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Article

People often pursue multiple goals in life, and successful 
goal pursuit is robustly related to life satisfaction (e.g., Klug 
& Maier, 2015). Transactive goal dynamics (TGD) theory 
(Fitzsimons et al., 2015) argues that the process of goal pur-
suit is interdependent with people’s relationships with their 
partners (e.g., romantic partners, friends, coworkers). Little 
is known, however, about the ways in which this interdepen-
dence unfolds in people’s daily lives. To address this ques-
tion, the current studies focused on a key regulatory strategy 
that promotes goal progress; namely, planning. We tested the 
extent to which incorporating one’s romantic partner in one’s 
planning process (i.e., dyadic planning [DP]) facilitates goal 
progress in people’s daily lives.

Planning

Goal attainment has been found to be consistently related to 
psychological well-being (Klug & Maier, 2015; Oishi & 
Diener, 2001). For example, a meta-analysis (Klug & Maier, 
2015) reported a positive medium-sized association (ρ = 
.43) between goal attainment and well-being. This associa-
tion is stronger than those often found between well-being 
and health, economic status, or personality (DeNeve & 
Cooper, 1998; Howell & Howell, 2008; Okun et al., 1984). 
Moreover, in this meta-analysis, the concurrent and predic-
tive effects were comparable in size, suggesting that the 
effects of goal attainment extend beyond temporary hedonic 
enjoyment.

Various factors, such as bad habits or distractions, can 
delay or prevent the implementation of goal-promoting 
actions (Gollwitzer, 1999). One effective regulatory strategy 
in overcoming such obstacles is planning, which is also 
referred to as implementation intentions; that is, anticipating 
a course of action that may increase the likelihood to achieve 
a given goal (Gollwitzer, 1999). Planning involves the con-
struction of an “if/when-then” link between situational cues 
(when and where to act) and behavioral responses (how  
to act); for example, “When I get home from work, I will 
cook myself a healthy dinner” (Gollwitzer, 1999). In a meta-
analysis by Gollwitzer and Sheeran (2006), a medium-to-
large positive effect size (d = .65) was found for the effect of 
implementation intentions on goal attainment. This effect 
was applicable to a variety of goal domains, including aca-
demic, health, and prosocial goals.

One key mechanism underlying the effect of planning  
on goal progress is action control (Carver & Scheier,  
2002). This self-regulation strategy comprises three facets: 
(a) awareness of one’s own standards, (b) self-monitoring, 
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and (c) regulatory efforts. Sniehotta et al. (2005) argued that 
planning directly affects one’s awareness of behavioral stan-
dards. When one forms a plan, standards for future behaviors 
are set. Self-monitoring and regulatory efforts, in turn, facili-
tate the implementation of the planned behavior by minimiz-
ing discrepancies between plans and behaviors. Evidence for 
action control as a mechanism underlying the effects of plan-
ning comes from a study that tested healthy eating-related 
goals (e.g., increasing daily vegetable consumption; Godinho 
et al., 2014). By following individuals over 3 weeks, the 
authors found that planning and action control were sequen-
tial mediators of the link between intention and behavioral 
change.

Examining Planning Through a Dyadic 
Lens

The literature examining the effects of planning on behavioral 
regulation and behavioral change has mainly focused on 
intrapersonal processes but has left interpersonal influences 
relatively unaddressed. Recently, Fitzsimons et al. (2015) 
introduced Transactive Goal Dynamics (TGD) theory, which 
posits that behavioral regulation is often a relational process 
rather than an individual one. Accordingly, a relationship 
should be considered the regulating unit, in which the part-
ners act as subunits that share resources and demands. As the 
density within this system increases; that is, the extent to 
which partners have numerous robust links among their goals, 
pursuits, and outcomes, partners’ goal pursuits become more 
interrelated. In other words, goal-related density reflects one 
type of the more general interdependence that exists between 
relationship partners (Berscheid et al., 1989).

In adulthood, romantic bonds are one type of close rela-
tionship that is often characterized by high interdependence 
(Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). Couples tend to report stronger 
interdependence within their romantic relationships com-
pared with other relationships, such as with friends or siblings 
(Berscheid et al., 1989; Finkel et al., 2014). Moreover, part-
ners’ goal progress is strongly shaped by this interdepen-
dence. For example, a weight loss intervention delivered to 
one partner was found to create a dyadic “ripple effect”; that 
is, leading to weight loss in the other, untreated partner as 
well (Gorin et al., 2008). Another study showed that romantic 
partners lost more weight when both partners attended (vs. 
alone) group support sessions (Golan et al., 2010). Relatedly, 
partners with high levels of dyadic goal conflict are more 
likely to stop pursuing their goals over time (Gere & Impett, 
2018). A longitudinal study that followed romantic partners 
who broke up showed that participants whose ex-partner was 
instrumental to their goals experienced less goal progress 
after the relationship had ended (Gomillion et al., 2015).

One of the core tenets of TDG theory (Fitzsimons et al., 
2015), however, is the idea that partners’ goal coordination 
determines whether partners’ interdependence will facilitate 

better goal outcomes. When partners manage to effectively 
use their pooled goal-related resources (e.g., time, skills, 
knowledge), they experience transactive gains; in other 
words, they achieve better goal outcomes as a dyad than 
they would independently. TGD theory posits that three pri-
mary mechanisms contribute to effective goal coordination: 
interpersonal multifinality, goal facilitation, and division of 
pursuit. For example, interpersonal multifinality occurs 
when a specific action by one partner promotes both part-
ners’ goals; for example, Jonathan’s morning dog walks ful-
fill Jonathan’s goal to be more physically active, and Lisa’s 
goal that her dog gets its daily exercise. Although the idea 
that when partners’ pursuits are coordinated well, their inter-
dependence will promote a goal-related outcome is compel-
ling, the mechanisms proposed by TGD theory to facilitate 
such coordination have yet to receive sufficient empirical 
examination.

The current study focused on one such mechanism. 
Specifically, though not mentioned explicitly by TGD, the 
two studies presented in this article examined the role of DP; 
namely, the process partners engage in jointly to formulate a 
plan as to where, when, and how they will implement their 
goal-related behavior (Burkert et al., 2011). We suggest that 
this process represents one way partners can effectively use 
their pooled resources to promote goal success. For example, 
discussing plans with a partner may allow one partner to use 
the other’s knowledge, experience, and feedback to better 
consider possible opportunities and obstacles, which may 
lead to the formulation of more viable plans to pursue their 
goals. Although the potential benefits of planning together 
with another person are relevant to other relationships as 
well (e.g., colleagues), one’s partner is probably likely to be 
more committed and motivated to invest the time and effort 
(Meeus et al., 2007), as well as be in a better position to 
understand his or her partner’s affordances (e.g., what is 
possible in the context of one’s life circumstances).

Support for the putative beneficial effect of DP can be 
found, for example, in a study testing, the effect of this inter-
personal regulatory strategy in promoting health-related 
behaviors in prostatectomy patients (Keller et al., 2015). 
After tumor surgery, patients are advised to routinely engage 
in the pelvic floor exercise to control urinary incontinence. 
Premised on the idea that with time patients’ resources for 
self-regulation may be depleted (including those required for 
routine planning), the authors predicted, and found evidence, 
that having partners involved in the planning process facili-
tated the maintenance of this rehabilitative activity. However, 
the literature tends to report mixed effects of DP on goal 
progress (Knoll et al., 2017). In a randomized controlled trial 
(RCT) with the same medical population, DP was not more 
effective than individual planning (IP) in increasing pelvic 
floor exercise (Burkert et al., 2011). Similar results emerged 
in a recent smoking cessation RCT, in which DP was as 
effective as IP (Buitenhuis et al., 2019).
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The findings are also inconsistent as regards the role of 
DP in the facilitation of action control. In a study by Burkert 
et al. (2011), action control mediated the longitudinal asso-
ciation between DP and rehabilitative exercise. In contrast, 
in another randomized controlled study (Knoll et al., 2017) 
that tested the effects of DP on community couples’ physical 
activity, action control increased in couples who had planned 
dyadically but failed to mediate the association between DP 
and behavior change (Keller et al., 2020).

Moderators of DP: Goal-Specific 
Interdependence and Relationship 
Satisfaction

Here, we argue that TGD theory can shed light on the incon-
sistent effects of DP on goal pursuit. As noted above, TGD 
theory posits that dyadic coordination becomes crucial under 
high transactive density; that is, when dyads have strong 
links with respect to their goals, pursuits, and outcomes. For 
example, if Jonathan is responsible for grocery shopping and 
Lisa wants to stick to her new diet, dyadic coordination 
becomes essential. This suggests that goal-related density 
must be considered when testing the effects of DP. Based on 
the assumption that DP is one strategy couples use to coordi-
nate their pursuits, the effect of DP should interact with the 
density of the specific goal pursued. To examine this hypoth-
esis, we focused on one aspect of density which we termed 
goal-specific interdependence. It reflects the extent to which 
individuals’ goal progress depends on their partners’ behav-
ior. We argue that when such goal-specific interdependence 
occurs, DP can help partners coordinate their shared resources 
and support each other, thus increasing their likelihood of 
achieving their goals.

In addition, TGD theory highlights the importance of rela-
tionship orientation in promoting the successful use of part-
ners’ shared resources. It suggests that satisfied partners tend 
to adopt a systematic orientation emphasizing both partners’ 
(vs. the individual’s) goal success. In other words, satisfied 
partners are more motivated to accommodate their actions 
and invest time to benefit the dyad’s goals as a shared unit 
and, therefore, are more likely to use dyadic strategies when 
pursuing their goals. This system-oriented tendency can 
reduce conflict between partners’ individual goals, thus facil-
itating greater goal attainment.

Consistent with this idea, earlier findings showed that a 
person’s relationship satisfaction predicts and moderates the 
effect of DP. For example, in a longitudinal study of prostate 
cancer patients, these patients’ relationship satisfaction pre-
dicted greater use of DP for engaging in their pelvic floor 
exercises (Keller et al., 2017). Furthermore, in two RCTs, 
individuals’ relationship satisfaction moderated the effects of 
IP and DP on their own physical activity (Keller et al., 2020; 
Knoll et al., 2017). For those participants with low relation-
ship satisfaction, IP was more effective than DP, whereas for 
those with high relationship satisfaction, DP was more 

helpful in sustaining physical activity (Keller et al., 2020). 
Although these studies dealt with more stable, dispositional 
(trait-like) components of people’s relationship satisfaction, 
there is evidence that state-level fluctuations in satisfaction 
are important to consider as well. For example, in one expe-
rience sampling study, the state-level relationship satisfac-
tion of participants pursuing a goal was associated with 
effective goal-related self-regulation (e.g., perceived con-
trol) and actual goal progress (Hofmann et al., 2015).

Based on this reasoning, we predicted that both goal- 
specific interdependence (i.e., the extent to which one indi-
vidual’s progress depends on his or her partner’s behavior) 
and the relationship satisfaction of the individual pursuing a 
goal would moderate the association between DP and goal 
outcomes. It should be noted that these two constructs are 
likely to be linked in that satisfied people may rely to a 
greater extent on their partners’ behaviors in their goal pur-
suit. However, even for satisfied individuals, it is likely that 
some of their goals are more (vs. less) dependent on their 
partners’ behaviors, thus making it worthwhile to examine 
both of these constructs as potential moderators.

The Current Study

TGD argues that partners’ goal pursuits are often linked via a 
web of interdependent processes; however, the nature of this 
dyadic web has yet to be sufficiently clarified. To better 
understand how romantic partners use their shared resources 
to pursue their goals, the current study focused on one such 
process; namely, planning. Specifically, the aim of the cur-
rent study was to adopt insights gleaned from TGD to better 
understand the role of DP in facilitating romantic partners’ 
action control and goal progress. We expected that above and 
beyond the well-established effect of IP, DP would be posi-
tively associated with levels of action control and goal prog-
ress. We further predicted that DP would be particularly 
effective when the goal was characterized by high levels of 
goal-specific interdependence (Fitzsimons et al., 2015). In 
addition, we expected that the association between DP and 
action control or goal progress would be stronger when one’s 
relationship satisfaction was high.

One gap in the literature on DP is that, to date, most stud-
ies have examined DP at a low temporal resolution (e.g., 
once every few months; see Burkert et al., 2011; Knoll et al., 
2017). However, it is quite possible that similar to other 
dyadic processes (e.g., support, conflict), DP and its effect on 
goal progress also exhibit daily fluctuations. We posited that 
dyads create and adapt their planning on a daily basis. For 
example, if Lisa, who regularly goes to the gym after work, 
finds out that she has to stay longer at the office the next day, 
she may want to plan, together with her partner, when she 
will make up for this lost training time.

One way to study dynamic changes in these processes is by 
utilizing the daily diary method (Bolger et al., 2003), which 
has the benefit of providing an ecologically valid examination 
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of people’s behaviors by repeatedly monitoring them in their 
natural environment. It can also tease apart the within- and 
between-person effects of DP on goal progress. To the best of 
our knowledge, no study has examined DP and its effects at 
the level of daily resolution. By collecting daily diary data 
from romantic couples, these goal-related processes were 
examined for the first time (e.g., DP, action control, goal 
progress) as they unfold on a daily basis. This enabled us to 
capture the temporal dynamics of these processes, which 
made it possible to simultaneously examine broad patterns 
(e.g., testing whether people who habitually tend to incorpo-
rate their partners in the planning process show more progress 
toward achieving their goals) and patterns with a higher tem-
poral resolution (e.g., testing whether on days in which peo-
ple choose to use DP they make more progress). Therefore, 
the current study tested the effect of planning both at the 
between-subject average level and within-subject daily level. 
Note that even though the main focus of this study was on 
examining the role of dyadic-related regulatory processes 
(i.e., DP), given the dearth of research on IP in people’s daily 
lives (for notable exceptions, see Berli et al., 2018; Wiebe 
et al., 2018) we also examined the daily effect of IP on people 
goal-related processes.

To test our predictions, we utilized daily diary data from 
two samples: Study 1 was conducted to provide a first exam-
ination of the role of daily IP and DP in promoting partners’ 
goal-related processes, whereas Study 2, a preregistered 
study (https://osf.io/am6tf), was used to replicate the find-
ings obtained in Study 1.

Study 1

This study examined the process of planning as it unfolds in 
the daily lives of romantic couples. Specifically, we first 
aimed to understand:

Research Question 1 (RQ1): Whether IP and DP occur 
on a daily basis?
Research Question 2 (RQ2): Whether these strategies 
are used independently or in a complementary manner?

In addition, we tested the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1 (H1): Daily IP is associated with action 
control and goal progress.
Hypothesis 2 (H2): Daily DP is associated with action 
control and goal progress.
Hypothesis 3 (H3): Goal-specific interdependence mod-
erates the within-person association between DP and 
action control and between DP and goal progress.
Hypothesis 4 (H4): Relationship satisfaction moderates 
the within-person association between DP and action con-
trol and between DP and goal progress.

Even though the main focus of the current study was on 
testing the effects of planning at the daily level (i.e., variability 

in participants’ use of planning from day to day), we explored 
planning effects at the between-person level as well (variabil-
ity in participants’ average levels of using planning throughout 
the diary). Based on previous studies focusing on individual 
differences in planning (e.g., Burkert et al., 2011), we expected 
the following:

Hypothesis 4 (H5): IP at the person level would be asso-
ciated with greater levels of action control and goal prog-
ress across the diary period.

Given the mixed effects found at the person-level for DP 
(e.g., Knoll et al., 2017), no directional hypotheses were 
made with regard to associations with action control and goal 
progress.

Method

Participants

As part of a research seminar in psychology, BA students 
from a large university in Israel recruited community cohab-
iting couples who were at least 18 years old and had routine 
access to the internet. Eighty-nine couples were initially 
recruited and completed an initial background questionnaire. 
Thirteen couples dropped out during the study; data from the 
remaining 76 couples were analyzed in the current study. The 
mean age of the participants was 31.4 years for men (range: 
24–68, SD = 10.5) and 29.5 years for women (range: 22–62, 
SD = 8.4). All participants had at least a high school educa-
tion and 63% had completed a degree in higher education. 
Most participants were born in Israel (N = 135, 88.8%),  
self-identified as Jewish (N = 142, 93.4%), and secular  
(N = 131, 86.2%). The average duration of the relationship 
was 7.17 years (range: 7 months to 43 years, SD = 9.1 years) 
and the average duration of cohabitation was 5.2 years 
(range: 2 months to 41 years, SD = 9.4 years). Twenty-seven 
couples (35.5%) were married and 12 couples (15.7%) had at 
least one child.

Procedure

Participating couples were recruited from the community. At 
the start of the study, a research assistant explained the study 
goal (examining daily processes in intimate relationships). 
After providing informed consent, participants were asked to 
complete a background questionnaire individually. Then, at 
8:00 p.m. on each day for a period of 4 weeks, they were sent 
a link to the diary to their personal email and were requested to 
complete the diary within an hour before going to bed. On 
average, participants completed 24.3 of the 28 possible daily 
diaries (SD = 4.01, 86.8% compliance). Daily diary data were 
collected between April and June 2018. Participants were not 
compensated for their participation. However, upon complet-
ing the study, couples participated in a raffle, where two cou-
ples won and received a prize of approximately US$140.

https://osf.io/am6tf
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Measures. The study was administered in Hebrew, and all 
instruments were translated and back-translated to ensure 
consistency with the English versions. Please see the meth-
odology file in the Online Supplemental Material for an 
English version of all measures.

Goal. Before the diary period, each partner was asked to 
describe one goal that she/he was interested in pursuing dur-
ing the next month. Examples of personal goals were to lose 
weight, improve academic performance, and exercise regu-
larly. During the diary period, each participant’s pre-selected 
goal was presented each day and the following variables 
were assessed.

Individual and dyadic planning. Participants’ daily IP was 
measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale item adapted from 
Keller et al. (2017): “To what extent did you make a detailed 
plan today regarding when, where, and how you would pur-
sue your goal?.” Participants’ daily DP was measured on 
a 5-point Likert-type scale item adapted from Keller et al. 
(2017): “To what extent did you make a detailed plan today 
with your partner regarding when, where, and how you 
would purse your goal?.”

Action control. Participants’ daily action control was mea-
sured on a three-item 5-point Likert-type scale adapted from 
Sniehotta et al. (2005): (a) “To what extent did you monitor 
today whether your behavior advanced your goal achieve-
ment?” (b) “To what extent were you aware of your goal dur-
ing the day?” and (c) “How much effort did you make today 
to behave in ways that advanced your goal achievement?.” 
In the current study, the within-person reliability for women 
and men was high (both RC = .87; see Shrout et al., 2012 for 
details regarding RC estimation).

Goal-specific interdependence. Participants’ daily goal-spe-
cific interdependence was measured on the following 5-point 
Likert-type scale item: “To what extent do you feel that your 
goal progress today was dependent upon things that your 
partner did (or avoided doing)?.”

Goal progress. Participants’ daily goal progress was 
measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale item adapted 
from Gosnell and Gable (2017) ranging from [1] “I took 
a significant step backwards in working towards my goal 
today” to [5] “I made significant progress toward achiev-
ing my goal today.”

Relationship satisfaction. Participants’ daily relationship 
satisfaction was measured by calculating the mean for two 
5-point Likert-type scale items: “To what extent do you feel 
(a) loved and (b) satisfied with your relationship with your 
partner right now?” In the current study, the within-person 
reliability for women and men was high (RC = .91 and .81).

Data Analytic Approach

Due to the data’s multilevel structure (days nested within 
couples), we used dyadic multilevel regression models with 
two levels. These models take into account the nonindepen-
dence of repeated measures within-person and between part-
ners in a couple, and accommodate nonbalanced data (see 
Bolger & Laurenceau, 2013). We modeled both the between-
person effect of the planning variables (i.e., the extent to 
which a person is characterized by high levels of individual/
DP throughout the diary) and the within-person planning 
variables (i.e., the extent to which a particular day is charac-
terized by greater individual/DP than the person’s average). 
All the within-person effects were considered to be random; 
that is, were allowed to vary from person to person. All Level 
1 predictors were person mean-centered, such that their 
effects could be interpreted as changes in outcome associated 
with the deviation from the person’s average reports over 
time. Level 2 predictors were centered on the sample’s mean, 
such that their effects could be interpreted as a change in 
outcome associated with the deviation from the sample’s 
average reports. Note that in our models, we controlled for 
the previous day’s outcome, which allowed us to reduce con-
cerns regarding the possibility of reverse causation; that is,  
a change in goal progress preceded or caused DP and IP. 
Importantly, to account for partners’ nonindependence, 
residuals within couples were allowed to correlate. Finally, a 
first-order autoregressive structure was imposed on the cova-
riance matrix for the within-person residuals.

The generic day-level (Level 1) equation was:

Outcome IP DP

Outcome e
ti i i ti i ti

i t i ti

= + × + ×

+ × +−

β β β

β
0 1 2

3 1( ) ,

where Outcometi is the predicted outcome (e.g., goal prog-
ress) for subject i on day t, which is predicted by this sub-
ject’s intercept (β0i), within-person variation in IP (β1i) and 
DP (β2i), as well as by this subject’s outcome on the previous 
day (β3i).

The generic person-level (Level 2) equations were:
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In these equations, the intercept and the daily effects of IP 
and DP were modeled using both fixed (γ00, γ10, γ20) and ran-
dom parameters (µ1i, µ1i, µ2i). In addition, the between-per-
son effects of the two planning variables were included (γ01, 
γ02) as predictors in the equation of the intercept.

To test the hypotheses pertaining to the moderation effects 
(i.e., Hypotheses 3 and 4), we estimated an additional set of 
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multilevel models. In these models, we incorporated in the 
Level 1 equation above, both the moderating variable’s main 
effect (β4i * Moderatorti) and the two interaction effects with 
the planning variables (β5i* Moderatorti * IPti; β6i *Moderatorti 
* DPti). At Level 2, the main effect of the moderator was 
modeled using both fixed- and random-effect terms (β3i = 
γ30 + µ3i); the interaction effects were modeled only using 
fixed-effect terms (β4i = γ40; β5i = γ50). Separate models 
were run for each moderating variable (i.e., daily goal inter-
dependence and relationship satisfaction). Note we ran an 
additional set of multilevel to test whether the examined 
variables showed systematic time effects. In both studies on 
weekends, participants reported lower levels of IP, action 
control, and goal progress. In Study 1, participants’ action 
control showed a linear decline over the course of the diary 
period. Therefore, we controlled for the linear effect of time 
and the effect of weekends in all analyses. Statistical power 
estimates of nested data are a challenging issue (see Bolger 
& Laurenceau, 2013). A priori power estimates require the 
specification of a myriad of hypothesized values for param-
eters. Unfortunately, in our case, no previous pilot data 
existed to inform such assumptions.

Results

Descriptive Results

Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for the variables in 
Study 1. Participants reported engaging in some sort of daily IP 
on 51.6% of the reported days, and DP on 30.1% of the reported 
days. Notably, on most days (93.6%) in which participants 
engaged in DP, they were also reported engaging in IP.

To examine the extent to which IP and DP showed day-to-
day variation, we used unconditional multilevel models. 
These models revealed that about 40% of the variance in 
both variables (39.8% and 36.5% for IP and DP, respectively) 
was at the between-person level, suggesting that these vari-
ables mostly varied at the day level. The zero-order correla-
tions between IP and DP were r = .54 at the within-person 
level and r = .76 at the between-person level. Taken together, 
these preliminary analyses indicated that both IP and DP 
fluctuated on a daily basis (RQ1) and that participants used 
DP mostly as a complementary strategy to IP (RQ2).

Associations of IP and DP with action control and goal prog-
ress. Table 2 presents the results of the multilevel models in 
which action control and goal progress were the outcomes. 
Consistent with Hypotheses 1 and 2, both day-level IP and 
DP were associated with higher daily levels of action control 
and goal progress. Day-level IP was a stronger predictor of 
both action control (Estimation = 0.40, SE = 0.04, p < .001) 
and goal progress (Estimation = 0.34, SE = 0.04, p < .001) 
than DP.1 In addition, person-level IP was positively associ-
ated with both action control and goal progress (supporting 
Hypothesis 5). No such associations were found with person-
level DP.

As noted above, partners mostly used DP together with IP. 
To test whether this particular combination was associated 
with greater action control and goal progress than IP alone, 
days were classified based on the planning items’ response 
anchors (which read 1—"not at all,” 2—“slightly,” 3—“some-
what,” 4—“to a large extent,” and 5—“to a very large extent”). 
Specifically, we constructed the following four categories: (a) 
days with no planning (IP and DP = 1; 46.7% of the days), (b) 
IP (IP > 1, DP = 1; 23.2%), (c) DP (IP = 1, DP > 1; 1.7%), 
and IP + DP (IP and DP > 1; 28.4%). We then ran an addi-
tional set of multilevel models in which IP served as the refer-
ence category, and the other three categories were entered as 
predictors. These analyses indicated that the combination of IP 
and DP was more strongly associated with action control 
(Estimation = 0.34, SE = 0.06, p < .001) and goal progress 
(Estimation = 0.14, SE = 0.05, p = .006) than IP alone.

Goal-specific interdependence and relationship satisfaction as 
moderators. We used an additional set of multilevel models to 
explore the moderation of the within-person planning effects 
by daily goal interdependence and relationship satisfaction.

Goal-specific interdependence. In contrast to Hypothesis 3, 
daily goal interdependence did not moderate the with-person 
association between DP and action control (Estimation = 0.03, 
SE = 0.02, p = .128) or goal progress (Estimation = 0.04, 
SE = 0.02, p = .114). Although not part of our set of hypoth-
eses, we also tested whether daily goal interdependence 
moderated the within-person associations between IP and 
action control and between IP and goal progress. The results 
showed that goal interdependence marginally moderated 

Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations (on the Diagonal) as Well as Zero-Order Correlations Within- (Above Diagonal) and 
Between-Persons (Below Diagonal) for Daily Variables for Study 1.

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Individual planning 1.91 (1.06) 0.542 0.621 0.283 0.483 0.070
2. Dyadic planning 0.761 1.50 (0.87) 0.408 0.401 0.287 0.088
3. Action control 0.761 0.569 2.32 (1.07) 0.301 0.576 0.028
4. Goal interdependence 0.463 0.650 0.436 1.67 (1.02) 0.179 0.064
5. Goal progress 0.478 0.332 0.459 −0.043 3.37 (0.85) 0.035
6. Relationship satisfaction −0.084 0.040 −0.148 0.000 0.090 4.40 (0.75)

Note. The correlations between the person-centered (within-person) variables appear above the diagonal, whereas the correlations between the person 
mean (between-person) variables appear below the diagonal.
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the association between IP and action control (Estimation = 
−0.04, SE = 0.02, p = .051). We probed this interaction and 
found that this association was weaker when participants 
reported high levels of daily goal interdependence (e.g., 
Estimation = 0.51, SE = 0.03, p < .001 for days charac-
terized by −1 SD goal interdependence, as compared with  
Estimation = 0.46, SE = 0.03, p < .001 for days character-
ized by +1 SD goal interdependence; see Figure 1). Day 

level goal interdependence did not moderate the within-per-
son association between IP and goal progress (Estimation = 
−0.02, SE = 0.02, p = .450).

Relationship satisfaction. We ran a final set of multilevel 
models to test the moderation of the within-person plan-
ning effects by daily relationship satisfaction. In contrast to 
Hypothesis 4, daily relationship satisfaction did not moderate 

Table 2. Study 1, Multilevel Model Fixed Effects for Individual Planning and Dyadic Planning Predicting Action Control (Left) and Goal 
Progress (Right).

Effect

Outcome

Action control Goal progress

Estimation (SE) 95% CI
Standard 

Estimationa p Estimation (SE) 95% CI
Standard 

Estimationa p

Intercept 2.52 (0.05) [2.419, 2.619] — <.001 3.46 (0.05) [3.367, 3.549] — <.001
Day-level individual 

planning
0.52 (0.03) [0.379, 0.463] .392/.828 <.001 0.39 (0.02) [0.331, 0.411] .371/.806 <.001

Day-level dyadic 
planning

0.12 (0.03) [0.042, 0.120] .076/.185 <.001 0.05 (0.03) [0.002, 0.083] .043/.057 .040

Person-level 
individual planning

0.78 (0.05) [0.469, 0.607] .501/.340 <.001 0.30 (0.05) [0.167, 0.314] .241/.092 <.001

Person-level dyadic 
planning

−0.04 (0.07) [−0.092, 0.055] −.018/.001 .597 0.02 (0.06) [−0.067, 0.089] .011/.000 .785

Lagged outcome −0.08 (0.02) [−0.089, −0.038] −.058/.267 <.001 0.14 (0.02) [0.085, 0.147] .116/.436 <.001
Weekend −0.15 (0.03) [−0.094, −0.039] −.062/.259 <.001 −0.12 (0.03) [−0.095, −0.031] −.063/.199 <.001
Time −0.01 (0.00) [−0.090, −0.022] −.052/.099 .002 0.00 (0.00) [−0.060, 0.016] −.022/.016 .255

Note. Currently, there is no established method for computing standardized effects in multilevel modeling. Therefore, two approximation methods were 
implemented: (a) Standardizing the raw variables of the entire data set and re-estimating the models to obtain semi-standardized betas (see Baldwin  
et al., 2014) and (b) Transforming the t and df statistics using the following formula t2/(t2+df) to obtain a semi-partial R2 (Edwards et al., 2008; Rosenthal & 
Rosnow, 2008). CI = confidence interval.
aβ/R2.

Figure 1. Daily Individual Planning × Goal Interdependence interaction on action control.
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the within-person associations between DP and action con-
trol (Estimation = −0.02, SE = 0.05, p = .749) or goal prog-
ress (Estimation = −0.02, SE = 0.05, p = .642). Although 
not part of our set of hypotheses, we also tested whether 
daily relationship satisfaction moderated the within-person 
effects of IP and found that it did not moderate the within-
person association between IP and action control (Estimation 
= 0.04, SE = 0.04, p = .289) or goal progress (Estimation = 
0.04, SE = 0.04, p = .288).

To summarize, we found that both IP and DP were used 
quite often by partners (in about half and one third of the 
reported days). Furthermore, our results support the idea 
that DP serves as a complementary strategy for IP. The data 
are in line with Hypotheses 1 and 2 in that both daily 
(within-person) IP and DP were associated with action 
control and goal progress. On the person level, however, 
only IP was associated with these outcomes (supporting 
Hypothesis 5). Furthermore, we found that daily goal 
interdependence marginally moderated the within-person 
association between IP and action control; that is, the posi-
tive association between IP and action control was weaker 
when participants reported high levels of goal interdepen-
dence. We found no evidence to support Hypothesis 4; that 
is, daily relationship satisfaction did not moderate the 
within-person association between DP and action control 
or goal progress.

Study 2

The main aim of this study was to replicate the positive asso-
ciations found in Study 1 between daily IP and DP and both 
action control and goal progress (preregistered Hypotheses 1 
and 2). In addition to these two preregistered hypotheses, we 
again wanted to examine the role of goal interdependence 
and relationship satisfaction as possible moderators 
(Hypotheses 3 and 4), even though no support for these two 
hypotheses was found in Study 1. Finally, at the person level, 
in line with the findings of Study 1, we expected to find a 
positive association between IP and action control as well as 
between IP and goal progress (Hypothesis 5).

Method

Participants

As part of a research seminar in psychology, BA students 
from a large university in Israel recruited community cohab-
iting couples who were at least 18 years old and had routine 
access to the internet. Ninety-seven couples were recruited 
and completed an initial background questionnaire; of these, 
10 couples dropped out during the study, resulting in a sam-
ple of 87 couples with valid data for the current study. The 
mean age of the participants was 30.0 years for men (range: 
22–65, SD = 8.9 years) and 29.7 years for women (range: 
22–64, SD = 9.5 years). All participants had at least a high 

school education, and 67% reported some higher education. 
Most participants were born in Israel (n = 162, 93.1%), self-
identified as Jewish (n = 170, 97.7%) and secular (n = 133, 
76.4.2%). The average duration of the relationship was 7.2 
years (range: 10 months to 39 years, SD = 8.3 years) and the 
average duration of cohabitation was 5.0 years (range: 0 
months to 39 years, SD = 8.5 years). Sixty couples (33.1%) 
were married and 30 couples (17%) had at least one child. 
Three couples self-identified as lesbians and the rest as 
heterosexual.

Procedure

The procedure of Study 2 was similar to that of Study 1. 
Specifically, community cohabiting couples were recruited, 
completed a background questionnaire, and then were asked 
to complete an online diary, each night within an hour before 
going to bed. The major difference between the studies was 
that in Study 2, the diary duration was 3 weeks (vs. 4 in Study 
1). On average, participants completed 18.4 of the 21 possible 
diaries (SD = 3.4; 86.8% compliance). Daily diary data were 
collected between April and June 2019. Participants were not 
compensated for their participation. However, upon comple-
tion of the study, the couples participated in a raffle, where two 
couples won and received a prize of approximately US$140.

Measures

The measures used in Study 2 were identical to those used in 
Study 1. In the current study, the within-person reliabilities for 
action control were .89 and .86 for women and men, respec-
tively; the within-person reliabilities for relationship satisfac-
tion were .87 and .75 for women and men, respectively.

Results

Descriptive Data Analyses

Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics for the variables in 
Study 2. Participants reported engaging in some sort of daily 
IP on 58.2% of the reported days, and DP on 33.7% of the 
reported days. In 93.6% of the days in which participants 
engaged in DP, they were also reported engaging in IP.

To examine the extent to which dyadic and IP showed 
day-to-day variations, we used unconditional multilevel 
models. These models revealed that 40.0% and 41.6% of the 
variance in IP and DP, respectively, were at the between- 
person level. The zero-order correlations between IP and DP 
were r = .49 at the within-person level and r = .72 at the 
between-person level. Thus, in line with the findings for 
Study 1, both IP and DP fluctuated on a daily basis (RQ1) 
and participants used DP mostly as a complementary strat-
egy to IP (RQ2).

Association of DP and IP with action control and goal progress.  
Table 4 presents the results of the preregistered multilevel 
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models in which action control and goal progress were the 
outcomes. Consistent with Hypotheses 1 and 2 and replicat-
ing the findings of Study 1, both day-level IP and DP were 
associated with higher daily levels of action control and goal 
progress. Day-level IP was again a stronger predictor of both 
action control (Estimation = 0.37, SE = 0.04, p < .001) and 
goal progress (Estimation = 0.37, SE = 0.04, p < .001) than 
DP. In addition, replicating the findings of Study 1, person-
level IP was positively associated with both action control 
and goal progress (supporting Hypothesis 5). Again, no such 
associations were found with person-level DP.

Since the partners mostly used DP together with IP, we 
tested whether this particular combination was associated 
with greater action control or goal progress than IP. As in 
Study 1, we used the planning variables to classify days into 
four categories: Days with no planning (39.7% of days), IP 
(26.7%), DP (2.1%), and IP + DP (31.5%). Then, we used an 
additional set of multilevel models in which IP served as the 
reference category and the other three categories were used 

as predictors. These analyses indicated that the combination 
of IP and DP was more strongly associated with action con-
trol (Estimation = 0.35, SE = 0.06, p < .001) and goal prog-
ress (Estimation = 0.23, SE = 0.06,p < .001) than IP alone.

Goal-specific interdependence and relationship satisfaction as 
moderators. In addition to the preregistered models, another 
set of multilevel models was used to test the moderation of 
the within-person planning effects by daily goal interdepen-
dence and relationship satisfaction.

Goal-specific interdependence. In contrast to Hypothesis 3, 
goal interdependence did not moderate the within-person 
association between DP and action control (Estimation = 
0.01, SE = 0.02, p = .691). However, daily goal interde-
pendence moderated the within-person association between 
DP and goal progress (Estimation = 0.05, SE = 0.03, p = 
.035). Simple slope analysis revealed that the association 
of DP with goal progress was stronger when participants 

Table 3. Means and Standard Deviations (on the Diagonal) as Well as Zero-Order Correlations Within (Above Diagonal) and Between 
Persons (Below Diagonal) for Daily Variables for Study 2.

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Individual planning 2.14 (1.18) 0.489 0.648 0.293 0.506 0.036
2. Dyadic planning 0.721 1.58 (0.97) 0.400 0.460 0.293 0.094
3. Action control 0.660 0.433 2.58 (1.11) 0.322 0.612 0.038
4. Goal interdependence 0.392 0.647 0.413 1.74 (1.04) 0.191 0.020
5. Goal progress 0.398 0.252 0.486 0.194 3.40 (0.99) 0.050
6. Relationship satisfaction 0.050 0.061 0.084 −0.043 0.153 4.28 (0.76)

Note. The correlations between the person-centered (within-person) variables appear above the diagonal, and the correlations between-person mean 
(between-person) variables appear below the diagonal.

Table 4. Study 2 Multilevel Model Fixed Effects for Individual Planning and Dyadic Planning Predicting Action Control (Left) and Goal 
Progress (Right).

Effect

Outcome

Action control Goal progress

Estimation 
(SE) 95% CI

Standard 
Estimation p

Estimation 
(SE) 95% CI

Standard 
Estimation p

Intercept 2.73 (0.05) [2.623, 2.840] — <.001 3.45 (0.06) [3.339, 3.558] — <.001
Day-level individual 

planning
0.52 (0.03) [0.421, 0.512] .421/.848 <.001 0.43 (0.03) [0.345, 0.438] .391/.769 <.001

Day-level dyadic 
planning

0.10 (0.03) [0.029, 0.115] .065/.134 .002 0.06 (0.03) [0.007, 0.082] .045/.058 .019

Person-level 
individual planning

0.68 (0.06) [0.438, 0.617] .476/292 <.001 0.29 (0.05) [0.149, 0.313] .231/.075 <.001

Person-level dyadic 
planning

−0.12 (0.07) [−0.166, 0.020] −.066/.010 .094 −0.01 (0.07) [−0.067, 0.089] −.005/.000 .883

Lagged outcome −0.11 (0.02) [−0.130, −0.058] −.085/.264 <.001 0.15 (0.02) [0.091, 0.165] .128/.345 <.001
Weekend −0.14 (0.03) [−0.092, −0.032] −.056/.208 <.001 −0.13 (0.04) [−0.094, −0.022] −.058/.118 .002
Time −0.02 (0.00) [−0.115, −0.021] −.061/.058 .011 0.00 (0.01) [−0.061, 0.042] −.009/.002 .637

Note. CI = confidence interval.
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reported high levels of daily goal interdependence (e.g., Esti-
mation = 0.08, SE = 0.03, p = .007, for days characterized 
by +1 SD goal interdependence, as compared with Estima-
tion = 0.00, SE = 0.04, p = .965 for days characterized by 
−1 SD goal interdependence; see Figure 2). Although not 
part of our set of hypotheses, we also tested whether daily 
goal interdependence moderated the within-person effects 
of IP and found that similar to Study 1, it did moderate 
the within-person association between IP and action con-
trol (Estimation = −0.06, SE = 0.02, p = .007). Simple 
slope analysis revealed that the association between IP and 
action control was weaker when participants reported high 
levels of daily goal interdependence (e.g., Estimation = 
0.54, SE = 0.03, p < .001 for days characterized by −1 
SD goal interdependence, as compared with Estimation = 
0.46, SE = 0.03, p < .001 for days characterized by +1 
SD goal interdependence). Daily goal interdependence did 
not moderate the within-person association between IP and 
goal progress (Estimation = −0.02, SE = 0.02, p = .450).

Relationship satisfaction. In contrast to Hypothesis 4, daily 
relationship satisfaction did not moderate the within-person 
association between DP and action control (Estimation = 
−0.00, SE = 0.05, p = .947) or goal progress (Estimation 
= 0.00, SE = 0.05, p = .986). Although not part of our set 
of hypotheses, we also tested whether daily relationship sat-
isfaction moderated the within-person associations with IP 
and found that it did not moderate the association with action 
control (Estimation = 0.06, SE = 0.04, p = .111) or with 
goal progress (Estimation = 0.05, SE = 0.04, p = .248).

To summarize, consistent with the findings of Study 1, DP 
was used by partners quite often and served as a complemen-
tary strategy to IP. Furthermore, we replicated the findings 

related to Hypotheses 1 and 2; namely, that daily (within-
person) IP and DP were positively associated with both 
action control and goal progress. On the person level, as in 
Study 1, IP (but not DP) was associated with action control 
and goal progress. In contrast to Hypothesis 4, daily relation-
ship satisfaction failed to moderate the within-person asso-
ciation between DP and action control or goal progress. 
Daily goal interdependence did not moderate the within-per-
son association between DP and action control, but it did 
moderate the within-person association between DP and goal 
progress (partly in line with Hypothesis 3). Finally, as in 
Study 1, daily goal interdependence moderated the within-
person association between IP and action control.

General Discussion

Goal achievement robustly contributes to well-being (Klug 
& Maier, 2015), but individuals often struggle to implement 
their goals, resulting in an intention–behavior gap (Gollwitzer, 
1999; Sniehotta et al., 2005). Planning has been identified as 
an effective strategy in mitigating this gap (Gollwitzer, 
1999). However, whereas the literature tends to focus on 
planning as an intrapersonal process, the significance of 
interpersonal processes to individuals’ goal pursuit has 
recently been acknowledged (e.g., Fitzsimons & Finkel, 
2010; Riccio et al., 2019). The current study was grounded in 
the TGD model (Fitzsimons et al., 2015), which argues that 
in close relationships, especially intimate ones, there are 
often close ties between partners’ goals, resources, demands, 
and goal-related outcomes, resulting in an interdependent 
goal-regulating system. Therefore, for partners to experience 
transactive gain; that is, achieving better goal outcomes as a 
dyad, they need to coordinate the use of their shared resources 

Figure 2. Daily Dyadic Planning × Goal Interdependence interaction on goal progress.
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effectively. Premised on the idea that the inclusion of one’s 
partner in the planning process can constitute one way in 
which partners effectively use their pooled resources to facil-
itate goal attainment, the current study found that daily DP is 
associated with better goal-related outcomes.

The role of DP in goal pursuit has begun to attract atten-
tion (Burkert et al., 2011). However, the literature, which 
has focused on the effect of DP at the between-subject level, 
has yielded mixed results. We argued that to better under-
stand the effect of DP and its interplay with IP, a more fine-
grained examination of these processes would be beneficial, 
particularly as they unfold naturally in romantic partners’ 
daily lives. To this end, we conducted what we believe to be 
the first two daily diary studies in the literature examining 
romantic partners’ IP and DP and goal progress. This higher 
temporal resolution helped us shed light on when and how 
partners choose to implement this strategy, as well as to 
clarify circumstances in which DP promotes goal pursuit. 
Specifically, the daily diary data allowed us to examine how 
often people apply DP, the reciprocal nature of DP and IP, 
and whether DP was associated with better goal-related out-
comes in the context of high goal interdependence and 
satisfaction.

The results of both studies indicated that IP and DP indeed 
fluctuate on a daily basis in romantic couples. They further 
support the notion that romantic partners use DP mainly as a 
complementary strategy to IP. This may suggest that indi-
viduals implement DP when IP is insufficient to promote 
their goal progress. This pattern echoes Bodenmann’s (2005) 
transactional model of dyadic coping, which depicts a coping 
cascade process; that is, dyadic coping attempts only come 
into play when people judge that their individual-based cop-
ing strategies will not suffice to address the situation at hand. 
However, this does not imply that relational processes are 
not pivotal in people’s daily lives. In fact, the participants 
opted to combine and use dyadic and IP (~30% of days) as 
often as they chose to implement IP as their sole strategy 
(~25% of days). These results demonstrate what is high-
lighted by the TGD model, that relationship partners do not 
simply occasionally affect one another’s goal pursuits, but 
rather, are central to this process.

Note, however, that the time scale in which people transi-
tion from relying on individual-based regulation strategies 
(e.g., IP) to incorporate more dyadic-based regulation strate-
gies (e.g., DP) remains unclear. For example, people may 
start off with IP but then immediately recognize that they 
will need their partners’ assistance, and hence move swiftly 
to DP. In other circumstances, it may take time for people to 
realize that their individual-based regulatory efforts are not 
sufficiently effective in facilitating their desired goal-related 
behaviors. Then, they may switch to involving their partners 
in the planning process. Future studies integrating lab obser-
vations, daily diaries, and longitudinal methods may help 
capture planning processes at various time resolutions to 
provide a more fine-grained picture of how and when people 

transition from individual-based to dyadic-based behavioral 
regulation.

The results further showed that DP was positively associ-
ated with action control and goal progress at the within- 
person, but not at the between-person level. Specifically,  
on days in which participants applied DP more than they 
usually did, they reported higher action control and goal 
progress. In contrast, participants with higher average levels 
of DP across the diary period did not report higher levels of 
action control or goal progress. These findings may help 
account for the mixed results in previous studies, which 
only collected a few assessments (e.g., Knoll et al., 2017). 
Previous studies may have blurred the distinction between 
the within- and between-person effects of DP and thus failed 
to provide a pinpointed account of DP effects. Interestingly, 
IP was tied to better goal outcomes (i.e., action control and 
goal progress), both at the within-day level and the between-
average level. One interpretation of these findings is that it 
is better for individuals to focus their regulatory efforts  
on individual-based strategies at the more global level. 
Habitually relying on dyadic-based strategies may not be as 
beneficial, and even, at times, can be counterproductive and 
lead to social loafing and effort outsourcing (e.g., Riccio 
et al., 2019). In other words, DP may have a context-depen-
dent effect; that is, it is effective in some situations, but not 
as a more general chronic strategy.

Consistent with our prediction, the results of Study 2 
showed that the effect of DP was stronger on days in which 
participants reported higher levels of goal-specific interde-
pendence; that is, when their goal progress was dependent on 
their partner’s actions. Relatedly, in both studies, we found 
that IP was less effective when daily goal interdependence 
was high. This pattern of results is coherent with TGD theory 
(Fitzsimons et al., 2015), which argues that when partners’ 
goal system is characterized by high density—when partners’ 
goals, pursuits, and outcomes are tightly linked—coordina-
tion becomes paramount for goal progress. Our findings sug-
gest that one effective way for partners to coordinate their 
goals is to combine IP and DP.

Based on previous studies showing that relationship satis-
faction plays a role in moderating the effects of couples’ 
planning (Keller et al., 2017), we were also interested in test-
ing whether within-person increases in participants’ relation-
ship satisfaction could bolster DP effects. The TGD model 
contents that satisfied partners are likely to adopt a systemic 
orientation by contextualizing their goal pursuits within a 
broader, shared, and dyadic regulating system. Therefore, 
satisfied couples are more motivated to accommodate their 
behaviors to benefit each other’s goal pursuits. We thus 
hypothesized that on days in which people were satisfied, 
involving their partners in the planning process would be 
particularly beneficial for their goal progress. Contrary to 
our prediction, however, in both studies, daily fluctuations in 
subjects’ relationship satisfaction did not moderate the asso-
ciation between DP and goal-related outcomes.
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It is essential to note that the TGD model argues that for 
relationship satisfaction (or more broadly, relationship orien-
tation) to exert a positive effect on goal pursuit, it should be 
coupled with specific relational skills. Specifically, for dyadic 
transactive gains to manifest, the motivation to coordinate 
shared resources needs to be accompanied by perspective-
taking and responsiveness skills. In retrospect, we suggest 
that daily relationship satisfaction is likely to strengthen DP 
effects when it is paired with partners’ responsiveness. 
Responsiveness; that is, understanding, validation, and care, 
on the part of one’s partner is strongly associated with various 
favorable relational and personal outcomes (Laurenceau 
et al., 2005; Selcuk et al., 2016). Although the role of respon-
siveness has yet to be examined in the context of DP, we sug-
gest that it is likely to boost its beneficial effects. For example, 
when romantic couples understand each other’s goals and 
needs, validate them, and show care toward their partner, 
they may be more effective in helping their partner plan suc-
cessfully. In our view, instead of testing whether DP is effec-
tive in and of itself, future studies should go one step further 
and test in which relational climate (e.g., provision of respon-
siveness) IP and DP become more effective (for similar ideas, 
see Martire et al., 2010).

Taken together, the results of both studies begin to tell a 
story portraying how the regulatory strategy of planning 
unfolds in romantic partners’ daily lives and its potential 
effects in promoting goal progress. Specifically, the results 
suggest that DP is implemented very frequently in partners’ 
lives, chiefly as a complementary strategy for IP. Unlike IP, 
DP advances goal progress when used on specific days 
instead of as a more habitual strategy. Furthermore, although 
it was not part of our a priori hypotheses, the finding that IP 
was less effective on days characterized by high goal inter-
dependence was replicated across the two studies. This find-
ing corroborates the ideas put forward by the TDG theory; 
that is, as the interdependence increase, self-regulation strat-
egies are potentially less effective. It is also in line with the 
results found in Study 2, that DP is more effective on days 
characterized by high goal interdependence. Even the null 
finding regarding relationship satisfaction as a moderator of 
DP may be telling. Although caution should be exercised in 
interpreting these results, they may suggest that relationship 
orientation is a kind of “necessary but not sufficient” condi-
tion— that is, it can motivate partners to assist each other. 
However, without the required responsiveness skills, such 
efforts can be ineffective and even counterproductive (see 
Zee & Bolger, 2019).

Mechanisms of Dyadic Planning

To the best of our knowledge, the current study is the first to 
document the favorable effects of daily DP on partners’ goal 
pursuit. However, the mechanisms underlying the associa-
tions between DP and action control or goal progress remain 
unclear. Here we suggest several possible mechanisms, 

which may serve as targets for future studies. First, it is pos-
sible that explicitly discussing plans with another person 
may help people articulate their plans and better attend to 
and consider possible obstacles. This may be especially true 
when the other person is one’s partner who is often well 
acquainted with one’s situational constraints. In particular, 
the process of contrasting the target goal and its possible 
obstacles helps people construct more realistic plans, thus 
often enhancing the salubrious effect of planning (Adriaanse 
et al., 2010). Social modeling is another possible mechanism 
for the effect of DP (Riccio et al., 2019). When the partner 
has more experience and expertise than the planner as to 
appropriate goal-related behaviors (e.g., doing physical 
activity to lose weight; Gorin et al., 2008), the process of DP 
may inform people of realistic ways to overcome potential 
barriers.

The TGD model states that partners coordinate their 
shared resources more effectively when they hold shared 
goal representations (Fitzsimons et al., 2015). When part-
ners have compatible views concerning what goals they 
should attend and the appropriate means for doing so, they 
are better positioned to promote each other’s goal progress 
and avoid goal conflict. It is possible that planning together 
provides partners with opportunities to clarify existing dis-
crepancies and construct shared representations of goal tar-
gets, their relative value, and appropriate means to pursue 
them (Rossignac-Milon & Higgins, 2018). Notably, shared 
representation is conceptualized to foster other beneficial 
relational goal-promoting mechanisms, one of which is 
interpersonal multifinality; that is, actions that simultane-
ously advance both partners’ goals. DP may help partners to 
find means that serve more than one partner’s goals. For 
example, if Jonathan discusses opportunities with Lisa to do 
more physical activity and Lisa needs more time to prepare 
for her upcoming exam, they may decide that one way to 
advance both of their goals is if Jonathan takes responsibil-
ity for their dog’s morning walks over the next few weeks. 
Planning dyadically may also bolster the partner’s motiva-
tion to support goal pursuit (Burkert et al., 2011). Indeed, 
perceived support from close others was found to help over-
come barriers during the pursuit by rendering the planning 
process more efficient (McLean et al., 2003; though see 
Fitzsimons & Finkel, 2011).

Limitations and Future Directions

One key benefit of the daily diary method is its high ecologi-
cal validity; namely, its ability to capture the partners’ lives 
in their natural context (Bolger et al., 2003). However, this 
method relies on self-report data that are susceptible to sev-
eral biases (e.g., recall bias), thus limiting the results’ inter-
nal validity. One method that has yet to be utilized in the 
study of DP is laboratory observation. Future studies could 
examine, for example, the extent to which couples tend to 
use IP and DP and their combination spontaneously, whether 
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responsiveness is essential to successful DP, and how these 
are associated with goal progress over time (Girme et al., 
2013).

Another benefit of the daily diary method is that this 
method allowed us to assess the effect of planning at a much 
higher temporal resolution than previous studies, which have 
tested the effects of planning longitudinally over an extended 
time period. However, to have a more comprehensive picture 
of the effects of DP, future studies could collect data at multi-
ple temporal resolutions, which would make it possible to test, 
for instance, whether individuals who tend to engage in IP and 
DP on a daily basis (e.g., plan their daily physical activities 
individually and together with their partner) are more likely to 
achieve their ultimate goals (e.g., losing weight).

Another limitation of the current studies pertains to the 
daily measurement of planning. To reduce the burden on par-
ticipants, we used only a brief two-item measure to assess 
daily IP and DP. Importantly, whereas the DP item unequivo-
cally referred to plans made with one’s partner, IP was 
worded with less specificity (i.e., “To what extent did you 
make a detailed plan today regarding when, where, and how 
you would pursue your goal?”). Thus, some participants 
might have interpreted this item as including plans made 
with other people (e.g., their partners). In other words, it is 
possible that participants could have failed to report DP as a 
sole strategy, at least in part due to the way we measured IP. 
In all analyses, IP and DP effects were modeled simultane-
ously, somewhat helping to partial out the shared variance 
between these two constructs, and thus allaying this mea-
surement concern. However, future studies would benefit 
from including items that more explicitly refer to IP, DP, as 
well as other interpersonal contexts (e.g., coworkers, friends).

Summary

Drawing on TGD (Fitzsimons & Finkel, 2015) and other-
related models (Riccio et al., 2019) highlighting the para-
mount role of close relationships in people’s goal pursuit, the 
current studies examined the effect of incorporating one’s 
partner in the planning process. In line with previous findings 
(e.g., Burkert et al., 2011), the results suggest that considering 
partner involvement in goal-related processes can shed light 
on how people succeed or fail in bridging the gap between 
their intentions and goal-promoting behaviors. Specifically, 
both studies showed that DP is a relational regulation strategy 
implemented frequently in couples’ daily lives; that is posi-
tively linked with daily goal pursuits.

The results should be replicated before any concrete rec-
ommendations are drawn. Nonetheless, we believe that our 
findings are at least suggestive of the idea that incorporating 
DP in interventions targeting behavioral change (e.g., losing 
weight, increasing physical activity) can be one promising 
avenue for bolstering intervention effects. Importantly, the 
results indicate that unlike previous interventions that 
encouraged the implementation of DP at the more global 

level (e.g., randomizing partners into individual vs. DP con-
ditions; Burkert et al., 2011), a more fine-grained approach 
should be exercised in implementing this strategy. For exam-
ple, involving the partner in the planning process does not 
seem to be viewed as an alternative to IP, but rather as a 
strategy to complement individual-based regulatory efforts 
on specific days. Furthermore, DP might be particularly use-
ful when people’s goal-related actions are dependent upon 
their partners.
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Note

1. The effects of IP and DP were compared using the estimate 
statement in SAS PROC MIXED. This procedure computes the 
difference between the estimated parameters and then utilizes 
the parameters’ asymptotic covariance matrix to compute the 
stand-error (and significance) of this difference.
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