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When deciding whom to choose for a cooperative interaction, two features of prospective partners are
especially relevant: ability to provide benefits, and willingness to provide those benefits. Often, these
traits are correlated. But, when ability and willingness are in conflict, people often indicate that they
value willingness over ability, even when doing so results in immediate losses. Why would such behav-
ior be favored by natural selection acting at the level of the individual? Across nine experimental studies
(seven preregistered) and a mathematical model we explore one way of explaining this costly choice,
demonstrating that choosing a willing over an able partner affords one a moral reputation and makes
one more likely to be chosen as a cooperation partner. In fact, even people who choose an able over a
willing partner for themselves prefer others who choose a willing over an able partner. Crucial to our
model, we find that valuing willingness over ability is an honest signal of both higher levels of generos-
ity in an economic game and lower levels of trait Machiavellianism. These findings provide the first
extensive exploration of the signaling benefits of partner choice decisions. Furthermore, this work pro-
vides one explanation for why we choose those who are willing over those who are able, even at a cost
to ourselves: By doing so, we in turn look like good potential partners.
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Humans are a remarkably cooperative species, interacting with
distant others and nonkin. The success of these cooperative interac-
tions is an area of active interest (Boyd & Richerson, 1992, 2005;
Henrich, 2015; Henrich & Henrich, 2007; McCullough, 2020;
Richerson & Boyd, 1998, 2005; Wrangham, 2019). One mechanism
for building and maintaining cooperative interactions is partner
choice: We choose the best partners and avoid those who are bad
(Bull & Rice, 1991; Baumard et al., 2013; Barclay, 2013, 2016; Bar-
clay & Raihani, 2016; Barclay & Willer, 2007; Fu et al., 2008; Noë
& Hammerstein, 1994; for a recent review, see Martin et al., 2019).
Often, the best partner is someone who is able to deliver resources or
benefits. However, individuals sometimes choose to forgo partnering
with able individuals and instead partner with those who are most
willing to provide benefits (Barclay, 2013, 2016; Eisenbruch &
Roney, 2017; Macfarlan & Lyle, 2015), even when this choice car-
ries immediate cost (Raihani & Barclay, 2016). Although such part-
ner choice decisions help promote group cooperation (Barclay &

Willer, 2007), why would such behavior be favored by natural selec-
tion acting at the level of the individual? Furthermore, why do people
often claim to value “niceness” in friends and romantic partners
more than they actually do value it? We provide one explanation for
both phenomena: Such decisions carry signaling benefits.

Preferences for able partners (i.e., a partner who possesses valued
personal traits–such as wealth, health, or high status in other for-
ms–which grant the ability to benefit others) are found across both
large- and small-scale societies, where people who exhibit the abil-
ity to deliver benefits receive both social and material benefits in
return (Eisenbruch & Roney, 2017; Eisenbruch et al., 2016; Gurven
et al., 2000; Macfarlan & Lyle, 2015). For example, those who sig-
nal their wealth through conspicuous consumption are more likely
to be hired and obeyed (Nelissen & Meijers, 2011), those who
appear healthy are more likely to be trusted (Krupp et al., 2011),
and those who are skilled are more likely to receive deference
(Henrich & Gil-White, 2001). Also, when choosing a romantic part-
ner, men with higher earning capacity are more likely to be chosen
as a romantic partner by women (Buss, 1989). Furthermore, both
men and women place great importance on their romantic partner’s
levels of physical attractiveness (Buss, 1989), particularly if the
goal is for a short-term partnership (Fletcher et al., 2004; Li & Ken-
rick, 2006). Preferences for ability extends to other species as well,
with both rats and fish preferring to cooperate with able others
(Vail, Manica, & Bshary, 2014; Dolivo & Taborsky, 2015).

At the same time, exhibiting a willingness to cooperate (i.e.,
actual or expressed willingness to reciprocate or participate in
mutually beneficial endeavors) also affords many social and
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material benefits. In hunter–gatherer populations, generous hunters
are favored as hunting partners, often over the most skillful hunters
(Bird & Power, 2015; Bird et al., 2012). In agriculturalist societies,
those who are seen as more cooperative also tend to have a greater
number of social connections (Lyle & Smith, 2014; Macfarlan et
al., 2012, 2013). In online markets, sellers with a reputation of
being honest are more likely to be patronized over those who lack
such a moral reputation (Diekmann et al., 2014). In economic
games, many people prefer to partner with those who previously
behaved fairly over those who have the most money (Hackel et al.,
2015; Raihani & Barclay, 2016). And, comparing preferences for
friends (Vigil, 2007), employment opportunities and work teams
(van Prooijen & Ellemers, 2015), roommates, business partners,
and romantic partners (Kafashan, 2017), reveals that a high level of
willingness is valued more than a high level of ability. This valuing
of willingness also extends to other species, with both chimpanzees
and certain bird species showing a preference to cooperate with
those who are altruistic (Russell, Call, & Dunbar, 2008; but see
Wright, 1997).
It is perhaps not surprising that people value both ability (e.g.,

wealth, popularity) and willingness (e.g., generosity, kindness)
when choosing a cooperation partner. What may be more surpris-
ing is that, when forced to make a choice between ability and will-
ingness, some people forgo the opportunity to partner with an able
partner in favor of a partner who appears more willing (Barclay,
2013, 2016; Eisenbruch & Roney, 2017; Macfarlan & Lyle,
2015), even when they know they will likely benefit more, in ma-
terial terms, from partnering with the able partner (Raihani & Bar-
clay, 2016). For example, across such research, a sizable
proportion (sometimes the majority and sometimes a large minor-
ity) of participants choose to partner with those who give a larger
share of what they have rather than those who give more in abso-
lute terms (but a smaller share of what they have).
Why would people choose willing partners when the expected

economic payoff of choosing able partners is greater? This behavior
is even more puzzling given that generosity appears to be an unsta-
ble trait within an individual (although perhaps more stable than
ability; Eisenbruch & Krasnow, 2019) that varies greatly depending
upon the social context (Smith et al., 2018; but see Peysakhovich et
al., 2014). Thus, not only is the expected payoff less if one chooses
a willing partner, but one cannot even be certain that a willing part-
ner will continue to act willingly in future interactions.
Furthermore, people often claim to prefer willing or cooperative

partners, even when in fact they do not. For example, people often
claim to value niceness in their friends, when in practice they may
pass over “nice people” in favor or more popular or attractive but
meaner peers (Eisenbruch & Roney, 2020; Huang et al., 2020).
Similarly, Buss and colleagues (1990) found that people across the
globe claim that “kindness and understanding” is the most impor-
tant trait in spouses, but in practice people may often value physi-
cal attractiveness more (Eastwick & Finkel, 2008; Kurzban &
Weeden, 2005; Todd et al., 2007). People may also claim to value
cooperative coworkers or employees, and to dislike coworkers
who exploit others, but in practice they may keep working with
highly objectionable people who are sufficiently talented, wealthy,
or powerful. Why might people claim to value cooperativeness
much more than they actually do value it?

Costly Signaling Theory

To explain why people make the costly decision to value willing
over able partners—or claim to value willing partners so much—
we consider an ultimate explanation for such preferences while
also exploring proximate influences. Ultimate explanations can be
distinguished from proximate explanations in that they attempt to
answer the ultimate question of why certain behaviors exist rather
than explaining the immediate mechanism driving such behavior
(Tinbergen, 2005). In particular, we investigate what is being sig-
naled when one chooses a particular partner. We posit that the
costly decision to partner with a willing partner signals that the
chooser is of sufficient moral quality to bear the cost of not part-
nering with the able partner (Barclay & Reeve, 2012; Getty, 2006;
Gintis et al., 2001; Grafen, 1990; Spence, 1973; Zahavi, 1975;
Zahavi & Zahavi, 1999). Because of this reputation, short-term
costs are partly recouped when such choosers are themselves cho-
sen more often by others (especially by others who are also more
generous) as a cooperation partner, thereby affording the various
fitness benefits of social connection. In the long run, these social
(and associated material) benefits could help offset the cost of not
partnering with the able partner. But why should choosing a will-
ing over an able partner signal moral goodness? In other words,
what are the strategic costs of out-of-equilibrium play that make it
beneficial for moral types, but not immoral types, to choose will-
ing over able partners? Costly signaling theory posits that the
action producing the signal has to be differentially costly/benefi-
cial for different types of individuals; the variance in costliness is
what allows for it to serve as a signal (Gintis et al., 2001; Grafen,
1990; Roberts, 1998; Spence, 1973; Zahavi, 1975; Zahavi &
Zahavi, 1999). More recent research has argued that a critical fea-
ture is that the cost of cheating or faking the signal needs to out-
weigh the benefits (Higham, 2014; Számadó, 2012). Thus, in our
framework, immoral types should find it too costly to fake the sig-
nal of choosing a willing partner, whereas moral types should find
it beneficial to engage in the costly act of choosing the willing
partner. Why might this be the case?

We posit that immoral choosers are more likely to experience mu-
tual defection in the long run with any partner they choose, because
their immoral behavior will trigger defection from partners. As a
result, a partner's ability to provide immediate benefits becomes far
more relevant than their willingness to cooperate, because the latter
is more relevant in the long term. In other words, it is not worthwhile
for immoral choosers to gain a moral reputation by partnering with a
willing partner because any partnership or reputation that an immoral
chooser obtains will soon dissolve due to the immoral person’s unco-
operative behavior. The quick dissolution of a partnership with a
willing partner, and the corresponding loss of reputation, coupled
with the large opportunity cost of not partnering with an able partner
makes the payoff structure such that it is optimal for immoral choos-
ers to choose able partners. Consequently, immoral choosers should
opt to reveal their character through their partner choice.

On the other hand, for moral choosers, mutual defection is far less
likely to occur and therefore willingness becomes more relevant due
to their relationship being more likely to persist into the long run.
Thus, the benefits for moral types of (a) a long-term relationship
with a willing partner and (b) being seen as moral and being chosen
more often by others should outweigh the benefits of partnering with
an able partner. The payoff structure is such that it is optimal for
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moral choosers to choose willing partners, and consequently moral
choosers will reveal their character through their partner choice.
Hence, we posit that a separating equilibrium may exist where moral
types value willingness over ability in their partners, and immoral
types value ability over willingness in their partners.
Our conceptual model is analogous to the types of traits that are

valued in romantic partners. When seeking long-term relation-
ships, people value traits like good character, which are more ben-
eficial in the long term than the short term. By contrast, when
seeking short-term relationships, people value traits that they can
immediately benefit from in a partner, such as higher physical
attractiveness (e.g., Regan et al., 2000). Therefore, observers can
make inferences about others based on what traits they value: If
someone is only interested in a mate’s physical attractiveness, it is
a cue that they might not want a long-term relationship. If some-
one really values good character in romantic partners, it is a cue
that they are interested in a long-term relationship. By analogy, in
our conceptual model, observers can make inferences about
others’ cooperativeness based on whether they only value traits
that are immediately beneficial (e.g., abilities) or are most benefi-
cial in the long term (e.g., willingness, cooperativeness).
To provide empirical support for this conceptual model, in the fol-

lowing studies, we experimentally examine whether those who choose
willing partners actually behave more generously in economic games
(specifically the Dictator Game) and score lower on psychometric
measures of immoral personality traits (i.e., Machiavellianism, narcis-
sism, and psychopathy; Paulhus & Williams, 2002). We focus partic-
ularly on trait Machiavellianism because it is characterized by
strategic manipulativeness (Jones & Paulhus, 2014). Machiavellian
individuals may initially appear to be attractive cooperation partners
(Wilson et al., 1996), but over time their manipulative nature should
lead to the deterioration of relationships (Lyons & Aitken, 2010).
Indeed, previous research has shown that people who score high on
trait Machiavellianism report having lower quality friendships (Lyons
& Aitken, 2010) and also report that a person’s level of intelligence,
physical attractiveness, or high social status (i.e., ability traits) are
good reasons to choose someone as a friend (Jonason & Schmitt,
2012). Furthermore, previous research has also shown that partner-
ships between a person low on trait Machiavellianism and a person
high on trait Machiavellianism tend to lead to particularly poor out-
comes on a cooperation task (Fry, 1985). With that said, we suspect
that any measure of one’s inclination to engage in behaviors that help
solve puzzles of cooperation (Curry, Chesters, & Van Lissa, 2019;
Curry, Mullins, & Whitehouse, 2019) would likely positively relate to
valuing willingness in one’s partner choice decisions.
If costly signaling theory accounts for the tendency to value will-

ingness over ability when selecting partners, a tendency to choose
willing partners should be linked to one’s own generosity and moral
personality. Furthermore, if such individuals are more likely to be
generous and less likely to be immoral, this would support the idea
that these individuals’ relationships may be more likely to persist
into the future, creating greater incentives for moral types to choose
willing over able partners. To further substantiate this point, we
also examine whether there is an increased preference for willing
partners when people are considering long-term versus short-term
relationships. Furthermore, costly signaling theory would also sug-
gest that there should exist evidence of adaptive design in the psy-
chology of the signaler such that, when people choose partners,
they experience signaling concerns. Thus, we also examine (a)

whether people are aware of what is being signaled via their partner
choice decisions, (b) whether people experience signaling concerns
after choosing certain partners, and (c) whether people are sensitive
to varying reputational incentives when making partner choice deci-
sions. In the next section we present a simple model showing why
partner choice decisions are indicative of cooperative intent.

Formal Model

In our verbal model above, we rely on an assumption: that people
who choose more-willing but less-able partners will be more coop-
erative than people who choose less-willing but more-able partners.
Here we present a simple mathematical model to support that claim,
and to show why it is the case. This model is not meant to be a
comprehensive signaling model but merely a formal proof of con-
cept and a formalization of our assumptions (see Muthukrishna &
Henrich, 2019; Servedio et al., 2014; for the importance of mathe-
matical models in psychology). In particular, our model shows that
partner choice decisions are a cue of cooperative intent. Cues often
evolve into signals once audiences start attending to those cues and
actors start actively investing in them (Biernaskie et al., 2018).

We model a cooperative scenario as a repeated Prisoner’s Dilem-
ma–like game: two individuals are paired, and in each round each
person can pay cost c to confer a benefit b upon her partner. After
each round, there is a probability p of having another round with the
same partner, so the total expected number of rounds (n) with a part-
ner is 1/(1 � p). If partners are conditional cooperators (e.g., Tit-for-
Tat), then a cooperator will earn b � c in each of the n rounds, or
n(b � c) in total (also written [b � c]/[1 � p]). By contrast, a defec-
tor will earn b in the first round where it suckers its partner, and zero
in all subsequent rounds once its partner retaliates with defection.
The standard formula is that it pays to cooperate when:

b� cð Þ= 1� pð Þ > b (1)

Which can be rearranged as:

pb > c (2)

Suppose that different individuals vary in their ability to provide
benefits for partners, and in their willingness to do so (Barclay,
2013). The best partners are both willing and able to help: if choos-
ing between a more willing þ more able partner versus a less will-
ing þ less able partner, everyone should choose the former. But
imagine one must choose between two partners: a more able but
less willing partner (henceforth the “able partner,” or “a”) or a
more willing but less able partner (henceforth the “willing partner,”
or “w”). By definition, the more able partner (a) provides more ben-
efits than the willing partner (w) does: ba . bw. However, because
they are less willing, that more able partner might not cooperate for
as long—their lower willingness might cause them to stop cooperat-
ing, or they may switch partners to someone else of similar market
value (assortative pairing, Barclay, 2013). Thus, interactions are
less likely to continue each round with the able partner than with
the willing partner (pa # pw), so the expected number of rounds is
lower with an able partner than with a willing partner (na # nw).

Whom should one choose: the more able but less willing partner
(a), or the less able but more willing partner (w)? It depends on
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whether one is a cooperator or a defector. Defectors should always
choose the able partner. Defectors need to extract what benefits
they can immediately, because their partners will not cooperate in
future rounds—their partner will cooperate in the first round only,
and thereafter will retaliate with defection. Thus, a defector will
receive ba from the able partner or bw from the willing partner in
the first round, and zero in all subsequent rounds. Thus, for defec-
tors it pays better to choose the able partner whenever ba . bw,
which is always true by definition.
However, cooperators will sometimes choose the willing partner

over the able partner if they anticipate more rounds with the for-
mer. The payoff for a cooperator to choose the willing partner is
nw(bw � c), whereas the payoff for a cooperator to choose the able
partner is na(ba � c). It thus pays for a cooperator to choose the
willing partner whenever:

nw bw � cð Þ > na ba � cð Þ (3)

Which can be rearranged as:

bw � cð Þ nw=nað Þ > ba � cð Þ (4)

In other words, if interactions with willing partners are expected
to be longer than interactions with able partners, then this can
counteract the temporary disadvantage of pairing with willing
partners—but only for cooperators who will reap the benefits of
long-term mutual cooperation. Cooperators are more likely to
choose willing partners as: (1) interactions with willing partners
become much longer than interactions with able partners (i.e., as
nw/na increases); (2) willing partners become more comparable in
ability to able partners (i.e., as bw becomes closer to ba); and (3)
the cost of cooperation gets lower (i.e., as c decreases). However,
if Inequality 4 is not met, then even cooperators will prefer able
partners because the benefits they provide are too great to forego.
In summary, defectors will always choose able partners over

willing partners, whereas cooperators will sometimes choose will-
ing partners over able partners. Thus, if someone chooses the more
able partner, it doesn’t necessarily say anything about the choos-
er’s character. By contrast, if someone chooses the more willing
partner, that choice is diagnostic of them being a cooperator
because only a cooperator would ever do so. Thus, our model
shows that choosing the willing partner is a cue of an actor’s will-
ingness to cooperate. Observers can use this cue to inform their
own trust and partner choice decisions as they weigh the actor’s
willingness versus ability. Once observers start attending to actors’
partner choice decisions, actors have an incentive to actively sig-
nal this by weighting partner willingness even more; that is, the
cue can evolve into a signal (for a discussion of cues evolving into
signals, see Biernaskie et al., 2018; for similar discussions in
related domains, see Barclay & Barker, 2020; Roberts, 2020).

Ability andWillingness

We follow previous research (e.g., Kafashan, 2017) by defin-
ing ability as having the resources to benefit others (e.g., athleti-
cism, appearance, creativity, intelligence, popularity, wealth)
and willingness as showing an inclination to benefit others (e.g.,
cooperativeness, friendliness, generosity, helpfulness, kindness,

trustworthiness). Following previous research, across some of
our studies we operationalized a willing partner as one who is
relatively poor yet relatively generous and an able partner as one
who is relatively rich yet relatively selfish (Raihani & Barclay,
2016). But we also examined comparisons between someone
who is poor yet fair versus someone who is rich yet unfair; some-
one who is less skilled yet generous versus someone who is
highly skilled but not generous; and someone who is unpopular
yet kind versus someone who is popular yet unkind.

This comparison between willingness and ability follows previ-
ous research across various contexts that contrasts these two dimen-
sions (Barclay, 2013, 2016; Cosmides et al., 2018; Gangestad &
Simpson, 2000; Macfarlan & Lyle, 2015; Martin et al., 1990; Rai-
hani & Barclay, 2016; Smith & Apicella, 2019; Smith & Apicella,
2020; Vigil, 2007; Zarbatany et al., 2004). With that said, this com-
parison does relate to other distinctions in social and personality
psychology between agency/competence and communion/warmth
(Abele et al., 2008; Abele & Wojciszke, 2007; Digman, 1997;
Fiske, 2012; Fiske et al., 2007; Judd et al., 2005; Wiggins, 1991).
This literature provides numerous examples of people evaluating
others along two main dimensions: (a) does this person act in a co-
operative way toward others and (b) is this person able to accom-
plish goals in life (e.g., Rosenberg et al., 1968). We view the terms
of warmth/morality/communion and agency/competence as relating
to the same two fundamental concepts: having a disposition to ei-
ther help or harm versus having the ability to either help or harm
(Brambilla et al., 2011, 2012; Brambilla & Leach, 2014; Goodwin
et al., 2014; Curry et al., 2019; Leach et al., 2007).

With regard to our dependent measures across studies, we rely
on the person perception literature that compares the two afore-
mentioned dimensions (Fiske et al., 2007; Wojciszke et al., 2009).
In particular, we measure what effect a person’s partner choice de-
cision has on that person’s reputation of being both a moral,
warm, and caring person as well as a logical and competent per-
son. Additionally, in some of our studies we also measure people’s
perceptions of the action of choosing willing over able partners.
We investigate judgments of praiseworthiness because prior
research has highlighted how judgments of actors and judgments
of actions can sometimes diverge (Uhlmann et al., 2015), such that
an action may seem praiseworthy but the actor may not come
across as a particularly moral and caring person, or vice-versa
(Uhlmann et al., 2013).

Altogether this investigation provides an explanation for why
people care so much about, or at least purport to care so much
about, willingness traits (e.g., cooperativeness, friendliness, gener-
osity, helpfulness, kindness, trustworthiness) in others relative to
ability traits (e.g., athleticism, appearance, creativity, intelligence,
popularity, wealth). We posit that despite this being a costly deci-
sion, people benefit by appearing as superior cooperation partners
to observers.

Overview of Studies

Broadly, we test for evidence of four phenomenon across nine
studies. See Figure 1 for a summary of each of the nine studies.
First, we test for adaptive design in the psychology of the receiver,
by examining whether people interpret partner choice decisions as
signals of moral character (Studies 1, 2, 3, 4, 8, and 9).
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Hypothesis 1: Individuals who choose willing over able partners
are seen as having a superior moral character.
Second, we test for adaptive design in the psychology of the

sender, by examining a) whether people have reputational con-
cerns when making partner decisions, and b) whether people’s
partner choice decisions are sensitive to reputational incentives
(Studies 5, 6, 7, and 9).
Hypothesis 2a: Individuals are aware of the superior reputa-

tional benefits that are afforded to those who choose willing over
able partners.
Hypothesis 2b: Individuals modulate their partner choice deci-

sions based on the reputational incentives present in their
environment.
Third, we test for honest signaling by examining whether people

who choose willing over able partners are actually more coopera-
tive (Studies 3, 6, 7, 8, and 9).
Hypothesis 3: Individuals who choose willing over able partners

are more cooperative on behavioural and psychometric measures
of cooperativeness.
Fourth, we test whether time horizons underlie this pattern, by

examining whether people’s partner choice decisions are sensitive
to the length of the partnership (Studies 6 and 8).
Hypothesis 4: Individuals who are more likely to choose willing

over able partners for long-term rather than short-term partnerships.

General Method

Ethics Statement

All studies were approved by the Ethics Committee of Boston
College with the IRB protocol number 12.064.

Procedure

We investigated the roles of willingness and ability in the Dicta-
tor Game (DG) as well as across various contextualized vignettes.
In Studies 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7, participants read about the behav-
ior of other people in the DG and were asked to make evaluations
of such people. In Studies 2 and 3 participants played an incentiv-
ized DG, in which participants earned a bonus payment depending
upon their choice. Additionally, in Studies 6, 7, 8, and 9 we ex-
trapolated the general features of the DG to real-world vignettes,
namely when choosing business partners and social partners.

The specific steps of the DG were as follows. Note that only
Study 2 entailed participants performing all of these steps in a
fully incentivized experiment. In the majority of our studies, we
only had participants play the role of Evaluator while imagining
the behavior of the other players (Deciders and Choosers) and
making judgments of them based on their decisions in the game.
Participants began by reading instructions for the DG, consisting
of a single decision: The Decider has a sum of money and can
choose how much of that money to share with the Receiver. Par-
ticipants were then introduced to two Deciders and told that in a
previous game one of these Deciders (able) had 250 monetary
units and chose to share 50 monetary units with the Receiver,
while the other Decider (willing) had 50 monetary units and chose
to share 25 monetary units with the Receiver (see Step 1 in Figure
2). This ratio of monetary units follows previous research compar-
ing ability and willingness (Raihani & Barclay, 2016). It is impor-
tant to note that the willing partner is only relatively less able, not
completely incapable. These two Deciders were then presented to
participants with the able Decider again having 250 monetary units
and the willing Decider having 50 monetary units (see Step 2 in
Figure 2). Choosers were then asked to choose which Decider they

Figure 1
Summary of Studies

Evidence of design 
in the psychology of 

the receiver 
(Hypothesis 1)

Evidence of design 
in the psychology of 

the sender 
(Hypothesis 2a & 

2b)

Evidence of honest 
signaling 

(Hypothesis 3) 

Evidence of 
moderation based on 

time horizons
(Hypothesis 4)

Studies 1, 2, 3, & 4: Individuals 
who choose willing partners in an 
economic game are seen as 
more moral and are chosen more 
often as cooperation partners.

Study 3: Individuals who 
choose willing partners in an 
economic game are more 
generous with others in an 
economic game.

Studies 5 & 7: Individuals are 
more likely to choose willing 
business and social partners 
for long-term rather than short-
term relationships.

Studies 6, 7, 8, & 9: Individuals 
who choose willing business and 
social partners score lower on 
measures of immoral personality 
traits.

Studies 8 & 9: Individuals who 
choose willing business and social 
partners are seen as more moral 
and are chosen more often as 
cooperation partners.

Study 9: Individuals who reject 
able but less willing business 
partners are seen as more 
moral and are chosen more 
often as cooperation partners.

Studies 5 & 7: Individuals who choose willing 
partners expect others to view them as being 
more moral and experience less reputational 
concerns after the decision.

Studies 6 & 9: Individuals’ partner 
choice decisions are sensitive to 
variation in reputational incentives.

Note. See the online article for the color version of this figure.
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would like to have as their Decider in a one-shot interaction. Other
participants (Evaluator in the Figure 2) were asked to choose and
evaluate both the original Deciders from Step 1 as well as the
Choosers who chose one of the Deciders in Step 2 (see Step 3 in
Figure 2). In Study 1, the monetary units were dollars, and in all
subsequent studies the monetary units were cents.
To reiterate our theoretical model, we posit that the benefits for

Chooser 2 of (a) a long-term relationship with a willing partner
(Decider B) and (b) the reputational and partner choice benefits
from observers (Evaluator) outweigh the benefits of partnering
with an able partner (Decider A), thus making it optimal for
Chooser 2 to value willingness over ability. On the other hand,
owing to Chooser 1’s immoral character, a relationship with a
willing partner (Decider B) and the resulting positive evaluations
from observers (Evaluator) would rapidly dissolve, thus making
the immediate attainment of maximum utility from an able partner
(Decider A) the optimal choice.

Exclusion Criteria

Studies 3–9 included preregistered exclusion criteria (links
provided in Method section of each study). Excluded from data
analysis were non-native English speakers, participants who
reported paying low attention to the study (rating below 6 on a 7-
point scale), participants who reported providing little or no
thought to more than one question on the survey, participants
who failed the comprehension check, and participants whose av-
erage response times fell below three SDs of the log-transformed
overall mean.

Data Availability

All data and study materials are available at Open Science
Framework at https://osf.io/vmjqu/.

Study 1: Signaling Benefits of Choosing Willing
Partners (Laboratory)

We began by asking whether participants prefer to partner with
those who choose willing versus able partners, and whether this
pattern is moderated by participants’ own preferences for willing
versus able partners. The decisions of which partners to choose in
this study were hypothetical.

Method

A total of 87 participants (45% Male; M age = 20.11, SD =
1.16) from a large North American university were recruited to
participate. Participants were told about two Deciders: One
Decider (able) who had $250 and chose to transfer $50 in a previ-
ous interaction, and another Decider (willing) who had $50 and
chose to transfer $25 in a previous interaction. Participants were
then asked (a) to choose which Decider they would like to have as
their Decider in a new DG (in which the participant would be the
Recipient), and (b) to rate both Deciders on how trustworthy and
moral, how emotional and logical, and how warm and competent
they seemed. We then created two indices: one index to capture
the dimension of communion/morality (moral, trustworthy, emo-
tional, and warm) and one index to capture the dimension of
agency/competence. The order in which the decider choice and
ratings were made was randomized.

Next, participants were told about two other participants who were
given the same choice they were just given. One participant (i.e.,
Chooser) chose the able Decider (who transferred $50 of $250), and
the other participant (i.e., Chooser) chose the willing Decider (who
transferred $25 of $50). Participants were then asked (a) to choose
which of these two Choosers they would like to have as their Decider
in a new DG where each of the two Choosers would have $100 (and
the participant would be the Recipient), and (n) to rate both Choosers
on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all to 7 = extremely) on how trustworthy,
moral, emotional, logical, warm, and competent they seemed. We then
again created two indices: one index to capture the dimension of

Figure 2
Graphical Depiction of the Three Primary Steps Across Studies

250 units

50 units

50 units

25 units

stinu05stinu052

Chooser 2Chooser 1

Chooser 1 Chooser 2

Evaluator

Step 1: How able and 
willing are the two Deciders

Step 2: Who the Choosers 
choose

Step 3: Who the Evaluator 
chooses

Note. See the online article for the color version of this figure.
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communion/morality (moral, trustworthy, emotional, and warm) and
one index to capture the dimension of agency/competence (logical and
competent).

Results: Test of Hypothesis 1

We first examined participants’ own preferences for the Decider
in the DG. Participants were more likely to choose to partner with
an able Decider (66%) over a willing Decider (34%), v2(1) =
8.38, p = .004, w = .31. At the same time, participants rated the
able Decider as less moral (M = 3.43, SD = 1.00 vs. M = 5.45,
SD = .95), t(86) = 13.31, p , .001, d = 2.07 but more competent
(M = 4.91, SD = 1.17 vs. M = 4.28, SD = 1.20), t(86) = 3.54, p =
.001, d = .53, suggesting that moral character ratings and partner
choice decisions can sometimes diverge.
Next, we examined participants’ second-order decisions: their

decision of which Chooser they want to be the Decider for a DG af-
ter learning who that individual previously chose as a partner. Here,
opposite to their first-order decisions, participants were more likely
to choose someone who chose a willing Decider (68%) over an
able Decider (32%), v2(1) = 11.05, p = .001, w = .36. Participants
also rated those who chose a willing Decider as more moral (M =
4.74, SD = 1.00 vs. M = 3.79, SD = .98), t(86) = 5.47, p , .001,
d = .96, but less competent (M = 4.06, SD = 1.35 vs. M = 5.06,
SD = 1.28), t(86) = 4.14, p, .001, d = .76 (see Figure 3).
Among the participants who chose the willing Decider for them-

selves, they preferred to partner with the Chooser who also chose
willing Deciders (70% to 30%), v2(1) = 4.80, p = .03, w = .40.
These participants also rated Choosers who chose willing Deciders
as more moral (M = 4.64, SD = .97 vs. M = 3.68, SD = 1.09), t
(29) = 2.71, p = .01, d = .93, but not any less competent (M = 4.35,
SD = 1.35 vs.M = 4.82, SD = 1.40), t(29) = 1.11, p = .28, d = .35.
The participants who chose the able Decider for themselves also

preferred to partner with Choosers who instead chose the willing
Decider (67% to 33%), v2(1) = 6.33, p = .01, w = .33. Those who
chose able Deciders for themselves also evaluated Choosers who
chose the willing Decider as being more moral (M = 4.80, SD =

1.02 vs. M = 3.86, SD = .90), t(56) = 4.95, p , .001, d = .98, but
less competent (M = 3.90, SD = 1.33 vs. M = 5.18, SD = 1.20),
t(56) = 4.41, p, .001, d = 1.01.

Discussion

Study 1 provides the first evidence, to our knowledge, of a sig-
naling effect of partner choice decisions: Those who choose to
partner with a willing partner over an able, selfish partner are in
turn more likely to be selected as interaction partners. Further-
more, choosing a willing partner can signal superior moral charac-
ter traits. This result is not merely attributable to a homophily,
whereby people value those who make similar decisions as theirs.
To the contrary, we find that the majority of people choose to part-
ner with an able Decider but prefer others who choose to partner
with a willing Decider. Further, this preference for those who
choose to partner with a willing Decider holds among individuals
who themselves chose to partner with an able Decider.

This is not to say that choosing to partner with a willing Decider
has only positive signaling value. We find that, although those
who chose willing over able partners are rated as more moral, they
are also rated as less competent, which aligns with the fact that
choosing the able partner is the utility maximizing choice. This
pattern of results was moderated, however, by participants’ own
partner choice: those who chose the able partner viewed others
who also chose the able partner as being more competent, but
those who chose the willing partner did not see a preference for
the able partner as a signal of competence. Importantly, despite
this being a one-shot anonymous interaction, we posit that partner
choice is adapted to contexts characterized by repeated and nona-
nonymous interactions.

Study 2: Signaling Benefits of Choosing Willing
Partners (Online)

In Study 1, we find that those who choose to partner with will-
ing Deciders over able Deciders are themselves more likely to be
picked for cooperative interactions. Although this study has the

Figure 3
Inferences About Character Traits of Those Who Chose Either the Able or Willing Dictator
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Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. See the online article for the color ver-
sion of this figure.
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advantage of being conducted in-lab, it has the disadvantage of
being hypothetical, and so actual money for participants was not at
stake. In Study 2, we address this concern by examining the sec-
ond-order partner choice selection effect with an incentivized
online experiment without deception, in which participants are
asked to make real partner choice decisions with real money at
stake.

Method

A total of 199 participants took part in this study. First, 100
workers (59% Male; M age = 36.20, SD = 10.60) from Amazon
Mechanical Turk were recruited to play the role of one of the
Deciders in this study. These Deciders were asked to choose
between an able or a willing Decider for themselves. Next, they
were asked out of $1.00 how much they would share if they were
the Decider. Then, half were endowed with $2.50 and asked
whether they want to share 50 cents or 0 cents, and the other half
were endowed with $.50 and asked whether they want to share 25
cents or 0 cents. It should be noted that this dichotomization of the
choice for Deciders was not revealed to the 99 workers described
next; these 99 participants in step two were simply told how much
the Decider chose to share.
After this process was complete, a total of 99 workers (59%

Male;M age = 36.20, SD = 11.13) from Amazon Mechanical Turk
were recruited to participate. These participants were informed
that they could earn bonus money depending upon their decision
in the experiment. After reading about the two Deciders (One
Decider [able] who had 250 cents and chose to transfer 50 cents in
a previous interaction, and another Decider [willing] who had 50
cents and chose to transfer 25 cents in a previous interaction),
these 99 participants were asked to choose which Decider they
would like to have as their Decider in a DG. Next, these 99 partici-
pants were told of two other participants (two Choosers) who were
given the same choice they were just given: One Chooser chose
the Decider who had 250 cents and chose to share 50 cents in a
previous interaction, and the other Chooser chose the Decider who
had 50 cents and chose to share 25 cents in a previous interaction.
Then, these 99 participants were asked to choose which of these
two Choosers they would like to have as their Decider in a new
DG (with the participant as the Recipient). The 99 participants
received bonus money according to the decisions made by the
partner they selected for the two DGs they participated in.

Results: Test of Hypothesis 1

Our results replicate the results from Study 1. Participants were
more likely to choose to partner with an able Decider (69%) over a
willing Decider (31%) for a DG, v2(1) = 13.83, p , .001, w = .37.
Despite this, they were more likely to choose to partner with some-
one who chose a willing Decider (72%) over an able Decider
(28%), v2(1) = 18.68, p, .001, w = .43.

Discussion

In Study 2, we replicated the second-order partner choice selec-
tion effect with an online sample of participants playing a DG
with real partners and with real money at stake. Taken together,
Studies 1 and 2 provide initial evidence of the potential functional

benefits of choosing to partner with those who are willing over
those who are able, even when this leads to an immediate material
loss. Although the immediate material payoff may be superior
when partnering with a wealthy partner, the reputational and coop-
erative benefits appear to be superior when partnering with a will-
ing partner.

Study 3: Judgment of Choices and Honest Signal of
Generosity in an Economic Game

In Study 3, we examine whether those who choose willing over
able partners actually behave more generously in the DG. Previous
research on third-party punishing has shown those who punish not
only appear more moral (Barclay, 2006; Raihani & Bshary, 2015)
but actually are more moral (Jordan et al., 2016). We draw a paral-
lel between this research and ours by examining whether choosing
willing over able partners is an honest signal of generosity.

Also, in Studies 1 and 2, we take a person-centered approach to
moral judgment (Uhlmann et al., 2015), investigating the percep-
tions of those who choose to pair with willing versus able Decid-
ers. In Study 3, we extend these results by taking an act-based
perspective. In particular, we evaluate what people think of the
action of choosing a willing partner versus an able partner. Previ-
ous research has demonstrated that judgments of actors do not
always align with judgments of actions (Uhlmann et al., 2015).

Method

A total of 198 workers from Amazon Mechanical Turk were
recruited to participate. A total of 20 participants (10%) were
excluded based on preregistered exclusion criteria. This left data
from a total of 178 participants (48% Male; M age = 38.02, SD =
11.08) to be analyzed.

After reading about the two Deciders, participants were ran-
domly presented with either Chooser 1 and Chooser 2. Next, par-
ticipants were asked to evaluate on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all
to 7 = extremely) how praiseworthy, blameworthy, and morally
correct the Chooser’s choice was. These three items were then
averaged (blameworthiness was reverse coded) to create an index
of participants’ evaluations of the choice. We also asked partici-
pants to evaluate on a 7-point scale (1 = not at all to 7 = extremely)
how much the chooser cares about fairness. This provided a com-
parison measure that focused instead on evaluations on the chooser
rather than the choice.

Then, participants were asked to play the role of the Decider,
and they could choose to transfer 0 – 100 cents to the participant
they just evaluated. Participants received the money they chose to
not transfer, but there were no other participants who received the
money they did choose to transfer; thus, deception was used.
Lastly, participants were asked to choose the same able Decider or
willing Decider to be their Decider in a new DG. Before conduct-
ing this study, methods, hypotheses, and analysis plans were pre-
registered and can be accessed at http://aspredicted.org/blind.php
?x=36ub8h.

Results: Test of Hypothesis 3

Crucial to our hypothesis, across all DG transfers in this study,
those who chose the willing partner (n = 65) shared more than
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those who chose the able partner (n = 114; M = 43.46, SD = 26.64
vs. M = 32.72, SD = 26.17), t(177) = 2.62, p = .01, d = .41. Thus,
it appears that those who choose willing partners are both per-
ceived as more moral by others and in fact exhibit greater generos-
ity in the DG (see Figure 4 for a graphical depiction).
Participants on the whole did not view the act of choosing the

willing partner as more praiseworthy than choosing the able part-
ner (M = 4.62, SD = 1.27 vs. M = 4.49, SD = 1.27), t(177) = .70, p
= .49, d = .10, nor did the person who chose the willing partner
receive more money in the DG relative to the person who chose
the able partner (M = 35.38, SD = 26.37 vs. M = 37.86, SD =
27.25), t(177) = .62, p = .54, d = .09. Replicating our pattern of
results for character ratings from Study 1, participants did view
those who chose the willing partner as caring more about fairness
(M = 5.02, SD = 1.71 vs. M = 3.63, SD = 1.49), t(177) = 5.80, p ,
.001, d = .87. Even after making such judgments, most participants
chose the able Decider for themselves (64% vs. 36%), v2(1) =
13.41, p, .001, w = .32.
Among the 114 participants who chose the able partner for

themselves, they also reported that those who chose the able part-
ner care less about fairness (M = 3.82, SD = 1.32 vs. M = 5.09,
SD = 1.64), t(112) = 4.58, p , .001, d = .85. These participants
also shared marginally more money with the person who also
chose the able partner relative to the person who chose the willing
partner (M = 5.02, SD = 1.71 vs. M = 3.63, SD = 1.49), t(112) =
1.72, p = .09, d = .46. These participants did not view choosing the
willing partner to be any more praiseworthy relative to choosing
the able partner (M = 4.48, SD = 1.21 vs. M = 4.78, SD = 1.10), t
(112) = 1.35, p = .18, d = .26.
Among the 65 participants who chose the willing partner for

themselves, they also reported that those who chose the willing
partner care more about fairness (M = 3.87, SD = 1.39 vs. M =
4.81, SD = 1.36), t(63) = 3.75, p , .001, d = 1.17. These partici-
pants did not share more money with those who also chose the
willing partner over the able partner (M = 45.89, SD = 24.68 vs.
M = 40.44, SD = 29.04), t(63) = .82, p = .42, d = 20. These

participants did view choosing the willing partner to be more
praiseworthy relative to choosing the able partner (M = 4.81, SD =
1.36 vs.M = 3.87, SD = 1.39), t(63) = 2.75, p = .008, d = .68

We also found an interaction between participants’ personal choice
and how they evaluate the actions of others. Those who chose willing
partners viewed choosing willing partners as being more praiseworthy,
whereas those who chose able partners for themselves did not report a
difference in how they viewed the act of choosing a willing versus
able partner, F(1, 195) = 11.86, p = .001, hp

2 = .06.

Discussion

In Study 3, we find that those who chose willing over able part-
ners were more generous in the DG, suggesting that their partner
choices are an honest signal of generosity. This finding is the first
evidence, to our knowledge, of partner choice decisions serving as
honest signals of moral character traits.

We also find that judgments about the praiseworthiness of partner
choice decisions largely depend on individuals’ own partner preferen-
ces. This pattern stands in contrast to the results of Studies 1 and 2, in
which all participants, irrespective of personal partner choice, preferred
those who chose willing partners. We found that those who chose will-
ing partners viewed choosing a willing partner as being worthier of
praise, but those who chose able partners did not report a difference in
how they viewed the act of choosing a willing versus able partner.

Thus, it appears that judgments about the actor (in Studies 1 and
2) are robust to personal partner choice preferences, whereas judg-
ments about the action (in Study 3) are influenced to some extent
by personal partner choice preferences. This pattern may suggest
an act-person dissociation in judgments about the partner choice
decisions of others (Uhlmann et al., 2015). One potential explana-
tion for the dissociation in this context is that judgments of praise
require more than viewing someone as a moral person—they
require that the act is deemed of certain importance. Perhaps the
act of choosing to partner with willing others, while reflecting
moral character, is not deemed worthy of recognition.

Figure 4
Number of Cents Shared in Dictator Game by Those Who Previously Chose Willing Versus
Able Dictators
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Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. See the online article for the color version of
this figure.
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One constant across all participants and all studies is that partic-
ipants view those who choose willing partners as caring more
about fairness. Even after making such judgments, the majority of
participants chose to partner with an able partner over a willing
partner, consistent with the results in Studies 1 and 2. Interest-
ingly, those who chose willing partners did not receive larger
transfers in the DG. Thus, it appears that, although choosing will-
ing partners leads to reputational and cooperative benefits, it may
not lead to immediate material benefits. This finding aligns with
some research on third-party punishment, which has shown that
those who punish are seen as more moral and are trusted with
money more often (Barclay, 2006; Nelissen, 2008; Horita, 2010),
but they are not always rewarded more or given more money in
the DG (e.g., Horita, 2010; but see Raihani & Bshary, 2015; see
discussion in Barclay & Kiyonari, 2014).

Study 4: Full Factorial Design

Thus far, our approach has been to examine willingness and
ability in opposition, asking whether choosers prefer partners who
value willingness over ability. However, this approach does not
allow us to examine the independent contribution of each factor.
That is, what is driving participants’ decisions could be a prefer-
ence for those who value willingness rather than an aversion to
those who value ability. Furthermore, in real life decisions
between partners may not be binary but rather require deciding
between multiple options simultaneously. To address these issues,
Study 4 employs a fully crossed design. This allows us to examine
whether our results reflect one main effect, two main effects, or an
interaction effect. This approach also allows us to examine the
possibility that our effect is simply a product of a chooser partner-
ing with an unable partner. We seek to establish that the chosen
partner has to exhibit willingness in order for the chooser to
receive reputational benefits. We also examine whether the spe-
cific reputational benefits observed so far for those valuing ability
over willingness, namely, being seen as more competent, disap-
pear when the option of choosing an able and willing partner is
introduced into the choice set, rendering the able but not willing
partner undesirable.

Method

A total of 202 workers from Amazon Mechanical Turk were
recruited to participate. A total of 95 participants (47%) were
excluded based on preregistered exclusion criteria. This left data

from a total of 107 participants (64% Male; M age = 34.99, SD =
11.40) to be analyzed.

Our study consisted of 2 (Ability: high vs. low) 3 2 (Willing-
ness: high vs. low) within-subjects design. First, participants were
presented with four Deciders: one who is high on both ability and
willingness, one who is high on ability but low on willingness, one
who is high on willingness but low on ability, and one who is low
on both ability and willingness. Next participants were presented
with another supposed MTurk worker who chose one of the four
Deciders; participants then evaluated that worker. This pattern was
repeated until each participant evaluated four workers who each
choose a different decider. The order of presentation was
randomized.

Participants evaluated each of the four workers on ten items
using a 7-point scale (1 = 1 = not at all to 7 = extremely). Staying
consistent with our previous three studies, we created three indi-
ces: one index to capture the dimension of communion/morality
(moral, trustworthy, fair, emotional, and warm), one index to cap-
ture the dimension of praiseworthiness of the choice (praiseworthi-
ness, blameworthiness (reverse-coded), and morally correct), and
one index to capture the dimension of agency/competence (compe-
tence, logicality). It should be noted that we did not specify
whether the other worker was real or not; thus, responses in this
study should be treated as hypothetical.

Last, participants were asked to choose which out of the four
Deciders they would like to have as their Decider in a new DG.
Before conducting this study, methods, hypotheses, and analysis
plans were preregistered and can be accessed at https://aspredicted
.org/blind.php?x=pa72fr.

Results: Test of Hypothesis 1

We observed a main effect (see Table 1 for full statistical details)
for willingness on our index of perceived moral character F(1, 106) =
79.00, p, .001, hp

2 = .43. Importantly, we replicate within this larger
choice set of partners our primary effect of interest: Choosing willing
but less able partners serves as a stronger signal moral character rela-
tive to choosing able but less willing partners, p, .001.

We also observed an interaction effect on our index of perceived
competence F(1, 106) = 18.02, p, .001, hp

2 = .15. Although choosers
were seen as more competent for valuing both willingness and ability
in their partner, choosers were seen as especially competent when their
partner was both willing and able. We also observed an interaction
effect on our index of perceived praiseworthiness F(1, 106) = 4.33,
p = .04, hp

2 = .04. Similar to the pattern for perceived competence,

Table 1
Main Effects and Interaction Effects From Full Factorial Design Examining the Reputation Effect of Valuing Both Ability and
Willingness During Partner Choice Decisions in Study 4

Trait
Chose low able/
Low willing

Chose low able/
High willing

Chose high able/
Low willing

Chose high able/
High willing Ability p; hp

2 Willingness p; hp
2 Interaction p; hp

2

Moral M = 3.76 M = 5.20 M = 3.83 M = 5.32 p = .12 p , .001 p = .58
SD = 1.14 SD = 1.02 SD = 1.21 SD = 1.06 hp

2 = .02 hp
2 = .43 hp

2 = .003
Competent M = 3.34 M = 4.77 M = 3.64 M = 5.80 p , .001 p , .001 p , .001

SD = 1.51 SD = 1.43 SD = 1.60 SD = 1.13 hp
2 = .29 hp

2 = .48 hp
2 = .15

Praiseworthy M = 3.64 M = 5.14 M = 3.81 M = 5.57 p , .001 p , .001 p = .04
SD = 1.32 SD = 1.18 SD = 1.32 SD = 1.03 hp

2 = .14 hp
2 = .45 hp

2 = .04
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choosers were seen as more praiseworthy for valuing both willingness
and ability in their partner, but choosers were seen as especially praise-
worthy when their partner was both willing and able.
Finally, most participants (87.9%) chose the partner who was

both willing and able, followed by the partner who was able but
less willing (7.5%), followed by the partner who was willing but
less able (4.7%). None of the participants included in the analysis
chose the partner who was neither able nor willing.

Discussion

First, our results replicate our focal effect of interest that those
who choose willing but less able partners are seen as more moral
relative to those who choose able but less willing partners. Our
results also demonstrate that there are moral reputation benefits to
be gained for valuing both willingness and ability during partner
choice decisions, but valuing both traits together in one’s partner
provides the greatest reputational gain.
Our results also reveal how reputational effects can vary

depending on the choice set of potential partners. Specifically, our
previous three studies relied on a choice set of partners for a DG
consisting of two options. There we found that those who value
ability are seen as more competent. We find here in Study 4 that,
when the option of choosing a partner who is both able and willing
is added to the choice set, this option dominates the able but not
willing option; as a result, those who chose the able but not willing
partner are seen as less competent compared with those who chose
the willing but not able partner. Furthermore, it appears that within
this larger choice set of partners, people’s partner choice decisions
can gain them praise from observers.
Finally, given the low ratings for those who partner with the

unable and unwilling partner, people do not appear to receive a
reputational boost for simply pairing with those who are unable. In
other words, the reputational benefits observed in the previous
studies are not due to the chooser simply appearing charitable to-
ward the partner who has less. Instead, the partner has to exhibit a
willingness to cooperate in order for the chooser to receive reputa-
tional benefits.

Study 5: Metaawareness of Partner Choice Signals

In Study 5, we explore how people who choose willing versus
able partners evaluate their own partner choice decisions and how
these evaluations align with the actual judgments by evaluators.
Such evidence can contribute to our costly signaling framework:
while awareness is not necessary to support a signaling argument,
it is sufficient (or nearly so). Our previous studies have demon-
strated functional design in the psychology of receivers, and here
we examine whether senders of such signals are aware of the sig-
nal they are sending.
Specifically, we examine:

1. choosers’ self-evaluation of their partner choice

2. choosers’ expectations for how evaluators will judge
them based on their partner choice

3. alignment between choosers’ self-evaluations and their
expectations of evaluator judgments

4. alignment between choosers’ self-evaluations and actual
evaluator judgments

5. alignment between choosers’ expectations of evaluator
judgments and actual evaluator judgments

Drawing on previous research showing that those who are more
cooperative rely more on emotion in their decision-making (Lev-
ine et al., 2018; Rand et al., 2012), we predict that people who
choose willing partners may report relying more on emotion rather
than reason. We follow a similar method as Levine et al. (2018)
by relying on self-report to probe how subjects arrived at their
decisions. This method of course comes with the limitation that
people may never be fully aware of how they arrived at their deci-
sions (Nisbett & Wilson, 1977). We follow previous work in this
area by examining how people believe they arrived at a particular
decision.

Method

A total of 601 workers from Amazon Mechanical Turk were
recruited to participate. A total of 80 participants (13.3%) were
excluded based on preregistered exclusion criteria. This left data
from a total of 521 participants (49% Male; M age = 38.81, SD =
12.42) to be analyzed.

Participants were assigned to one of six conditions in this study.
In one condition, participants were asked to choose between an
able or a willing Decider while being told that their decision would
be kept private from other workers who could choose to partner
with them. In a second condition, participants were asked to
choose between an able or a willing Decider while being told that
their decision would be made public to other workers who could
choose to partner with them. In both of these conditions, partici-
pants were asked, after making their partner choice to (a) evaluate
their own decision and (b) predict how others would evaluate them
if they were to see their decision. The order in which they
answered these two sets of questions was randomized. In the four
other conditions, participants were assigned to evaluate another
worker who chose either a willing or an able partner and made
their decision in public or private.

Across all six conditions, participants evaluated either them-
selves or another worker on the following items on a 7-point scale
(1 1 = not at all to 7 = extremely): how much the decision was
based on feelings and emotions, perceived personal warmth, and
how much they/the other worker cares about fairness (Morality
Index); how much the decision was based on logical reasoning
and perceived personal competence (Competence Index); how
praiseworthy was the choice, how blameworthy was the choice
(reverse-coded), and how morally correct was the choice (Praise-
worthy Index). Before conducting this study, methods, hypotheses,
and analysis plans were preregistered and can be accessed at
http://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=g8dq76.

Results: Test of Hypothesis 2a

Participants preferred the able decider in the public condition
(70% vs. 30%), v2(1) = 13.44, p , .001, w = .40, as well as in the
private condition (72% vs. 28%), v2(1) = 16.11, p , .001, w =
.44.
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Choosers’ Self-Evaluation of Their Partner Choice

Compared with people who chose the able decider, people who
chose the willing decider reported that they were more moral (M =
5.29, SD = 1.08 vs. M = 4.45, SD = 1.07), t(169) = 4.65, p , .001,
d = .78 and reported their choice as being more praiseworthy (M =
5.37, SD = 1.03 vs. M = 4.71, SD = 1.05), t(169) = 3.79, p , .001,
d = .63. There was no difference on perceived self-competence
(M = 5.84, SD = 1.03 vs. M = 5.88, SD = .92), t(169) = .23, p =
.82, d = .04. These results did not vary depending on whether the
decision was made in public or private (lowest interaction value,
p = .42).

Choosers’ Expectations for How Evaluators Will Judge
Them Based on Their Partner Choice

Compared with people who chose the able decider, people who
chose the willing decider expected others to see them as more moral
(M = 5.15, SD = 1.03 vs. M = 3.86, SD = 1.17), t(169) = 6.81, p ,
.001, d = 1.18 and as being more praiseworthy (M = 5.40, SD = 1.12
vs. M = 4.42, SD = 1.07), t(169) = 5.39, p , .001, d = .99. There
was no difference on expected perceived competence (M = 5.47,
SD = 1.07 vs. M = 5.38, SD = 1.08), t(169) = .52, p = .61, d = .08.
These results did not vary depending on whether the decision was
made in public or private (lowest interaction value, p = .33).

Alignment Between Choosers’ Self-Evaluations and Their
Expectations of Evaluator Judgments

Among participants who chose the able partner, their evalua-
tions of their own decision and predictions for how others would
evaluate them differed (see Table 2). These participants expected
to be seen as less moral, competent, and praiseworthy than they
believed themselves to be. Among participants who chose the
willing partner, their evaluations of their own decision and pre-
dictions for how others would evaluate them only differ on our
index measure of competence (see Table 3). These participants
expected to be seen as less competent they believed themselves
to be (See Figure 5 for a graphical depiction).

Alignment Between Choosers’ Self-Evaluations and Actual
Evaluator Judgments

There were no significant interactions between people’s own
evaluations of their partner choice decision and other people’s
evaluation of their partner choice decisions on our measures or
morality, competence, and praiseworthiness (lowest interaction
value, p = .14; see Table 4 for full statistical details; See Figure 5
for a graphical depiction).

Alignment Between Choosers’ Expectations of Evaluator
Judgments and Actual Evaluator Judgments

There were marginally significant interactions between people’s
expectations for how they would be evaluated by others and how
other people actually evaluated them on our index measures of com-
petence and praiseworthiness. Participants who chose the able partner
made accurate predictions as to how competent they would seem to
others, but participants who chose the willing partner predicted that
they would be seen as more competent than observers actually per-
ceived them to be, F(1, 517) = 3.84, p = .05, hp

2 = .007. Similarly,
participants who chose the able partner made accurate predictions as
to how praiseworthy they would seem to others, but participants who
chose the willing partner predicted that they would be seen as mar-
ginally more praiseworthy than observers actually perceived them to
be, F(1, 517) = 2.98, p = .09, hp

2 = .006 (see Table 5 for full statistical
details; See Figure 5 for a graphical depiction).

Discussion

Our results reveal important differences between people who
choose willing versus able partners. Notably, we find evidence
that the people who choose willing partners expect others to see
them in a more positive light. This serves as evidence that peo-
ple not only gain reputational benefits for choosing willing
partners but are able to accurately predict such reputational
benefits. Furthermore, not only are people who choose willing
partners more generous in the DG, as shown in Study 3, but as
seen here in Study 5 such individuals also report believing
themselves to be more moral, such as caring more about fair-
ness. People who choose willing partners also feel that they are
worthier of praise. Importantly, this seems to not lead to a
licensing effect but rather a consistency effect (Blanken et al.,
2015; Mullen & Monin, 2016), given their subsequent generos-
ity in the DG.

Our results also reveal that people by and large have an accurate
impression of the signal they are sending via their partner choice.
This is what would be expected given our conceptual model. With
that said, people do make some mispredictions about how they are
seen by others. Those who chose willing partners expected others
to see them as more competent and praiseworthy than people
judge them to be. This serves as the first examination of the accu-
racy of metajudgments within the domain of partner choice.

We found a null effect of social visibility (although the able partner
was chosen slightly, albeit nonsignificantly, more in private). Our confi-
dence in this null effect is tempered by the fact our manipulation was
rather weak and moreover we did not include a manipulation check to

Table 2
Personal Versus Predicted Evaluation Among Those Who Chose an Able Decider in Study 5

Trait Personal evaluation Predicted evaluation t p d

Moral M = 4.45
SD = 1.07

M = 3.86
SD = 1.17

6.38 ,.001 1.02

Competent M = 5.88
SD = .92

M = 5.38
SD = 1.08

5.89 ,.001 .93

Praiseworthy M = 4.71
SD = 1.05

M = 4.42
SD = 1.07

4.25 ,.001 .75
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assess how many participants were aware of our manipulation. Further-
more, participants’ evaluations of both their own and other people’s
choice of a partner were not influenced by social visibility. Thus,
although this might suggest partner choice decisions are robust to cues
of social visibility, further exploration across other contexts and manip-
ulations is needed.

Study 6: Moderation Based on Reputational Incentives
and Time Horizons and Honest Signal of Dark Triad

Traits

We demonstrated in Study 5 that people are aware of the sig-
nal their partner choice decisions send, thus suggesting func-
tional design in the psychology of the signaler. In Study 5 we
build on this evidence by examining whether people employ
this understanding by shifting their partner choice decisions as
a result of different reputational incentives present in their
environment. In other words, we ask: is partner choice sensitive
to different injunctive norms? Given that our previous studies
have shown that choosing willing partners signals warmth and
morality and choosing able partners signals competence and
logicality, we examine whether incentives to appear warm and
moral increase the rate of choosing willing partners and, on the
flip side, whether incentives to appear competent and competi-
tive increase the rate of choosing able partners.
We further investigate our conceptual model by testing whether

people’s preference for ability versus willingness in prospective
partners shifts depending on whether they are choosing a partner
for a short-term versus long-term relationship. Finally, we exam-
ine the generalizability of our evidence of honest signaling by
measuring whether those who choose willing over able partners
score lower on the Dark Triad (Paulhus & Williams, 2002) of per-
sonality traits: Machiavellianism (Christie & Geis, 1970), narcis-
sism, and psychopathy (Jones & Paulhus, 2014).

Method

A total of 403 workers from Amazon Mechanical Turk were
recruited to participate. A total of 99 participants (24.6%) were
excluded based on preregistered exclusion criteria. This left data
from a total of 304 participants (55% Male; M age = 38.67, SD =
11.42) to be analyzed.

Our study consisted of a 2 (incentive to appear competitive or
cooperative) 3 2 (asked to choose partner in DG or business deal)
between-subjects factorial design. Participants were randomly
assigned to imagine being interviewed for a job they really want at
either an investment bank or a nonprofit organization. Participants
were told that at the investment bank employers are looking to
hire someone who is competitive, skilled, and ambitious, and at
the nonprofit organization employers are looking to hire someone
who is compassionate, caring, and ethical. This draws on a meth-
odology previously employed to manipulate reputational incen-
tives (Rom & Conway, 2018). Participants were then told that, as
part of the interview, the interviewer would like to evaluate their
decision on a partner choice task. Participants were randomly
assigned to choose between an able or a willing partner for either a
Dictator Game or a business deal. The business deal vignette con-
sisted of a prospective business partner who has more money (i.e.,
is more able) but previously shared only 20% of the earnings (i.e.,
is less willing) with a prior business partner versus a prospective
business partner who has less money (i.e., is less able) but previ-
ously shared 50% of the earnings (i.e., is more willing) with a
prior business partner. The ratio of money was equivalent to the
ratio described in the DG in Studies 1–4. In the business deal con-
ditions, participants were asked to decide between an able or will-
ing partner for both a short-term and a long-term business
partnership.

Our previous studies have showed that (a) choosing a willing
partner signals morality and warmth and choosing an able partner
signals competence and logicality (Study 1) and (b) people are

Table 3
Personal Versus Predicted Evaluation Among Those Who Chose a Willing Decider in Study 5

Trait Personal evaluation Predicted evaluation t p d

Moral M = 5.29
SD = 1.08

M = 5.15
SD = 1.03

1.06 .29 .89

Competent M = 5.84
SD = 1.03

M = 5.47
SD = 1.07

2.85 .006 .92

Praiseworthy M = 5.37
SD = 1.03

M = 5.40
SD = 1.12

.21 .84 .91

Table 4
Interaction Between Participant’s Own Evaluation and Others’ Evaluation of Their Partner Choice Decision in Study 5

Trait
Self-evaluation:
Chose willing

Self-evaluation:
Chose able

Other evaluation:
Chose willing

Other evaluation:
Chose able F p hp

2

Moral M = 5.29
SD = 1.08

M = 4.45
SD = 1.07

M = 4.67
SD = 1.22

M = 3.65
SD = 1.16

.68 .41 .001

Competent M = 5.84
SD = 1.03

M = 5.88
SD = .92

M = 4.70
SD = 1.46

M = 5.11
SD = 1.30

2.23 .14 .004

Praiseworthy M = 5.37
SD = 1.03

M = 4.71
SD = 1.05

M = 4.80
SD = 1.18

M = 4.21
SD = 1.16

.12 .73 .000
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aware that they are sending such signals by choosing such partners
(Study 5). Thus, we predict that when the incentives favor appear-
ing competitive, skilled, and ambitious (i.e., the investment bank
conditions) people will be more likely to choose the able partner
in the DG and business partner vignette and when the incentives
favor appearing compassionate, caring, and ethical (i.e., the non-
profit organization conditions) people will be more likely to
choose the willing partner in the DG and business partner vignette.
After choosing a partner, participants were then told that the

interview was over, and they were asked to complete a modified
measure of trait Machiavellianism (Christie & Geis, 1970), narcis-
sism, and psychopathy (Jones & Paulhus, 2014). Before conduct-
ing this study, methods, hypotheses, and analysis plans were
preregistered and can be accessed at https://aspredicted.org/blind
.php?x=9fy8z6.

Results: Test of Hypothesis 2b

DG Partner

Participants who were assigned to the Investment Bank 3 DG
condition (i.e., imagined they were being interviewed at an invest-
ment bank and were asked as part of the interview to choose a
partner in a DG) chose the able dictator marginally more often
than the willing dictator (able = 61% vs. willing = 39%) v2(1) =

3.86, p = .05, but participants who were assigned to the nonprofit
x DG condition did not show a preference between the able versus
willing dictator (able = 52% vs. willing = 48%) v2(1) = .13, p =
.72. The comparison between the two conditions was nonsignifi-
cant, p = .28.

Short-Term Business Partner

Participants who were assigned to the Investment Bank 3 Busi-
ness Partner condition (i.e., imagined they were being interviewed
at an investment bank and were asked as part of the interview to
choose a partner in the business partner vignette) did not show a
preference between the willing versus able partner for a short-term
partnership (willing = 51% vs. able = 49%) v2(1) = .06, p = .81,
but participants who were assigned to the nonprofit x business
partner condition chose the willing partner more often than the
able partner for a short-term partnership (willing 84% vs. able =
16%) v2(1) = 35.56, p , .001. The comparison between the two
conditions was significant, p , .001 (see Figure 6 for a graphical
depiction).

Long-Term Business Partner

Participants who were assigned to the Investment Bank 3 Busi-
ness Partner condition chose the willing partner more often than
the able partner for a long-term partnership (willing = 91% vs.

Table 5
Interaction Between Participant’s Own Prediction and Others’ Evaluation of Their Partner Choice Decision in Study 5

Trait
Self-prediction:
Chose willing

Self-prediction:
Chose able

Other evaluation:
Chose willing

Other evaluation:
Chose able F p hp

2

Moral M = 5.15
SD = 1.03

M = 3.86
SD = 1.17

M = 4.67
SD = 1.22

M = 3.65
SD = 1.16

1.33 .25 .003

Competent M = 5.47
SD = 1.07

M = 5.38
SD = 1.08

M = 4.70
SD = 1.46

M = 5.11
SD = 1.30

3.84 .05 .007

Praiseworthy M = 5.40
SD = 1.12

M = 4.42
SD = 1.07

M = 4.80
SD = 1.18

M = 4.21
SD = 1.16

2.98 .09 .006

Figure 5
Chooser’s Self-Evaluation for How Moral They Are, Expectation for How Moral
They Will Be Seen to Be, and How Moral They Are Judged to Be by Others

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Chooser's self-evalution Chooser's expectation Evaluator judgment

M
or

al
 C

ha
ra

ct
er

Chose Able Decider Chose Willing Decider

Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. See the online article for the color ver-
sion of this figure.
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able = 9%) v2(1) = 48.06, p , .001, and participants who were
assigned to the nonprofit x business partner condition also chose
the willing partner more often than the able partner for a long-term
partnership (willing = 87% vs. able = 13%) v2(1) = 44.06, p ,
.001. The comparison between the two conditions was nonsignifi-
cant, p = .42.

Time Horizons: Test of Hypothesis 4

Across both the investment bank and nonprofit conditions,
when participants chose a partner for a long-term relationship they
valued willingness more compared with when they were choosing
a partner for a short-term relationship (long-term = 89% vs. short-
term = 68%), p , .001. We also find an interaction effect such
that willingness was valued more for long versus short-term rela-
tionships in the investment bank condition (long-term = 91% vs
short-term = 51%), p , .001, but in the nonprofit condition the
willing partner was valued similarly irrespective of time horizons
(long-term = 87% vs short-term = 84%), p = .42. This suggests
that strong incentives to signal moral goodness may minimize the
influence of time horizons on partner choice (see Figure 7 for a
graphical depiction).

Honest Signal: Test of Hypothesis 3

Moral types were more likely to choose willing over able part-
ners when choosing partners. In the nonprofit condition, partici-
pants who chose willing partner scored lower on trait
Machiavellianism than participants who chose the able partner
(short-term partnerships: (M = 3.11, SD = .74 vs. M = 3.48, SD =
.68), t(77) = 1.70, p = .09, d = .52; long-term partnerships: M =
3.09, SD = .74 vs. M = 3.73, SD = .48), t(77) = 2.70, p = .009, d =
1.03). A similar pattern was found in the investment bank condi-
tion when choosing long term partners: participants who chose a
willing partner for a long-term relationship scored lower on
Machiavellianism than participants who chose an able partner for
a long-term relationship, but the effect was not significant in the
short-term condition (short-term partnerships: M = 3.32, SD = .67
vs. M = 3.49, SD = .76), t(68) = .98, p = .33, d = .24; long-term
partnerships: M = 3.38, SD = .74 versus M = 3.73, SD = .24), t
(16.94) = 2.67, p = .02, d = .63).

We also observed that participants in the Nonprofit 3 Business
Partner condition who chose the able over willing partner for a
long-term partnership scored higher on trait psychopathy (M =
3.52, SD = .69 vs. M = 2.46, SD = .87) t(77) = 3.69, p , .001, d =
1.35. No significant differences were observed in the other condi-
tions with regards to trait psychopathy, nor were there any differ-
ences in any of the conditions with regards to trait narcissism
(lowest p value = .12).

Discussion

When the incentive was to appear competent, people showed no
preference between the willing versus able business partner, but
when the incentive was to appear moral people showed a strong
preference for the willing partner. This suggests that people may
shift their partner preference depending on immediate reputational
incentives, using their partner choice to signal certain traits. It is
also worth noting that in Study 8 (below) we ask participants to
choose a business partner in this same business partner vignette
while not manipulating reputational incentives. We find that the
willing partner is chosen 68% of the time, which is 17% more than
when they are incentivized to signal competence (51% choose
willing) and 16% less than when they are incentivized to signal
morality (84% choose willing). In the DG the preference for the
able dictator disappeared when the incentive was to appear moral
but emerged when the incentive was to signal competence. We
note, however, that the comparison between conditions in the DG
was directional but nonsignificant.

Whereas reputational incentives appeared to have an effect on
decisions about short-term partnerships, they did not affect long-
term partnership decisions. Irrespective of the reputational incen-
tives, people preferred the willing business partner for a long-term
relationship. The fact that our manipulation of reputational incen-
tives shifted choices for short-term but not long-term partnership
may also quell any concerns that participant behavior in this study
is simply due to demand effects. If demand effects were operating,
we would expect to see similar shifts regardless of whether the
choice was for a short- or long-term partnership. Instead, the
results seem to suggest a genuine shift of preference based on rep-
utational incentives when deciding on short-term partners. When it

Figure 6
Reputational Incentives Moderating Choice of Partner

34

13

36
66

Incentive to Appear Competitive Incentive to Appear Cooperative
Chose Able Business Partner Chose Willing Business Partner

Note. See the online article for the color version of this figure.
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comes to choosing long-term partners, individual differences may
dominate situational factors.
Such individual differences may include personal moral orienta-

tion toward others: we found across multiple conditions that those
who chose the willing over able partner score lower on trait
Machiavellianism. This aligns with our theory that those who are
more moral are more likely to have relationships that persist into
the long run (because they are more likely to act cooperatively
with others). As a result, these individuals recoup the costs of for-
going the immediate benefits of partnering with able others. Lend-
ing further support to our conceptual model, we found that people
who are focused on choosing a partner for a long-term relationship
show a greater preference for willingness over ability in their
partner.

Study 7: Metaawareness of Partner Choice Signals
and Honest Signal of Dark Triad Traits

To provide further evidence of adaptive design in the psychol-
ogy of the signaler, we additionally examine whether people have
different reputational concerns and anticipate different reputational
costs after choosing able versus willing partners. If partner choice
is a signal and not simply a cue (Biernaskie et al., 2018), people
should anticipate different signaling outcomes as a result of their
partner choice. Relatedly, we also test whether people anticipate
experiencing different emotions if others were to learn of their
partner choice. We also examine whether certain people have dif-
ferent expectations of their partners, whether certain people exhibit
different levels of hesitancy when choosing certain partners, and
what people think of others who make similar partner choices. We
investigate these questions across both the DG and a vignette
describing two farmers. We chose this farming vignette because it

entails a common real-world situation where a person must choose
between a more able versus more willing partner for a cooperation
task. Finally, we measure the Dark Triad (Paulhus & Williams,
2002) of personality traits: Machiavellianism (Christie & Geis,
1970), narcissism, and psychopathy (Jones & Paulhus, 2014).

Method

A total of 651 workers from Amazon Mechanical Turk were
recruited to participate. A total of 128 participants (19.7%) were
excluded based on preregistered exclusion criteria. This left data
from a total of 523 participants (54% Male; M age = 39.51, SD =
12.66) to be analyzed. There were six conditions in this study.
Half of the participants were randomly assigned to choose a part-
ner for the DG. The other half of participants were randomly
assigned to choose a partner for a farming partnership. In the farm
vignette participants read about two farmers that they could choose
as a partner on their new farm. One farmer is the top farmer in the
community and consistently produces record yields and record
profits but refuses to sell any of his produce at discounted prices to
needy families. The other farmer is an average farmer in the com-
munity and produces average yields and average profits but is
always willing to sell a large portion of his produce at discounted
prices to needy families.

Participants were then randomly assigned to one of three condi-
tions: One third of the participants were informed that the majority
(percentages varied randomly between 65% to 85%) of previous
participants chose the able partner, while the minority (percentages
correspondingly varied between 35% to 15%) of previous partici-
pants preferred the willing partner. One third of the participants
were informed that the majority (percentages varied randomly
between 65% to 85%) of previous participants chose the willing

Figure 7
Time Horizons Moderating Choice of Partners Across Studies 6 and 8
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Note. See the online article for the color version of this figure.
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partner, while the minority (percentages correspondingly varied
between 35% to 15%) of previous participants preferred the able
partner. The final third of the participants were assigned to a base-
line condition, in which they were not provided with any such in-
formation and were simply asked to choose between the willing
and able partners. This was done to explore whether people’s part-
ner choice decisions are influenced by descriptive norms about
partner choice within their environment.
After choosing their partner, participants were asked whether

they would be concerned about their reputation if other people in
the community were to learn of their choice, how their choice
would affect their reputation in the community, and what others
would think of them based on their choice. These three items aver-
aged to create an index of anticipated reputational effect. Partici-
pants were also asked to what extent they would experience the
emotions of pride (reverse-coded), guilt, and shame if others
learned of their choice. These three items were averaged to create
an index of anticipated negative emotions.
Next participants were asked about their expectations for their

partnership and how hesitant they were when making their partner
choice. And then participants were asked, if they were to meet
someone who made the same partner choice, how moral and trust-
worthy they would expect them to be. Finally, participants com-
pleted the Dark Triad measure. Before conducting this study,
methods, hypotheses, and analysis plans were preregistered and
can be accessed at https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=mt4je3.

Results

DG Condition: Test of Hypothesis 2a

Compared with participants who chose the able Decider, the
participants who chose the willing Decider in the DG anticipated
that such a partner choice would have a more positive impact on
their reputation (M = 6.14, SD = .79 vs. M = 5.85, SD = .60), t
(261) = 3.28, p = .001, d = .41. Participants who chose the willing
Decider also expected to feel less negative emotion if others were
to learn of their partner choice (M = 2.91, SD = 1.04 vs. M = 3.56,
SD = 1.09), t(261) = 4.74, p , .001, d = .61. Participants who
chose the willing Decider, compared with those who chose the
able Decider, expected others who made the same partner choice
to be more moral (M = 6.25, SD = 1.50 vs. M = 5.39, SD = 1.21), t
(158.30) = 4.77, p , .001, d = .63. Finally, participants who chose
the willing Decider did not experience less hesitancy, although the
pattern was in the predicted direction (M = 2.49, SD = 1.83 vs.
M = 2.84, SD = 1.92), t(261) = 1.42, p = .16, d = .19.

DG Condition: Test of Hypothesis 3

Compared with participants who chose the willing Decider, par-
ticipants who chose the able Decider in the DG scored higher on
trait Machiavellianism (M = 3.41, SD = .88 vs. M = 3.09, SD = .77)
t(261) = 2.88, p = .004, d = .38. No difference was observed with
regards to trait psychopathy or narcissism (lowest p value = .10).

Farm Condition: Test of Hypothesis 2a

Compared with participants who chose the able farmer, the par-
ticipants who chose the willing farmer in the farm vignette antici-
pated that such a partner choice would have a more positive
impact on their reputation (M = 6.64, SD = 1.09 vs. M = 5.21,

SD = .99), t(258) = 10.96, p , .001, d = 1.37. Participants who
chose the willing farmer also expected to feel less negative emo-
tion if others were to learn of their partner choice (M = 2.30, SD =
1.05 vs. M = 3.94, SD = 1.49), t(217.26) = 10.19, p , .001, d =
1.27. Participants who chose the willing farmer, compared with
those who chose the able farmer, expected others who made the
same partner choice to be more moral (M = 7.10, SD = 1.36 vs.
M = 5.60, SD = 1.42), t(258) = 8.72, p , .001, d = 1.08. Finally,
participants who chose the willing farmer experienced less hesi-
tancy when choosing their partner (M = 2.19, SD = 1.54 vs. M =
3.64, SD = 2.21), t(214.34) = 6.08, p, .001, d = .76.

Farm Condition: Test of Hypothesis 3

Compared with participants who chose the willing farmer, par-
ticipants who chose the able farmer for the farming partnership
scored higher on trait Machiavellianism (M = 3.57, SD = .87 vs.
M = 3.10, SD = .75) t(258) = 4.70, p , .001, d = .58, narcissism
(M = 3.48, SD = 1.10 vs. M = 3.06, SD = .95) t(258) = 2.97, p =
.003, d = .41, and psychopathy (M = 2.75, SD = 1.04 vs. M = 2.42,
SD = .87) t(258) = 2.76, p = .006, d = .34.

We also found, as predicted, that those who scored lower on
trait Machiavellianism tended to have higher expectations of their
farming partner to be cooperative, regardless of whether that part-
ner was an able (r = �.29, p = .001) or willing (r = �.26, p =
.003) farming partner.

Influence of Descriptive Norms

As an exploratory analysis, we examined what effect varying
descriptive norms had on partner choice decisions, both in the con-
text of the DG and the context of the farm vignette. Participants in
the baseline condition in the DG showed a strong preference for
the able Decider over the willing Decider (chose able = 67% vs.
chose willing = 33%), v2(1) = 11.13, p = .001, w = .35. When
informed that the majority chose the able Decider, participants
continued to prefer the able over willing Decider (chose able =
72% vs. chose willing = 28%), v2(1) = 16.79, p , .001, w = .44.
But when informed that the majority chose the willing Decider,
the preference for the able Decider became nonsignificant (chose
able = 54% vs. chose willing = 46%), v2(1) = .58, p = .45, w =
.08. The overall interaction between choice and condition reached
significance, p = .04.

Participants in the baseline condition in the farm vignette showed a
slight, albeit nonsignificant, preference for the willing farmer over the
able farmer (chose willing = 56% vs. chose able = 44%), v2(1) = 1.42,
p = .23, w = .13. When informed that the majority chose the willing
Decider, participants continued to show a slight, albeit nonsignificant,
preference for the willing over able farmer (chose willing = 58% vs.
chose able = 42%), v2(1) = 2.33, p = .13, w = .17. But when informed
that the majority chose the able farmer, the preference for the able
farmer became greater than the preference for the willing farmer, albeit
nonsignificantly (chose willing = 44% vs. chose able = 56%), v2(1) =
1.33, p = .25, w = .12. The overall interaction between choice and con-
dition was nonsignificant, p = .11.

Discussion

We replicate the honest signaling effect observed in Study 6,
such that people who chose able partners score higher on measures
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of immoral personality traits. Importantly, we also find evidence
that people anticipate that their reputation will be harmed by
choosing an able partner and will be enhanced by choosing a will-
ing partner. This provides support for the idea of adaptive design
in the psychology of the signaler, in that choosers correctly antici-
pate the signaling effect of their partner choice. Not only do people
gain reputational benefits for choosing certain partners, as demon-
strated across multiple studies, and also modulate their partner
choice to gain such a reputation, as demonstrated in Study 6, but
also, as we show in this study, people anticipate the reputational
costs and benefits of choosing certain partners. Furthermore, peo-
ple who choose able partners anticipate experiencing more nega-
tive emotions if others learn of their partner choice and also judge
those who also choose able partners as being less moral. We also
provide some evidence in this study of modulation of partner
choice based upon descriptive norms. Such modulation could
serve as further evidence of adaptive design for signaling via part-
ner choice decisions (Bostyn & Roets, 2017), but further research
is needed to verify whether that is in fact the case.

Study 8: Signaling Benefits of Choosing Willing
Partners and Moderation Based on Time Horizons

and Honest Signal of Dark Triad Traits

Having found that partner choice decisions garner reputational
benefits within the context of a Dictator Game, a business partner-
ship, and a farming partnership, we further explore the generaliz-
ability of this effect by examining whether such reputational
benefits are observed when people are choosing a partner for a
social event and when ability is operationalized not as having
greater resources or skills but rather as having greater social status.
We also test our theoretical model by again examining whether
partner choice serves as an honest signal. Similar to Studies 6 and
7 we examine how participant partner choice relates to the Dark
Triad of personality traits: Machiavellianism (Christie & Geis,
1970), narcissism, and psychopathy (Jones & Paulhus, 2014).
Also, we further test our model by again examining whether peo-
ple’s preference for ability versus willingness in prospective part-
ners shifts depending on whether people are choosing a partner for
a short-term versus long-term relationship.

Method

A total of 403 workers from Amazon Mechanical Turk were
recruited to participate. A total of 134 participants (33.3%) were
excluded based on preregistered exclusion criteria. This left data
from a total of 269 participants (52% Male; M age = 38.94, SD =
12.00) to be analyzed.
Half of the participants were assigned to read the business part-

ner choice vignette described in Study 6. To probe the generaliz-
ability of our effect, the other half of the participants were
assigned to read a high school vignette. In the high school vi-
gnette, we operationalized ability versus willingness not as wealth
versus generosity but as popularity versus kindness. This follows
previous research defining ability as having the resources to bene-
fit others and willingness as showing an inclination to benefit
others (Kafashan, 2017). The high school vignette consisted of a
classmate who is very popular (i.e., more able) but very arrogant
(i.e., less willing) versus a classmate who is very kind (i.e., more

willing) but unpopular (i.e., less able). The popular classmate is
able to benefit the chooser more because, as we stipulate in the vi-
gnette, by pairing with the popular classmate the chooser is more
likely to increase their own popularity at their high school. This is
analogous to the business case in that by choosing to partner with
the wealthy business partner, the chooser is more likely to increase
their own wealth.

Half of the participants who read the business vignette read that the
chooser chose the able partner while the other half read that the chooser
chose the willing partner. Half of the participants who read the high
school vignette read that the chooser chose the able partner while the
other half read that the chooser chose the willing partner. After reading
about the chooser’s decision, participants evaluated the chooser on how
trustworthy and moral, how emotional and logical, and how warm and
competent they seemed. We measured perceived warmth with four
items (warm, good-natured, tolerant, and sincere), and we measured per-
ceived competence with five items (competent, confident, independent,
competitive, and intelligent). These items were previously validated in
prior research (Fiske et al., 2007). In alignment with our previous stud-
ies, we then averaged our measures of morality, trustworthiness, emo-
tionality, and warmth into one index to indicate perceived morality. We
also averaged our measures of logicality and competence into one index
to indicate perceived competence.

Next, participants assigned to the business vignette were asked to
choose which business partner they would choose for both a long-
term friendship and a short-term business partnership and the partici-
pants assigned to the high school vignette were also asked to choose
which classmate they would choose to invite to the social event and
who they would choose for a long-term friendship.

Finally, participants completed a modified measure of trait
Machiavellianism (Christie & Geis, 1970), narcissism, and psy-
chopathy (Jones & Paulhus, 2014). Before conducting this study,
methods, hypotheses, and analysis plans were preregistered and
can be accessed at http://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=d2vg8j.

Results

Business Partner Condition: Test of Hypothesis 1

In the business partner condition, participants rated those who
chose the willing business partner as more moral (M = 5.40, SD =
.92 vs. M = 3.93, SD = .87), t(127) = 9.29, p , .001, d = 1.64 and
more competent (M = 5.57, SD = 1.02 vs. M = 4.83, SD = 1.35), t
(127) = 3.50, p = .001, d = .62.

Business Partner Condition: Test of Hypothesis 4

When deciding between the able and willing business partners for
themselves, participants chose the willing business partner more often
when deciding on a partner for a long-term relationship (95% chose
the willing partner) versus short-term relationship (68% chose the
willing partner), p, .001 (see Figure 7 for a graphical depiction).

Business Partner Condition: Test of Hypothesis 3

Participants who chose the able business partner for a short-
term relationship scored higher than those who chose the willing
business partner for a short-term relationship on trait Machiavel-
lianism (M = 3.64, SD = .76 vs. M = 3.31, SD = .80), t(81.36) =
2.23, p = .03, d = .42. Participants who chose the able business
partner for a long-term relationship did not show any difference
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compared with those who chose the willing business partner for
a long-term relationship on trait Machiavellianism (M = 3.24,
SD = .97 vs. M = 3.42, SD = .79), t(5.33) = .46, p = .66, d = .21.
Somewhat surprisingly, participants who chose the able

business partner for a short-term relationship also scored
lower than those who chose the willing business partner for a
short-term relationship on trait narcissism (M = 3.38, SD =
1.05 vs. M = 3.81, SD = .94), t(63.81) = 2.18, p = .03, d = .43.
No difference was observed for trait psychopathy in the short-
term condition and no difference was observed for trait psy-
chopathy or narcissism in the long-term condition (lowest p
value = .36).

Classmate Condition: Test of Hypothesis 1

In the high school classmate condition, participants rated
those who chose the willing classmate as more moral (M =
6.24, SD = .83 vs. M = 3.80, SD = 1.04), t(138) = 15.22, p ,
.001, d = 2.59, and more competent (M = 5.49, SD = .91 vs.
M = 4.02, SD = 1.21), t(138) = 8.07, p , .001, d = 1.37.

Classmate Condition: Test of Hypothesis 4

When deciding between the able and willing classmate for
themselves, participants chose the willing classmate more often
when deciding on a partner for a long-term relationship (98%
chose the willing classmate) versus short-term relationship
(90% chose the willing classmate), p , .006 (see Figure 7 for a
graphical depiction).

Classmate Condition: Test of Hypothesis 3

Participants who chose the able classmate for a short-term relation-
ship scored higher than those who chose the willing classmate for a
short-term relationship on trait Machiavellianism (M = 4.01, SD =
1.03 vs. M = 3.16, SD = .70), t(14.39) = 3.05, p = .008, d = .97. Par-
ticipants who chose the able classmate for a long-term relationship
also scored higher, albeit nonsignificantly, than those who chose the
willing classmate for a long-term relationship on trait Machiavellian-
ism (M = 4.29, SD = .81 vs. M = 3.22, SD = .77), t(2.08) = 2.26, p =
.15, d = 1.35. See Figure 8 for a graphical depiction of such results
for trait Machiavellianism across Studies 6, 7, 8, and 7.

Participants who chose the able classmate for a long-term rela-
tionship also scored higher than those who chose the willing class-
mate for a long-term relationship on trait narcissism (M = 4.37,
SD = .28 vs. M = 3.60, SD = 1.04), t(3.56) = 4.13, p = .02, d =
1.01, and trait psychopathy (M = 4.42, SD = .80 vs. M = 2.51,
SD = 1.02), t(4.03) = 2.14, p = .05, d = 2.08. No difference was
observed for trait narcissism or psychopathy when choosing a part-
ner for a short-term relationship (lowest p value = .23).

Discussion

This study demonstrates that the reputational benefits we observed
in previous studies within the contexts of the DG, business vignette,
and farming vignette generalize to other social contexts, and we repli-
cate our primary effect when operationalizing ability versus willing-
ness as popularity versus kindness. Importantly, we again replicate

Figure 8
Level of Trait Machiavellianism Among Those Who Chose Able Versus Willing Partners Across Studies 6, 7, and 8
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our honest signaling effect by showing that those who choose willing
partners not only are more generous in economic games but, as mir-
rored in Studies 5 and 6, also score lower on measures of immoral
personality traits. Replicating another result from Study 6, we find
that people value willingness significantly more when deciding on a
partner for a long-term versus short-term relationship. Both of these
findings support our costly signaling framework. If people who
choose willing partners are less likely to be manipulative and are
more interested in seeing a relationship last into the long run, such
people are more likely to have relationships that last into the long
run. Thus, greater incentives exist for such people to choose willing
over able partners. On the other hand, given the higher level of
immoral character traits among those who choose able partners, such
people may be more likely to have relationships that dissolve in the
long run. Therefore, it is more beneficial for such individuals to value
ability over willingness. Given that they are less likely to be in long-
term relationships, they are unable to derive the benefits necessary to
make pairing with willing partners adaptive.
Also noteworthy is that, unlike in the DG where people saw

those who choose able partners as being more competent, here we
find that those who choose willing partners are seen as more com-
petent. This may be attributable to the increase in contextual fac-
tors that could render the partner decision less transactional and
more personal, relative to the DG. Also interesting is that in the
business partner condition those who chose to partner with the
willing partner for a short-term business partnership reported
being more narcissistic. This unexpected result fits broadly with
our results from Study 5, showing that people who choose willing
partners believe themselves to be worthier of praise and expect
others to view them as highly competent and warm. On the other
hand, those who chose to partner with the popular classmate for a
short-term partnership reported being more narcissistic. This result
may stem from narcissistic types’ viewing themselves as being
popular and therefore seeing the popular classmate as a good
match (Jonason & Schmitt, 2012).

Study 9: Signaling Benefits of Refusing to Partner
With Able but Unwilling Partners and Moderation

Based on Reputational Incentives and Honest Signal of
Dark Triad Traits

Across Studies 1–3 and Studies 5–8 participants were presented
with a scenario where a Chooser decided between two potential
partners, and in Study 4 participants were presented with a sce-
nario where a Chooser decides between four potential partners.
Whereas choosing between multiple partners does indeed reflect
common dilemmas people face, sometimes people are instead
faced with one potential partner and must choose whether to
accept their partnership or refuse their partnership. In Study 9 we
examine whether people gain reputational benefits for choosing to
partner with, rather than reject, willing but less able partners and
whether they gain reputational benefits for choosing to reject,
rather than partner with, able but less willing partners. We also
examine whether people modulate their partner choices in such
contexts depending upon situational goals and incentives. Finally,
we again examine whether partner choice in this context serves as
an honest signal.

Method

A total of 399 workers from Amazon Mechanical Turk were
recruited to participate. A total of 114 participants (28.6%) were
excluded based on preregistered exclusion criteria. This left data
from a total of 285 participants (43% Male; M age = 42.35, SD =
12.45) to be analyzed.

There were four conditions in this study. Half of the participants
were randomly assigned to read about a CEO who is deciding whether
or not to partner with a wealthy overseas manufacturer who can benefit
the company’s profit margin (high ability) but does not treat their
workers with care (low willingness). Participants in this group were
then randomly assigned to read that the CEO either accepted or
rejected the partnership with the manufacturer. The other half of the
participants were randomly assigned to read about a CEO who is
deciding whether or not to partner with a small overseas manufacturer
who cannot benefit the company’s profit margin (low ability) but does
treat their workers with care (high willingness). Participants in this
group were then randomly assigned to read that the CEO either
accepted or rejected the partnership with the manufacturer.

After reading about the chooser’s decision, participants eval-
uated the chooser on how trustworthy and moral, how emotional
and logical, and how warm and competent they seemed. We meas-
ured perceived warmth with four items (warm, good-natured, tol-
erant, and sincere), and we measured perceived competence with
five items (competent, confident, independent, competitive, and
intelligent). These items were previously validated in prior
research (Wojciszke et al., 2009). In alignment with our previous
studies, we then averaged our measures of morality, trustworthi-
ness, emotionality, and warmth into one index to indicate per-
ceived morality. We also averaged our measures of logicality and
competence into one index to indicate perceived competence.

Next, participants were asked to what extent they would want to
work for the CEO, purchase products from the CEO’s company, and
invest in the CEO’s company. We then averaged these three meas-
ures into one index to indicate desire to associate with the CEO. Then
participants were asked, if they were the CEO, whether they would
have chosen or rejected the manufacturer they read about. To manip-
ulate the reputation incentives and anonymity of the choice, half of
the participants additionally were asked to make this decision while
considering that they (as the CEO) wanted to build a reputation as an
ethically responsible brand and signal to their consumers that they
care about social issues. This group was also told to imagine that their
decision would be made public to potential consumers.

Finally, participants completed a modified measure of trait
Machiavellianism (Christie & Geis, 1970), narcissism, and psy-
chopathy (Jones & Paulhus, 2014). Before conducting this study,
methods, hypotheses, and analysis plans were preregistered and
can be accessed at https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=in9hs3.

Results

Test of Hypothesis 1

Participants rated those who rejected the able manufacturer as
more moral (M = 7.30, SD = 1.22 vs. M = 2.71, SD = 1.41), t(145) =
21.10, p, .001, d = 3.47, and more competent (M = 6.40, SD = 1.34
vs.M = 5.36, SD = 1.95), t(145) = 3.80, p, .001, d = .62, relative to
those who chose the able manufacturer.
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Participants rated those who chose the willing manufacturer as
more moral (M = 6.66, SD = 1.36 vs.M = 3.87, SD = 1.55), t(136) =
11.25, p , .001, d = 1.91, and directionally, albeit nonsignificantly,
more competent (M = 6.32, SD = 1.25 vs. M = 5.89, SD = 1.87),
t(136) = 1.61, p = .11, d = .27, relative to those who rejected
the willing manufacturer.
Bootstrapped results using 10,000 resamples showed a moder-

ated mediation effect, such that perceived morality mediated the
effect of prospective manufacturer type on desire to associate
with the CEO when both rejecting the prospective manufacturer
and when choosing the prospective manufacturer (Reject: b =
�4.07, SE = .300, 95% CI [�4.65, �3.48]) (Choose: b = 4.69,
SE = 3.03, 95% CI [4.10, 5.27]). The index of moderated media-
tion was also significant (index = 8.76, SE = .457, 95% CI [7.86,
9.65]). See Figure 9 for a graphical depiction of how desire to as-
sociate with the CEO varied across conditions.

Test of Hypothesis 2b

Next, we examined whether participants’ desire to choose or
reject certain partners varies depending upon the incentive struc-
ture of their environment. Specifically, in the treatment condition,
participants were asked to imagine as CEO that they wanted to
build a reputation as an ethically responsible brand and signal to
their consumers that they care about social issues. They were also
told that their consumers would be aware of their choice as CEO.
In the control condition participants were simply asked who they
would choose to partner with as CEO. Participants expressed a
greater desire to partner with the willing manufacturer in the treat-
ment condition (M = 7.33, SD = 2.19 vs. M = 5.86, SD = 2.54), t
(136) = 3.65, p , .001, d = .62, and they also directionally, albeit
nonsignificantly, expressed less desire to partner with the able
manufacturer in the treatment condition (M = 1.72, SD = 1.85 vs.
M = 2.26, SD = 2.27), t(145) = 1.59, p = .11, d = .26.
We did conduct a preliminary test (see the online supplemental

materials) of this study where all results replicated, aside from
one: We did not observe evidence of modulation when using a

toned-down manipulation of anonymity. We sought to further clar-
ify whether combining a simple manipulation of anonymity with a
manipulation of other situational factors would produce evidence
of modulation, and, as evidenced above, it did. We discuss possi-
ble reasons for variability in results in the discussion section.

Test of Hypothesis 3

We found that one’s desire to partner with the able manufac-
turer was positively correlated with trait Machiavellianism (r =
.36, p , .001), trait Psychopathy (r = .45, p , .001), and margin-
ally with trait Narcissism (r = .15, p = .07). We also found that
one’s desire to partner with the willing manufacturer was nega-
tively correlated with trait Machiavellianism (r = �.19, p = .03),
trait Psychopathy (r = �.21, p = .01), and marginally with trait
Narcissism (r = �.14, p = .09). See Figure 10 for a graphical
depiction of how preference for a partnership with the manufac-
turer varied as a function of Dark Triad traits.

Bootstrapped results using 10,000 resamples showed Dark Triad
traits to be a significant moderator of the relationship between pro-
spective manufacturer type on desire to choose the manufacturer.
Results indicated that prospective manufacturer type (b = 10.32,
SE = 1.05, p , .001) and Dark Triad traits (b = 1.09, SE = .23,
p , .001) were both associated with desire to choose the manufac-
turer. The interaction between prospective manufacturer type and
Dark Triad traits was also significant (b = �1.90, SE = .34, p ,
.001), suggesting that the effect of prospective manufacturer type
on desire to choose the manufacturer depended on Dark Triad
traits. Together, the variables accounted for approximately 56% of
the variance in desire to choose the manufacturer, R2 = .56, F(3,
281) = 119.96, p, .001.

Discussion

Study 9 provides evidence that the signaling benefits of partner
choice decisions extend beyond the context of choosing between
multiple prospective partners to cases in which one is simply

Figure 9
Preference to Associate With the CEO Who Either Chose or Rejected the Able or
Willing Manufacturer
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Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. See the online article for the color ver-
sion of this figure.
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choosing to either partner with or reject a single prospective part-
ner. We find that, in such a setting, simply rejecting a partnership
with an able but less willing partner can garner one a reputation
for being a moral partner—so much so that in the context we eval-
uated, people express a greater desire to work for, consume from,
and invest in a CEO who chose to make such a decision.
We also replicate findings from our previous studies within this

paradigm: a combination of reputational incentives and situational
goals modulate partner choice decisions, and simply refusing to
partner with an immoral partner is a costly signal of lower levels
of Dark Triad traits. It is noteworthy that anonymity alone did not
modulate partner choice in this paper, as evidenced in Study 5 and
in an earlier iteration (see the online supplemental materials) of
what we tested here in Study 9. On the other hand, reputational
incentives and situational goals do seem to elicit modulation, as
evidenced here in Study 9 and in Study 6. It is not clear whether
the null effect of manipulating anonymity is due to the inherent an-
onymity that comes via online experiments; it may be difficult to
fully simulate the experience of making a public choice as a CEO
within an anonymous online experiment. Future research could
examine this question in laboratory or field settings.

General Discussion

As a highly social species, humans have to successfully navi-
gate their social interactions by finding the best partners. Some-
times this involves choosing between individuals who are more
willing and individuals who are more able. Here, we demonstrate
that many people (sometimes the majority, sometimes a large mi-
nority) opt for a partner who is more willing to cooperate, forgoing
the immediate material gains of instead partnering with someone
who is more able. Despite such costly partner choice decisions
being beneficial for the group, what makes such behavior adaptive
for the individual chooser? Furthermore, why do people purport to
care so much about willingness traits in others, when in reality
ability traits take precedence? Across nine studies and a formal

model we provide a potential answer: Choosing willing over able
partners affords reputational and partner choice benefits.

Across our studies we provided evidence of a second-order part-
ner choice selection effect. In particular, in Study 1 we found with
a university sample that choosing a willing partner over an able
partner (a) affords one a moral reputation and (b) makes one more
likely to be chosen as a cooperation partner. In Study 2, we repli-
cated this second-order partner choice selection effect with a sam-
ple of workers recruited from MTurk using an incentivized
experiment with real money at stake. Interestingly, we found that
this preference held irrespective of people’s own preference for
able versus willing others. That is, even people who choose able
partners for themselves prefer others who choose willing partners.

In Study 3 we found that people also view the act of choosing
willing partners as being more praiseworthy, but it appears that
this judgment is influenced by whether people prefer willing or
able partner for themselves. Importantly, we also found in Study 3
that those who choose willing partners are more generous in an
economic game. This adds support to our theoretical model. In
Study 4 we found that people can gain reputational benefits for
valuing both willingness and ability, but the benefits of valuing
willingness exceed the benefits that come from valuing ability.
Furthermore, we see in Study 4 that our results are not a product
of valuing partners who are unable; a partner has to exhibit will-
ingness in order for a chooser to accrue reputational gains. We
next examined in Study 5 whether people accurately predict the
signal they are sending via their partner choice decisions. We find
that people are by and large accurate in their metaawareness of
what they are signaling via their partner choice.

In Study 6 we found that people modulate their choice of part-
ner based both on certain types of reputational incentives present
in their environment as well as whether they are choosing a partner
for a long-term rather than short-term partnership. In Study 7 we
found further evidence of adaptive design in the psychology of the
signaler: people who choose willing partner experience less repu-
tational concerns after making such a partner choice. In Study 8

Figure 10
Preference for a Partnership With the Able and the Willing Manufacturers Among
Participants Scoring High or Low on Dark Triad Traits

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

Able manufacturer condition Willing manufacturer condition

Pr
ef

er
en

ce
 fo

r P
ar

tn
er

sh
ip

Low Dark Triad High Dark Triad

Note. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. See the online article for the color ver-
sion of this figure.
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we demonstrate the generalizability of our primary effect by show-
ing that our effect replicates not only when ability is operational-
ized as wealth or skill but also when ability is operationalized as
high social status. We find that the effect sizes observed with these
new operationalizations were even larger than what we observed
with the DG, providing further support for the robustness of our
effect.
In Study 9 we found that our effect extends to a sequential

choice context where instead of choosing between multiple pro-
spective partners, the chooser is simply choosing to either partner
with or reject a prospective partner. We find that in such a context
simply rejecting a partnership with an able but less willing partner
can signal moral character traits to observers. For example, in the
context we examined observers expressed a greater desire to work
for, consume from, and invest in a CEO who chose to make such a
decision. We also found that this signal is honest: simply refusing
to partner with an immoral partner is a costly signal of lower levels
of Dark Triad traits.
In support of our formal model, we also find across Studies 6

and 8 that people are more likely to favor willingness over ability
in the partner choices when deciding upon a partner for a long-
term rather than short-term relationship. And as further support of
our model, we find across Studies 6, 7, 8, and 9 that people who
choose willing over able partners also score lower on a psycho-
metric measure of trait Machiavellianism. Together these findings
provide support for our premise that a separating equilibrium
exists where moral types are more likely to choose willing over
able partners in part because moral types will sustain the relation-
ship long enough to reap the benefits of paring with a willing
partner.
In total, our findings suggest that, from an ultimate perspective,

the tendency to value willingness when making partner choice
decisions may be understood within a reputation-based framework
(Barclay, 2013, 2016; Jordan & Rand, 2019). Although people
have more to gain materially in the short-term from partnering
with a more able partner, people have more to gain reputationally
from partnering with a more willing partner. Our findings suggest
that these reputational benefits translate into cooperative benefits,
with those choosing willing partners being more likely to be cho-
sen as cooperation partners in subsequent interactions. Impor-
tantly, we find that choosing a willing partner appears to be an
honest signal—those who choose willing partners score higher on
individual difference measures of moral character and behave
more generously in economic games.
We hope that the arguments put forth here encourage investiga-

tions into the functional underpinnings of various social psycho-
logical phenomena. For example, research on contagion has
shown that people desire objects that are associated with admired
individuals (Newman et al., 2011) and dislike objects that are
associated with despised individuals (Rozin et al., 1986). Research
on stigma by association has shown that when a nonstigmatized
individual is associated with a stigmatized individual, the stigma
transfers to the previously nonstigmatized individual (Neuberg et
al., 1994). And foundational findings in social psychology show
that people bask in the reflected glory of successful others (e.g.,
Cialdini et al., 1976; Cialdini & Richardson, 1980), make efforts
to avoid being associated with odious others (Cooper & Jones,
1970), and experience guilt by association with a group with a
negative history (Doosje et al., 1998). We hope the signaling-

based framework proposed here can help elucidate why people
think and behave in this fashion (e.g., Kupfer & Giner-Sorolla,
2021): People’s choices of partners are indicative of their own mo-
rality—sometimes you really can judge someone by the company
they choose.

Limitations and Future Directions

We did not examine the reputation that is gained by selecting
someone for a specific duty, such as hiring an employee for a cer-
tain job, where the chooser may have a mandate to select the most
qualified individual (Behling, 1998; Barrick & Mount, 1991).
Instead, we examined the act of choosing a partner for a coopera-
tive interaction. We explored this question within the context of
choosing to partner with a more generous versus more rich dictator
in the DG, more fair versus more rich business partner on a busi-
ness deal, more generous versus more skillful farming partner on a
new farm, and more kind versus more popular classmate at school.
Countless other examples can be constructed, for example, choos-
ing to partner with a more helpful versus more skillful fellow em-
ployee on a team project; choosing to partner with a more
committed versus more attractive romantic partner. For example,
the virtues of generosity, fairness, and kindness do not encompass
all that people deem moral. Future research could examine
whether our results replicate when examining other moral traits
such as caring for one’s family, being loyal to one’s group, being
brave and heroic, or showing deference and humility (Curry, Ches-
ters, & Van Lissa, 2019; Curry, Mullins, & Whitehouse, 2019).
Are people who choose partners who exhibit an adherence to such
virtues also afforded with reputational benefits? Also, it would be
useful for future research to examine whether those who choose
willing partners continue to enjoy reputation and partner choice
benefits if their partnering with willing over able partners leads to
the subsequent failure at certain tasks, particularly tasks that carry
important ethical consequences.

We also note that the hypothesis being proposed here does not
preclude a role for other mechanisms in the prioritization of will-
ingness over ability during partner choice. For example, both
assortative pairing (Robinson et al., 2017; Thiessen & Gregg,
1980; Zietsch et al., 2011) and the fact that greater variance exists
across individuals in willingness traits compared with ability traits
(Eisenbruch & Krasnow, 2019; Kawamura & Barclay, unpub-
lished data) may additionally explain why some individuals priori-
tize willingness. Furthermore, willingness may also be favored in
others insofar as it is perceived to be a more domain general trait,
whereas ability may be perceived to be more domain specific and
thus less beneficial outside specific domains. Future research
should examine which of these hypotheses provides the greatest
explanatory power.

Conclusion

Choosing partners can be challenging and costly. Often, individ-
uals value a partner’s willingness over their ability to deliver bene-
fits, even when choosing the willing partner is immediately costly.
Why would people make the costly decision to partner with some-
one who cannot provide as much? Here, we present evidence for
an ultimate explanation: people who choose a willing partner are
more likely to gain a moral reputation and are more likely to be
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chosen themselves as cooperation partners. Furthermore, in such
cooperative interactions, those who choose willing partners are in
fact more cooperative with others. Taken together, our findings
provide a functional account for why some individuals make the
costly decision to value willingness over ability when making part-
ner choice decisions.

References

Abele, A. E., & Wojciszke, B. (2007). Agency and communion from the
perspective of self versus others. Journal of Personality and Social Psy-
chology, 93(5), 751–763. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.5.751

Abele, A. E., Cuddy, A. J., Judd, C. M., & Yzerbyt, V. Y. (2008). Funda-
mental dimensions of social judgment. European Journal of Social Psy-
chology, 38(7), 1063–1065. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.574

Barclay, P. (2006). Reputational benefits for altruistic punishment. Evolu-
tion and Human Behavior, 27(5), 325–344. https://doi.org/10.1016/j
.evolhumbehav.2006.01.003

Barclay, P. (2013). Strategies for cooperation in biological markets, espe-
cially for humans. Evolution and Human Behavior, 34(3), 164–175.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2013.02.002

Barclay, P. (2016). Biological markets and the effects of partner choice on
cooperation and friendship. Current Opinion in Psychology, 7, 33–38.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.07.012

Barclay, P., & Barker, J. L. (2020). Greener than thou: People who protect
the environment are more cooperative, compete to be environmental,
and benefit from reputation. Journal of Environmental Psychology, 72,
101441. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101441

Barclay, P., & Kiyonari, T. (2014). Why sanction? Functional causes of
punishment and reward. In P. A. M. Van Lange, B. Rockenbach, & T.
Yamagishi (Eds.), Reward and punishment in social dilemmas (pp.
182–196). Oxford University Press.

Barclay, P., & Raihani, N. (2016). Partner choice versus punishment in
human prisoner’s dilemmas. Evolution and Human Behavior, 37(4),
263–271. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2015.12.004

Barclay, P., & Reeve, H. K. (2012). The varying relationship between
helping and individual quality. Behavioral Ecology, 23(4), 693–698.
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/ars039

Barclay, P., & Willer, R. (2007). Partner choice creates competitive altru-
ism in humans. Proceedings of the Royal Society of London, Series B:
Biological Sciences, 274(1610), 749–753. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb
.2006.0209

Barrick, M. R., & Mount, M. K. (1991). The big five personality dimen-
sions and job performance: A meta-analysis. Personnel Psychology,
44(1), 1–26. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1991.tb00688.x

Baumard, N., André, J. B., & Sperber, D. (2013). A mutualistic approach
to morality: The evolution of fairness by partner choice. Behavioral and
Brain Sciences, 36(1), 59–78. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X110
02202

Behling, O. (1998). Employee selection: Will intelligence and conscien-
tiousness do the job? Academy of Management Perspectives, 12(1),
77–86. https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.1998.254980

Biernaskie, J. M., Perry, J. C., & Grafen, A. (2018). A general model of bi-
ological signals, from cues to handicaps. Evolution Letters, 2(3),
201–209. https://doi.org/10.1002/evl3.57

Bird, R. B., & Power, E. A. (2015). Prosocial signaling and cooperation
among Martu hunters. Evolution and Human Behavior, 36(5), 389–397.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2015.02.003

Bird, R. B., Scelza, B., Bird, D. W., & Smith, E. A. (2012). The hierarchy
of virtue: Mutualism, altruism and signaling in Martu women’s coopera-
tive hunting. Evolution and Human Behavior, 33(1), 64–78. https://doi
.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2011.05.007

Blanken, I., van de Ven, N., & Zeelenberg, M. (2015). A meta-analytic
review of moral licensing. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
41(4), 540–558. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215572134

Bostyn, D. H., & Roets, A. (2017). An asymmetric moral conformity
effect: Subjects conform to deontological but not consequentialist
majorities. Social Psychological & Personality Science, 8(3), 323–330.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550616671999

Boyd, R., & Richerson, P. J. (1992). Punishment allows the evolution of
cooperation (or anything else) in sizable groups. Ethology and Sociobi-
ology, 13(3), 171–195. https://doi.org/10.1016/0162-3095(92)90032-Y

Boyd, R., & Richerson, P. J. (2005). The origin and evolution of cultures.
Oxford University Press.

Brambilla, M., & Leach, C. W. (2014). On the importance of being moral:
The distinctive role of morality in social judgment. Social Cognition,
32(4), 397–408. https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2014.32.4.397

Brambilla, M., Rusconi, P., Sacchi, S., & Cherubini, P. (2011). Looking
for honesty: The primary role of morality (vs. sociability and compe-
tence) in information gathering. European Journal of Social Psychology,
41(2), 135–143. https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.744

Brambilla, M., Sacchi, S., Rusconi, P., Cherubini, P., & Yzerbyt, V. Y.
(2012). You want to give a good impression? Be honest! Moral traits domi-
nate group impression formation. British Journal of Social Psychology,
51(1), 149–166. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2010.02011.x

Bull, J. J., & Rice, W. R. (1991). Distinguishing mechanisms for the evolu-
tion of co-operation. Journal of Theoretical Biology, 149(1), 63–74.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-5193(05)80072-4

Buss, D. M. (1989). Sex differences in human mate preferences: Evolu-
tionary hypotheses tested in 37 cultures. Behavioral and Brain Sciences,
12(1), 1–14. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X00023992

Buss, D. M., Abbott, M., Angleitner, A., Asherian, A., Biaggio, A., Blanco-
Villasenor, A., Bruchon-Schweitzer, M., Ch'U, H.-Y., Czapinski, J.,
Deraad, B., Ekehammar, B., El Lohamy, N., Fioravanti, M., Georgas, J.,
Gjerde, P., Guttman, R., Hazan, F., Iwawaki, S., Janakiramaiah, N., . . .
Yang, K.-S. (1990). International Preferences in Selecting Mates: A Study
of 37 Cultures. Journal of Cross-Cultural Psychology, 21(1), 5–47. https://
doi.org/10.1177/0022022190211001

Christie, R., & Geis, F. L. (1970). Studies in Machiavellianism. Academic
Press.

Cialdini, R. B., & Richardson, K. D. (1980). Two indirect tactics of image
management: Basking and blasting. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 39(3), 406–415. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.39.3
.406

Cialdini, R. B., Borden, R. J., Thorne, A., Walker, M. R., Freeman, S., &
Sloan, L. R. (1976). Basking in reflected glory: Three (football) field
studies. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 34(3), 366–375.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.34.3.366

Cooper, J., & Jones, R. A. (1970). Self-esteem and consistency as determi-
nants of anticipatory opinion change. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 14(4), 312–320. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0028990

Cosmides, L., Guzmán, R. A., & Tooby, J. (2018). The evolution of moral cog-
nition. In A. Zimmerman, K. Jones, & M. Timmons (Eds.), The Routledge
handbook of moral epistemology (pp. 174–228). Routledge.

Curry, O. S., Chesters, M. J., & Van Lissa, C. J. (2019). Mapping morality
with a compass: Testing the theory of ‘morality-as-cooperation’ with a
new questionnaire. Journal of Research in Personality, 78, 106–124.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2018.10.008

Curry, O. S., Mullins, D. A., & Whitehouse, H. (2019). Is it good to coop-
erate: Testing the theory of morality-as-cooperation in 60 societies. Cur-
rent Anthropology, 60(1), 47–69. https://doi.org/10.1086/701478

Diekmann, A., Jann, B., Przepiorka, W., & Wehrli, S. (2014). Reputation
formation and the evolution of cooperation in anonymous online mar-
kets. American Sociological Review, 79(1), 65–85. https://doi.org/10
.1177/0003122413512316

PARTNER CHOICE SIGNAL 1469

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
ti
s
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

Ps
yc
ho
lo
gi
ca
lA

ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le
is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al
us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al
us
er

an
d
is
no
tt
o
be

di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.5.751
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.574
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2006.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2006.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2013.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.07.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2020.101441
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2015.12.004
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/ars039
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2006.0209
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2006.0209
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1744-6570.1991.tb00688.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X11002202
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X11002202
https://doi.org/10.5465/ame.1998.254980
https://doi.org/10.1002/evl3.57
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2015.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2011.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2011.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167215572134
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550616671999
https://doi.org/10.1016/0162-3095(92)90032-Y
https://doi.org/10.1521/soco.2014.32.4.397
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.744
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8309.2010.02011.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-5193(05)80072-4
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X00023992
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022190211001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022190211001
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.39.3.406
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.39.3.406
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.34.3.366
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0028990
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jrp.2018.10.008
https://doi.org/10.1086/701478
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122413512316
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122413512316


Digman, J. M. (1997). Higher-order factors of the Big Five. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 73(6), 1246–1256. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0022-3514.73.6.1246

Dolivo, V., & Taborsky, M. (2015). Norway rats reciprocate help according
to the quality of help they received. Biology Letters, 11(2), 20140959.

Doosje, B., Branscombe, N. R., Spears, R., & Manstead, A. S. (1998).
Guilty by association: When one’s group has a negative history. Journal
of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(4), 872–886. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0022-3514.75.4.872

Eastwick, P. W., & Finkel, E. J. (2008). Sex differences in mate preferen-
ces revisited: Do people know what they initially desire in a romantic
partner? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 94(2), 245–264.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.2.245

Eisenbruch, A. B., & Roney, J. R. (2017). The skillful and the stingy: Part-
ner choice decisions and fairness intuitions suggest human adaptation
for a biological market of cooperators. Evolutionary Psychological Sci-
ence, 3(4), 364–378. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40806-017-0107-7

Eisenbruch, A. B., Grillot, R. L., Maestripieri, D., & Roney, J. R. (2016).
Evidence of partner choice heuristics in a one-shot bargaining game.
Evolution and Human Behavior, 37(6), 429–439. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2016.04.002

Eisenbruch, A., & Krasnow, M. M. (2019). Why warmth matters more
than competence: New evolutionary models. https://osf.io/562ke/

Eisenbruch, A., & Roney, J. (2020). Social taste buds: Evidence of evolved
same-sex friend preferences from a policy-capturing study. Evolutionary
Psychological Science, 6, 1–12. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40806-019-00218-9

Fiske, S. T. (2012). Warmth and competence: Stereotype content issues for
clinicians and researchers. Canadian Psychology, 53(1), 14–20. https://
doi.org/10.1037/a0026054

Fiske, S. T., Cuddy, A. J., & Glick, P. (2007). Universal dimensions of
social cognition: Warmth and competence. Trends in Cognitive Scien-
ces, 11(2), 77–83. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2006.11.005

Fletcher, G. J. O., Tither, J. M., O'Loughlin, C., Friesen, M., & Overall, N.
(2004). Warm and homely or cold and beautiful? Sex differences in trad-
ing off traits in mate selection. Personality and Social Psychology Bulle-
tin, 30(6), 659–672. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203262847

Fry, W. R. (1985). The effect of dyad Machiavellianism and visual access
on integrative bargaining outcomes. Personality and Social Psychology
Bulletin, 11(1), 51–62. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167285111005

Fu, F., Hauert, C., Nowak, M. A., & Wang, L. (2008). Reputation-based
partner choice promotes cooperation in social networks. Physical
Review. E, Statistical, Nonlinear, and soft matter physics, 78(2 Pt. 2),
026117. https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.78.026117

Gangestad, S. W., & Simpson, J. A. (2000). The evolution of human mat-
ing: Trade-offs and strategic pluralism. Behavioral and Brain Sciences,
23(4), 573–587. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X0000337X

Getty, T. (2006). Sexually selected signals are not similar to sports handi-
caps. Trends in Ecology & Evolution, 21(2), 83–88. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.tree.2005.10.016

Gintis, H., Smith, E. A., & Bowles, S. (2001). Costly signaling and cooper-
ation. Journal of Theoretical Biology, 213(1), 103–119. https://doi.org/
10.1006/jtbi.2001.2406

Goodwin, G. P., Piazza, J., & Rozin, P. (2014). Moral character predomi-
nates in person perception and evaluation. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 106(1), 148–168. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034726

Grafen, A. (1990). Biological signals as handicaps. Journal of Theoretical
Biology, 144(4), 517–546. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-5193(05)80088-8

Gurven, M., Allen-Arave, W., Hill, K., & Hurtado, M. (2000). “It’s a won-
derful life.” Signaling generosity among the Ache of Paraguay. Evolu-
tion and Human Behavior, 21(4), 263–282. https://doi.org/10.1016/
S1090-5138(00)00032-5

Hackel, L. M., Doll, B. B., & Amodio, D. M. (2015). Instrumental learning
of traits versus rewards: Dissociable neural correlates and effects on

choice. Nature Neuroscience, 18(9), 1233–1235. https://doi.org/10
.1038/nn.4080

Henrich, J. (2015). The secret of our success: How culture is driving
human evolution, domesticating our species, and making us smarter.
Princeton University Press. https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvc77f0d

Henrich, J., & Gil-White, F. J. (2001). The evolution of prestige: Freely
conferred deference as a mechanism for enhancing the benefits of cul-
tural transmission. Evolution and Human Behavior, 22(3), 165–196.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1090-5138(00)00071-4

Henrich, N., & Henrich, J. P. (2007). Why humans cooperate: A cultural
and evolutionary explanation. Oxford University Press.

Higham, J. P. (2014). How does honest costly signaling work? Behavioral
Ecology, 25(1), 8–11. https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/art097

Horita, Y. (2010). Punishers may be chosen as providers but not as recipi-
ents. Letters on Evolutionary Behavioral Science, 1(1), 6–9.

Huang, S. A., Ledgerwood, A., & Eastwick, P. W. (2020). How do ideal
friend preferences and interaction context affect friendship formation?
Evidence for a domain-general relationship initiation process. Social
Psychological & Personality Science, 11(2), 226–235. https://doi.org/10
.1177/1948550619845925

Jonason, P. K., & Schmitt, D. P. (2012). What have you done for me
lately? Friendship-selection in the shadow of the Dark Triad traits. Evo-
lutionary Psychology, 10(3), 400–421. https://doi.org/10.1177/1474704
91201000303

Jones, D. N., & Paulhus, D. L. (2014). Introducing the short Dark Triad
(SD3): A brief measure of dark personality traits. Assessment, 21(1),
28–41. https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191113514105

Jordan, J. J., & Rand, D. G. (2020). Signaling when no one is watching: A
reputation heuristics account of outrage and punishment in one-shot
anonymous interactions. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
118(1), 57.

Jordan, J. J., Hoffman, M., Bloom, P., & Rand, D. G. (2016). Third-party
punishment as a costly signal of trustworthiness. Nature, 530(7591),
473–476. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature16981

Judd, C. M., James-Hawkins, L., Yzerbyt, V., & Kashima, Y. (2005). Fun-
damental dimensions of social judgment: Understanding the relations
between judgments of competence and warmth. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 89(6), 899–913. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022
-3514.89.6.899

Kafashan, S. (2017). Biological markets and long-term cooperation: Part-
ner choice, attraction, and maintenance (Doctoral dissertation). Depart-
ment of Psychology, University of Guelph.

Krupp, D. B., DeBruine, L. M., & Jones, B. C. (2011). Apparent health
encourages reciprocity. Evolution and Human Behavior, 32(3),
198–203. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2010.10.001

Kupfer, T. R., & Giner-Sorolla, R. (2021). Reputation management as an
alternative explanation for the “contagiousness” of immorality. Evolu-
tion and Human Behavior, 42(2), 130–139. https://doi.org/10.1016/j
.evolhumbehav.2020.08.005

Kurzban, R., & Weeden, J. (2005). HurryDate: Mate preferences in action.
Evolution and Human Behavior, 26(3), 227–244. https://doi.org/10
.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2004.08.012

Leach, C. W., Ellemers, N., & Barreto, M. (2007). Group virtue: The im-
portance of morality (vs. competence and sociability) in the positive
evaluation of in-groups. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
93(2), 234–249. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234

Levine, E. E., Barasch, A., Rand, D., Berman, J. Z., & Small, D. A.
(2018). Signaling emotion and reason in cooperation. Journal of Experi-
mental Psychology: General, 147(5), 702–719. https://doi.org/10.1037/
xge0000399

Li, N. P., & Kenrick, D. T. (2006). Sex similarities and differences in pref-
erences for short-term mates: What, whether, and why. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 90(3), 468–489. https://doi.org/10
.1037/0022-3514.90.3.468

1470 DHALIWAL, MARTIN, BARCLAY, AND YOUNG

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
ti
s
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

Ps
yc
ho
lo
gi
ca
lA

ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le
is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al
us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al
us
er

an
d
is
no
tt
o
be

di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.6.1246
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.6.1246
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.872
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.4.872
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.94.2.245
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40806-017-0107-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2016.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2016.04.002
https://osf.io/562ke/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40806-019-00218-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026054
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0026054
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2006.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167203262847
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167285111005
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.78.026117
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X0000337X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2005.10.016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tree.2005.10.016
https://doi.org/10.1006/jtbi.2001.2406
https://doi.org/10.1006/jtbi.2001.2406
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0034726
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-5193(05)80088-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1090-5138(00)00032-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1090-5138(00)00032-5
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.4080
https://doi.org/10.1038/nn.4080
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvc77f0d
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1090-5138(00)00071-4
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/art097
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619845925
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619845925
https://doi.org/10.1177/147470491201000303
https://doi.org/10.1177/147470491201000303
https://doi.org/10.1177/1073191113514105
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature16981
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.899
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.899
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2010.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2020.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2020.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2004.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2004.08.012
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.93.2.234
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000399
https://doi.org/10.1037/xge0000399
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.3.468
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.90.3.468


Lyle, H. F., III,., & Smith, E. A. (2014). The reputational and social net-
work benefits of prosociality in an Andean community. Proceedings of
the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America,
111(13), 4820–4825. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1318372111

Lyons, M., & Aitken, S. (2010). Machiavellian friends? The role of
Machiavellianism in friendship formation and maintenance. Journal of
Social, Evolutionary, & Cultural Psychology, 4(3), 194–202. https://doi
.org/10.1037/h0099290

Macfarlan, S. J., & Lyle, H. F. (2015). Multiple reputation domains and co-
operative behaviour in two Latin American communities. Philosophical
Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 370(1683),
20150009. https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2015.0009

Macfarlan, S. J., Remiker, M., & Quinlan, R. (2012). Competitive altruism
explains labor exchange variation in a Dominican community. Current
Anthropology, 53(1), 118–124.

Macfarlan, S. J., Quinlan, R., & Remiker, M. (2013). Cooperative behav-
iour and prosocial reputation dynamics in a Dominican village. Proceed-
ings of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences, 280(1761), 20130557.
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2013.0557

Martin, J., Young, L., & McAuliffe, K. (2019). The psychology of partner
choice. https://psyarxiv.com/weqhz/

Martin, L. L., Seta, J. J., & Crelia, R. A. (1990). Assimilation and contrast
as a function of people’s willingness and ability to expend effort in
forming an impression. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
59(1), 27–37. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.1.27

McCullough, M. E. (2020). kindness of strangers: How a selfish ape
invented a new moral code. Simon & Schuster.

Mullen, E., & Monin, B. (2016). Consistency versus licensing effects of
past moral behavior. Annual Review of Psychology, 67, 363–385.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115120

Muthukrishna, M., & Henrich, J. (2019). A problem in theory. Nature
Human Behaviour, 3(3), 221–229. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-018
-0522-1

Nelissen, R. M. (2008). The price you pay: Cost-dependent reputation
effects of altruistic punishment. Evolution and Human Behavior, 29(4),
242–248.

Nelissen, R. M., & Meijers, M. H. (2011). Social benefits of luxury brands
as costly signals of wealth and status. Evolution and Human Behavior,
32(5), 343–355. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2010.12.002

Neuberg, S. L., Smith, D. M., Hoffman, J. C., & Russell, F. J. (1994).
When we observe stigmatized and “normal” individuals interacting:
Stigma by association. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
20(2), 196–209. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167294202007

Newman, G. E., Diesendruck, G., & Bloom, P. (2011). Celebrity contagion
and the value of objects. The Journal of Consumer Research, 38(2),
215–228. https://doi.org/10.1086/658999

Nisbett, R. E., & Wilson, T. D. (1977). Telling more than we can know:
Verbal reports on mental processes. Psychological Review, 84(3),
231–259. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.3.231

Noë, R., & Hammerstein, P. (1994). Biological markets: Supply and
demand determine the effect of partner choice in cooperation, mutualism
and mating. Behavioral Ecology and Sociobiology, 35(1), 1–11. https://
doi.org/10.1007/BF00167053

Paulhus, D. L., & Williams, K. M. (2002). The dark triad of personality: Nar-
cissism, Machiavellianism, and psychopathy. Journal of Research in Per-
sonality, 36(6), 556–563. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0092-6566(02)00505-6

Peysakhovich, A., Nowak, M. A., & Rand, D. G. (2014). Humans display
a ‘cooperative phenotype’ that is domain general and temporally stable.
Nature Communications, 5, 4939. https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms5939

Raihani, N. J., & Barclay, P. (2016). Exploring the trade-off between qual-
ity and fairness in human partner choice. Royal Society Open Science,
3(11), 160510. https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.160510

Raihani, N. J., & Bshary, R. (2015). Third-party punishers are rewarded,
but third-party helpers even more so. Evolution, 69(4), 993–1003.
https://doi.org/10.1111/evo.12637

Rand, D. G., Greene, J. D., & Nowak, M. A. (2012). Spontaneous giving
and calculated greed. Nature, 489(7416), 427–430. https://doi.org/10
.1038/nature11467

Regan, P. C., Levin, L., Sprecher, S., Christopher, F. S., & Gate, R.
(2000). Partner preferences: What do men and women desire in their
short-term sexual partners and long-term romantic partners? Journal of
Psychology & Human Sexuality, 12(3), 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1300/
J056v12n03_01

Richerson, P. J., & Boyd, R. (1998). The evolution of human ultrasociality.
In I. Eibl-Eibesfeldt & F. K. Salter (Eds.), Indoctrinability, ideology,
and warfare: Evolutionary perspectives (pp. 71–95). Berghahn.

Richerson, P. J., & Boyd, R. (2005). Not by genes alone: How culture
transformed human evolution. University of Chicago Press.

Roberts, G. (1998). Competitive altruism: from reciprocity to the handicap
principle. Proceeding of the Royal Society of London. Series B: Biologi-
cal Sciences, 265(1394), 427–431. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1998
.0312

Roberts, G. (2020). Honest signaling of cooperative intentions. Behavioral
Ecology, 31(4), 922–932. https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/araa035

Robinson, M. R., Kleinman, A., Graff, M., Vinkhuyzen, A. A. E., Couper,
D., Miller, M. B., Peyrot, W. J., Abdellaoui, A., Zietsch, B. P., Nolte,
I. M., van Vliet-Ostaptchouk, J. V., Snieder, H., Medland, S. E., Martin,
N. G., Magnusson, P. K. E., Iacono, W. G., McGue, M., North, K. E.,
Yang, J., . . . The LifeLines Cohort Study. (2017). Genetic evidence of
assortative mating in humans. Nature Human Behaviour, 1(1), Article
0016. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-016-0016

Rom, S. C., & Conway, P. (2018). The strategic moral self: Self-presenta-
tion shapes moral dilemma judgments. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 74, 24–37. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.08.003

Rosenberg, S., Nelson, C., & Vivekananthan, P. S. (1968). A multidimen-
sional approach to the structure of personality impressions. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 9(4), 283–294. https://doi.org/10
.1037/h0026086

Rozin, P., Millman, L., & Nemeroff, C. (1986). Operation of the laws of
sympathetic magic in disgust and other domains. Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 50(4), 703–712. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022
-3514.50.4.703

Russell, Y. I., Call, J., & Dunbar, R. I. (2008). Image scoring in great apes.
Behavioural Processes, 78(1), 108–111. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc
.2007.10.009

Servedio, M. R., Brandvain, Y., Dhole, S., Fitzpatrick, C. L., Goldberg,
E. E., Stern, C. A., Van Cleve, J., & Yeh, D. J. (2014). Not just a theory—
The utility of mathematical models in evolutionary biology. PLoS Biology,
12(12), e1002017. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.1002017

Smith, K. M., & Apicella, C. L. (2019). Hadza hunter-gatherers disagree
on perceptions of moral character. Social Psychological & Personality
Science, 11(5), 616–625.

Smith, K. M., & Apicella, C. L. (2020). Partner choice in human evolution:
The role of cooperation, foraging ability, and culture in Hadza camp-
mate preferences. Evolution and Human Behavior, 41, 354–366. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2020.07.009

Smith, K. M., Larroucau, T., Mabulla, I. A., & Apicella, C. L. (2018).
Hunter-gatherers maintain assortativity in cooperation despite high lev-
els of residential change and mixing. Current Biology, 28(19),
3152–3157. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2018.07.064

Spence, M. (1973). Job market signaling. The Quarterly Journal of Eco-
nomics, 87(3), 355–374. https://doi.org/10.2307/1882010

Számadó, S. (2012). The rise and fall of handicap principle: A commentary
on the “Modelling and the fall and rise of the handicap principle.” Biol-
ogy & Philosophy, 27(2), 279–286. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10539-011
-9299-6

PARTNER CHOICE SIGNAL 1471

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
ti
s
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

Ps
yc
ho
lo
gi
ca
lA

ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le
is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al
us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al
us
er

an
d
is
no
tt
o
be

di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1318372111
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0099290
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0099290
https://doi.org/10.1098/rstb.2015.0009
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2013.0557
https://psyarxiv.com/weqhz/
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.1.27
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115120
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-018-0522-1
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-018-0522-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2010.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167294202007
https://doi.org/10.1086/658999
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.84.3.231
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00167053
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00167053
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0092-6566(02)00505-6
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms5939
https://doi.org/10.1098/rsos.160510
https://doi.org/10.1111/evo.12637
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature11467
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature11467
https://doi.org/10.1300/J056v12n03_01
https://doi.org/10.1300/J056v12n03_01
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1998.0312
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.1998.0312
https://doi.org/10.1093/beheco/araa035
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-016-0016
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2017.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0026086
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0026086
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.50.4.703
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.50.4.703
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2007.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.beproc.2007.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.1002017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2020.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2020.07.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2018.07.064
https://doi.org/10.2307/1882010
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10539-011-9299-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10539-011-9299-6


Thiessen, D., & Gregg, B. (1980). Human assortative mating and genetic
equilibrium: An evolutionary perspective. Ethology and Sociobiology,
1(2), 111–140. https://doi.org/10.1016/0162-3095(80)90003-5

Tinbergen, N. (2005). On aims and methods of ethology. Animal Biology,
55(4), 297–321. https://doi.org/10.1163/157075605774840941

Todd, P. M., Penke, L., Fasolo, B., & Lenton, A. P. (2007). Different cogni-
tive processes underlie human mate choices and mate preferences. Proceed-
ings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America,
104(38), 15011–15016. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0705290104

Uhlmann, E. L., Pizarro, D. A., & Diermeier, D. (2015). A person-centered
approach to moral judgment. Perspectives on Psychological Science,
10(1), 72–81. https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691614556679

Uhlmann, E. L., Zhu, L. L., & Tannenbaum, D. (2013). When it takes a
bad person to do the right thing. Cognition, 126(2), 326–334. https://doi
.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2012.10.005

Vail, A. L., Manica, A., & Bshary, R. (2014). Fish choose appropriately
when and with whom to collaborate. Current Biology, 24(17),
R791–R793. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2014.07.033

van Prooijen, A. M., & Ellemers, N. (2015). Does it pay to be moral? How
indicators of morality and competence enhance organizational and work
team attractiveness. British Journal of Management, 26(2), 225–236.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12055

Vigil, J. M. (2007). Asymmetries in the friendship preferences and social
styles of men and women. Human Nature, 18(2), 143–161. https://doi
.org/10.1007/s12110-007-9003-3

Wiggins, J. S. (1991). Agency and communion as conceptual coordinates for
the understanding and measurement of interpersonal behavior. In D.
Cicchetti & W. M. Grove (Eds.), Thinking clearly about psychology: Essays
in honor of Paul E. Meehl (pp. 89–113). University of Minnesota Press.

Wilson, D. S., Near, D., & Miller, R. R. (1996). Machiavellianism: A syn-
thesis of the evolutionary and psychological literatures. Psychological
Bulletin, 119(2), 285–299. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.119.2.285

Wright, J. (1997). Helping-at-the-nest in Arabian babblers: signaling social
status or sensible investment in chicks? Animal Behaviour, 54(6),
1439–1448.

Wojciszke, B., Abele, A. E., & Baryla, W. (2009). Two dimensions of
interpersonal attitudes: Liking depends on communion, respect depends
on agency. European Journal of Social Psychology, 39(6), 973–990.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.595

Wrangham, R. (2019). The goodness paradox: The strange relationship
between virtue and violence in human evolution. Pantheon.

Zahavi, A. (1975). Mate selection-a selection for a handicap. Journal of Theoreti-
cal Biology, 53(1), 205–214. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-5193(75)90111-3

Zahavi, A., & Zahavi, A. (1999). The handicap principle: A missing piece
of Darwin’s puzzle. Oxford University Press.

Zarbatany, L., Conley, R., & Pepper, S. (2004). Personality and gen-
der differences in friendship needs and experiences in preadoles-
cence and young adulthood. International Journal of Behavioral
Development, 28(4), 299–310. https://doi.org/10.1080/016502503
44000514

Zietsch, B. P., Verweij, K. J., Heath, A. C., & Martin, N. G. (2011). Varia-
tion in human mate choice: Simultaneously investigating heritability, pa-
rental influence, sexual imprinting, and assortative mating. American
Naturalist, 177(5), 605–616. https://doi.org/10.1086/659629

Received January 22, 2021
Revision received July 25, 2021

Accepted July 28, 2021 n

1472 DHALIWAL, MARTIN, BARCLAY, AND YOUNG

T
hi
s
do
cu
m
en
ti
s
co
py
ri
gh
te
d
by

th
e
A
m
er
ic
an

Ps
yc
ho
lo
gi
ca
lA

ss
oc
ia
tio

n
or

on
e
of

its
al
lie
d
pu
bl
is
he
rs
.

T
hi
s
ar
tic
le
is
in
te
nd
ed

so
le
ly

fo
r
th
e
pe
rs
on
al
us
e
of

th
e
in
di
vi
du
al
us
er

an
d
is
no
tt
o
be

di
ss
em

in
at
ed

br
oa
dl
y.

https://doi.org/10.1016/0162-3095(80)90003-5
https://doi.org/10.1163/157075605774840941
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0705290104
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691614556679
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2012.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2012.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2014.07.033
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12055
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12110-007-9003-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12110-007-9003-3
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.119.2.285
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.595
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-5193(75)90111-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250344000514
https://doi.org/10.1080/01650250344000514
https://doi.org/10.1086/659629

	Signaling Benefits of Partner Choice Decisions
	Outline placeholder
	Costly Signaling Theory
	Formal Model
	Ability and Willingness
	Overview of Studies

	General Method
	Ethics Statement
	Procedure
	Exclusion Criteria
	Data Availability

	Study 1: Signaling Benefits of Choosing Willing Partners (Laboratory)
	Method
	Results: Test of Hypothesis 1
	Discussion

	Study 2: Signaling Benefits of Choosing Willing Partners (Online)
	Method
	Results: Test of Hypothesis 1
	Discussion

	Study 3: Judgment of Choices and Honest Signal of Generosity in an Economic Game
	Method
	Results: Test of Hypothesis 3
	Discussion

	Study 4: Full Factorial Design
	Method
	Results: Test of Hypothesis 1
	Discussion

	Study 5: Metaawareness of Partner Choice Signals
	Method
	Results: Test of Hypothesis 2a
	Choosers’ Self-Evaluation of Their Partner Choice
	Choosers’ Expectations for How Evaluators Will Judge Them Based on Their Partner Choice
	Alignment Between Choosers’ Self-Evaluations and Their Expectations of Evaluator Judgments
	Alignment Between Choosers’ Self-Evaluations and Actual Evaluator Judgments
	Alignment Between Choosers’ Expectations of Evaluator Judgments and Actual Evaluator Judgments

	Discussion

	Study 6: Moderation Based on Reputational Incentives and Time Horizons and Honest Signal of Dark Triad Traits
	Method
	Results: Test of Hypothesis 2b
	DG Partner
	Short-Term Business Partner
	Long-Term Business Partner
	Time Horizons: Test of Hypothesis 4
	Honest Signal: Test of Hypothesis 3

	Discussion

	Study 7: Metaawareness of Partner Choice Signals and Honest Signal of Dark Triad Traits
	Method
	Results
	DG Condition: Test of Hypothesis 2a
	DG Condition: Test of Hypothesis 3
	Farm Condition: Test of Hypothesis 2a
	Farm Condition: Test of Hypothesis 3
	Influence of Descriptive Norms

	Discussion

	Study 8: Signaling Benefits of Choosing Willing Partners and Moderation Based on Time Horizons and Honest Signal of Dark Triad Traits
	Method
	Results
	Business Partner Condition: Test of Hypothesis 1
	Business Partner Condition: Test of Hypothesis 4
	Business Partner Condition: Test of Hypothesis 3
	Classmate Condition: Test of Hypothesis 1
	Classmate Condition: Test of Hypothesis 4
	Classmate Condition: Test of Hypothesis 3

	Discussion

	Study 9: Signaling Benefits of Refusing to Partner With Able but Unwilling Partners and Moderation Based on Reputational Incentives and Honest Signal of Dark Triad Traits
	Method
	Results
	Test of Hypothesis 1
	Test of Hypothesis 2b
	Test of Hypothesis 3

	Discussion

	General Discussion
	Limitations and Future Directions
	Conclusion

	References


