study. 

Likelihood of Concealing the Financial Act. Our main dependent variable of interest was 

participants’ debriefing form choice, contingent on their decision to gamble their bonus 

compensation or not. Because financial infidelity requires both engaging in a financial behavior 

that is expected to be disapproved of by one’s romantic partner and intentionally failing to 

disclose this behavior to them, we anticipated a significant FI-Scale score × gambling decision 
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interaction on debriefing form choice, such that participants’ FI-Scale scores would predict a 

greater likelihood of selecting the no-gambling-mentioned debriefing form only if they had 

chosen to gamble. We did not expect FI-Scale scores to predict the likelihood of withholding 

financial information among those who chose not to gamble, as the first component of financial 

infidelity (i.e., engaging in an act expected to elicit disapproved) is absent in this case.  

We again used PROC GLIMMIX in SAS to estimate a two-level logistic regression 

model using the Maximum Likelihood estimation method (Raudenbush et al. 2004). In the two-

level logistic regression model, participants’ debriefing form choice (coded as 1 = mentioned the 

gambling task and 0 = did not mention the gambling task) was predicted by their decision to 

gamble the bonus compensation (coded as 1 = gamble and 0 = not gamble), their FI-Scale score, 

and the interaction of the two variables. Results indicated a marginally significant main effect of 

the gamble decision (b = -3.98, se = 2.05; t(60) = 1.94, p = .06), which was qualified by a 

marginally significant FI-Scale × gamble decision interaction (b = 1.37, se = .76; t(60) = 1.80, p 

= .08). Follow-up analysis demonstrated that for participants who chose to gamble the bonus, the 

higher their FI-Scale score, the greater the likelihood of hiding the gambling task from their 

spouse by selecting the debriefing form without any mention of gambling (b = 1.37, se = .55; 

t(60) = 2.49, p = .02). By contrast, for participants who chose not to gamble, FI-Scale scores did 

not predict their choice of a debriefing form (b = -.005, se = .53; t(60) = -.01, p = .99). These 

results are illustrated in figure I1. 

 

FIGURE I1. HIGHER FI-SCALE SCORES ARE ASSOCIATED WITH A GREATER 

LIKELIHOOD OF CHOOSING THE HIDDEN DEBRIEFING FORM AFTER 

GAMBLING  
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Note. Error bands represent 95% confidence intervals. Participants’ FI-Scale scores ranged from 

1 to 5 in this study. The figure illustrates the interaction between FI-Scale score and gambling 

choice on hidden debriefing form choice using a logistic regression model. 

Discussion 

 

In sum, the results of this study provide additional evidence of the FI-Scale’s predictive 

validity. Specifically, using real, consequential decisions, we demonstrate that participants’ FI-

Scale scores predicted participants’ decision to hide information about gambling from their 

spouse. Although the rates of committing financial infidelity were low in this study (and the FI-

Scale did not predict engaging in the initial financial act, likely due to study design reasons 

described earlier), it is important to note that the study represented a conservative environment to 

test our hypothesis, with spouses making decisions in a public setting with their partner standing 
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directly behind them. The fact that the FI-Scale predicted real financial infidelity concealment in 

such a conservative context speaks to the strength of its predictive power.  

 

 

Post-Test Questions: Anticipated Spousal Disapproval  

 

Please imagine the following scenario: 

 

Imagine that you and your spouse participate in a research study together. Despite the fact that 

you are both present, you are both completing individual surveys privately from each other. 

Imagine that you receive a message saying that you have received a surprise $10 (cash) bonus 

that you needed to share with your spouse. 

  

You are further given the opportunity to select between the following two options: 

(1) keep the $10 bonus, or 

(2) gamble the $10 bonus for a chance to quadruple it. The gamble works as follows: If you roll 

an even number on a die, you would win and walk away with $40. If you roll an odd number on 

a die, you would lose and walk away with $0. 

 

Now imagine that you decide to gamble the $10 bonus. [Now imagine that you choose to simply 

keep the $10 bonus.] 
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To what extent do you think your spouse would disapprove of your choice in this situation? (1 = 

not at all, 7 = very much) 

To what extent do you expect your spouse to criticize you for your choice in this situation? (1 = 

not at all, 7 = very much) 

How do you expect your spouse to react to your choice in this situation? (1 = very favorably, 7 = 

very unfavorably) 
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WEB APPENDIX J: STUDY 6 MATERIALS AND DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

 

[Consent information, University IRB# 1807571264] 

  

What is your current romantic relationship status (check the one option that best describes your 

status)? 

• Single 

• Dating casually  

• Dating seriously* 

• Cohabiting (living with an unmarried partner)* 

• Engaged* 

• Married (or civil union)* 

• Separated 

• Other, please explain:____ 

 

*Participants who selected these relationship statuses proceeded to complete the study.  

 

Sex (male, female, non-binary) 

Age ____ 

Partner’s sex (male, female, non-binary) 

Partner’s age ____ 

Approximately how long have you been romantically involved with your partner? ____ 

 

[Participants then completed five blocks of questions in a randomized order] 

 

FI-Scale (12 items) 

Financial Harmony (adapted to 3 items; Rick et al. 2011) 
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Relative Power (2 items; Sprecher and Felmlee 1997)  

Relationship Satisfaction (adapted to 2 items; Rusbult et al. 1998)  

Global Life Satisfaction (1 item; Kahneman and Krueger 2006) 

 

[Participants then completed questions about their finances and banking] 

 

What is your approximate household annual income, before taxes? ____ 

How do you and your partner currently handle finances? (1 = finances are mostly handled by me, 

7 = finances are mostly handled by my partner)  

Which of the following statements best describe how you and your partner currently manage 

your money? (merged, partially merged, not merged) 

 

The following two questions are about your and your partner's joint financial assets and 

outstanding debts. Specifically, we'd like you to estimate how much money you and your partner 

have, and how much money you and your partner owe (in U.S. dollars). Please type in a whole 

number for each. Your best estimates are fine! (if not applicable, you can either leave the boxes 

blank or type $0) 

 

What is the approximate value of all your and your partner's financial assets? Assets come in 

many forms including, but not limited to, the following sources: tax-advantaged retirement 

accounts (for example, 401(k) plans, 403(b) plans), checking and savings accounts, money 

market funds, cash, CDs, bonds, stocks, and mutual funds. ____ 
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What is the approximate value of all your and your partner's debt? Debt comes in many forms 

including, but not limited to, the following sources: outstanding balances on mortgages or home 

equity lines of credit; credit card debt that you and your partner carried over from last month to 

this month; student loans; auto loans; overdue taxes; and medical expenses. ____ 

 

[Participants then completed questions for classification purposes] 

 

What is the highest level of education that you have completed? 

• Some high school or less 

• High school 

• Some college – not currently enrolled 

• Some college – currently enrolled 

• 2-year Associate’s Degree 

• 4-year Bachelor’s Degree 

• Master’s Degree 

• Advanced Professional Degree (MD/JD) or Doctoral Degree (PhD) 

 

What is your current employment situation? Please check all that apply. 

• Working full-time 

• Working part-time 

• Unemployed and looking for work 

• Temporarily laid off 

• On sick leave or other leave 

• Disabled 

• Student 

• Homemaker 

• Retired 

• Other, please specify: ____ 

 

How many children do you have? ____ 

Have you ever gone through a divorce? (yes, no, prefer not to answer) 
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Subjective socioeconomic status (MacArthur ladder; Adler et al. 2000) 

 

[Debriefing, University IRB# 1807571264] 

 

Any final comments? ____ 

For your participation today, would you like to be entered into a raffle to win one of four iPads? 

• Yes, I would like to be entered into the raffle 

• No, I do not want to be entered into the raffle  



135 

 

 

TABLE J1: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS AND ADDITIONAL ANALYSES (STUDY 6) 

 

 
Mean SD Min Max 

     

FI-Scale 2.21 .91 1 6.5 

Financial Harmony  3.59 1.10 1 5 

Joint Account .25 .43 0 1 

     

Demographics     

Age 30.81 7.96 18 78 

Female .59 .49 0 1 

Education 5.70 1.49 2 8 

Partner Age 31.14 8.04 18 71 

Partner Female .41 .49 0 1 

Income ($1,000) 107.73 114.50 0 2300 

Assets ($1,000) 133.32 502.31 0 10000 

Debt ($1,000) 108.96 155.41 0 2500 

Number of children .68 1.23 0 11 

     

Relationship Status     

Married .56 .50 0 1 

Engaged .10 .30 0 1 

Cohabiting .28 .45 0 1 

Dating Seriously .06 .23 0 1 

     

 

Note. Descriptive statistics are based upon a sample of 1,169 mobile app users. Financial 

variables are in units of $1,000. Joint account status is reported from platform data (1 = joint, 0 = 

separate). All demographics are self-reported by users from survey responses. Education is coded 

as 1 = Some high school or less, 2 = High school, 3 = Some college (not currently enrolled), 4 = 

Some college (currently enrolled), 5 = 2-year Associate’s Degree, 6 = 4-year Bachelor’s Degree, 

7 = Master’s Degree, 8 = Advanced Professional Degree (MD/JD) or Doctoral Degree (PhD). 

Twenty (1.7%) responses were from participants where both couple members were included in 

the dataset. Repeating our analyses excluding these participants does not change any of our 
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substantive findings.   
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