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SESSION OVERVIEW
The familiar maxim about gift-giving, “it’s the thought that 

counts” assumes that simply demonstrating a desire to give is enough 
– the gift itself does not matter. This session presents research chal-
lenging the assumption that giving is always altruistically-motivated 
and provides evidence that the gift presented communicates more 
about the giver than just his/her desire to give (Belk 1979; Caplow 
1982; Sherry 1983; Ward and Broniarcyzk 2011). The gift giver may 
hope to achieve many goals with his/her gift, ranging from the al-
truistic desire to provide joy to more egoistically-motivated reasons 
that benefit the giver. These motivations often interact with the goals 
of the recipient to determine the effectiveness of the gift and its im-
pact on the relationship. Extant consumer research on gift giving has 
primarily focused on the exchange of dyadic gifts from the giver to 
the recipient for purposes of interpersonal relationship maintenance 
and as a means of symbolic communication in relationships (Belk 
1979; Caplow 1982; Sherry 1983; Belk and Coon 1993). In this ses-
sion, we focus on instances in which the purpose of giving is to af-
fect change on the relationship (Anthony, Cowley, and Duhachek) 
influence relationship closeness (Broniarczyk and Ward; Schlosser 
and Beck) or to avoid guilt by spending appropriately (Rucker and 
Denton). Across the four papers, some important aspects of the gift 
purchase process are considered, investigating the key questions of: 
How much to spend and what should the giver spend it on? What 
will be the impact of the gift on the relationship now and over time?

First, Anthony, Cowley, and Duhachek investigate the selection 
of an appropriate gift to facilitate forgiveness for a previous trans-
gression from the perspective of the giver. In related work, Broni-
arczyk and Ward examine the impact of gifting as a function of the 
social distance between giver and recipient. The authors demonstrate 
that givers may ignore a recipient’s gift requests in favor of a gift that 
demonstrates how well the giver knows the recipient. Schlosser and 
Beck corroborate this notion and demonstrate that the selection of a 
gift is based on what it says about the giver.  Specifically, they show 
that a sweet gift is given in the hope of leaving a positive impression, 
or at least avoiding a negative impression of the personality of the 
giver. Finally, Rucker and Denton provide evidence that the purchas-

ing process can partially be driven by the desire to avoid feelings of 
guilt on the part of the giver. In each of these cases it is the thought 
that counts, but the thoughts may not be what the recipient, nor the 
giver, might have expected.

The four papers in this session offer interesting synergies that 
should be of broad appeal not only to researchers in the area of gift-
giving, but also researchers working on social distance and network 
effects, motivation, regulatory focus, emotions and anticipatory 
emotions, mental accounting and relationship marketing. 

Forgive by Remembering or Forgive by Forgetting: 
The Temporal Match Between Victim Motivation and 

Apology Gift Preferences

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Gift giving involving a reparative motivation has received lim-

ited attention in the consumer behavior literature. However, using 
gifts to encourage forgiveness is so common there are websites dedi-
cated to apology gifts, apology cards, and forgive-me gifts. There is 
even an apology gift buying guide in Shopwiki.com with sugges-
tions for consumers based on the severity of the transgression: itty-
bitty mistakes, big mistakes and absolutely massive mistakes. Their 
premise is that the severity of the transgression should determine gift 
selection. The other tip offered is that the more luxurious or decadent 
the gift the better. We agree that choosing the right gift may be a 
worthwhile investment as research has found that simple apologies 
are not always effective (e.g. Fehr and Gelfand 2010). However, we 
argue that the most effective type of apology gift is one that matches 
the temporal focus that is activated by the victim’s motivation fol-
lowing an interpersonal transgression. In other words, luxurious and 
decadent may not always be the answer.

Consumer researchers have made a distinction between hedonic 
goods that induce pleasure and alternatives that are more functional/
utilitarian in nature and instrumental to achieving another goal (e.g. 
Dhar and Wertenbroch 2000; Kivetz and Simonson 2002; Strahilev-
itz and Myers 1998). Whereas hedonic alternatives are associated 
with the attainment of immediate pleasure, utilitarian goods provide 
delayed benefits and thus are conducive with a longer-term focus 
(Loewenstein, Read and Baumeister 2003; Wertenbroch 1998). Gifts 
offered as a form of apology following an interpersonal transgres-
sion, may also vary along this dimension such as offering the victim 
a voucher for an aromatherapy massage known to be a relaxing ex-
perience (hedonic gift) or a deep tissue massage know to relieve back 
ache and pain (utilitarian gift).

We propose that the victim’s preference for either a hedonic ver-
sus utilitarian apology gift, will vary given the victim’s motivation 
for forgiveness, and in turn, the temporal focus activated by their 
motivational goal. Specifically, we argue that if the victim is mo-
tivated to forgive the transgressor by avoiding thoughts about the 
problem (i.e. an avoidance motivation) - a ‘forgive by forgetting’ 
mentality- we propose that a hedonic gift should be preferred as it 
will help to maintain the short-term focus necessary to distract the 
individual from thinking about the transgression incident thereby 
facilitating temporary mood regulation. Consequently, the resulting 
positive mood should signal that all is well, and that no changes to 
the relationship need to occur (Schwarz and Clore 1983), which may 
encourage relationship reparation. Alternatively, rather than forget-
ting about the incident, the victim may be motivated to forgive the 
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transgressor by thinking about the incident (i.e. an approach mo-
tivation) via engaging in a more problem-focused style of coping 
(Carver 1989). In this case, the victim’s motivation to ‘forgive by 
remembering’ will require a long-term focus to remember the past 
and consider the future, such that the transgression incident can be 
integrated into the bigger picture of the relationship. This in turn, 
should lead to a preference for a utilitarian apology gift, which is 
consistent with a longer-term focus and will encourage the victim to 
maintain the broad focus necessary to understand how the transgres-
sion is an isolated event. 

Study 1: The Reparation Gift Preference Effect
Eighty-one university students participated in a study compris-

ing a 2 (victim motivation: avoidance, approach) × 2 (apology gift: 
hedonic, utilitarian) mixed-design with the last factor as a repeated 
measure. Participants were first instructed to imagine that a close 
friend had revealed a secret of theirs to a large group of people. Par-
ticipants were then given an explicit motivation to avoid or think 
about the incident. Next they were told that the friend wanted to offer 
them an apology gift. As hypothesized, a repeated-measures ANOVA 
revealed a significant interaction (F(1,79) = 10.50 , p < .005). Par-
ticipants with an avoidance (approach) motivation preferred hedonic 
(utilitarian) gifts to a significantly greater extent. 

Study 2a and 2b: Measuring Temporal Focus
The purpose of study 2a and 2b was to provide evidence that 

victim motivation activates a differential temporal focus, which in 
turn, affects gift preference. In study 2a, 80 university students were 
randomly assigned to a 2 (victim motivation: approach, avoid) × 2 
(gift type: utilitarian, hedonic) between-subjects design. Victim mo-
tivation was manipulated using an implicit priming word-puzzle and 
temporal focus was measured using a reaction time task (with aver-
age time to respond on neutral words as a covariate).The results re-
vealed a significant interaction for the primed factor (F(1, 77) = 3.97, 
p < .05). Participants primed with an avoidance (approach) motiva-
tion responded more quickly to words associated with a short-term 
(long-term) focus, and tended to prefer hedonic (utilitarian) apology 
gifts (F(1, 76) = 4.08, p < .05).

In Study 2b we replicated the effects using the Construction 
of Narratives Questionnaire (Liberman, Trope, Macrea and Sherman 
(2007) as a measure of temporal orientation. We also provide evi-
dence that when an avoidance (approach) motivation is activated, 
participants reported they would spend less (more) time thinking 
about the transgression (t (1, 39) = -2.44, p < .05). Hence, supporting 
our ‘forgive by forgetting and forgive by remembering’ claim.

Study 3: Manipulating Temporal Focus
In Study 3, to provide direct causal evidence for our claims tem-

poral focus was manipulated with 175 university students randomly 
assigned to a 2 (victim motivation: avoid, approach) × 2 (temporal 
focus: near, far) between-subjects design. When the primed temporal 
focus was consistent with the temporal focus that naturally occurs 
with victim motivation (avoid – short-term focus, approach – long-
term focus), the pattern was consistent (F(1, 171) = 2.91, p = .09).  

Discussion
Choosing the right apology gift is important as it may serve to 

encourage forgiveness if made appropriately, and may be detrimen-
tal to relationship reparation if made inappropriately. We show that a 
match between the temporal focus of the victim’s motivation and the 
consumption benefit of the gift is an important determinant of for-
giveness and relationship repair. Buyer beware, gift selection is not 

simply a matter of matching the purchase price to the severity of the 
transgression, nor will a hedonic gift always get you out of jail free.

Sweet Protection: Using Sweets to Manage Relationships

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Gifting food is a common consumer behavior. For instance, 

when going to a Superbowl party, an individual may bring a bag of 
chips or cookies. Likewise, one may choose a gift box of assorted 
nuts or chocolates, or a gift basket of coffee or cocoa. In all of these 
instances the gift involves an indulgent food. Yet we propose that 
the taste of the food will influence its likelihood of being given as 
a gift, especially when the giver’s motivations are to avoid negative 
evaluation.

Individuals manage relationships to balance self-other 
connections and to self-protect. Because foods with sweet (vs. 
other) tastes carry prosocial associations (Meier et al. 2012), 
individuals may give sweet gifts in order to communicate that they 
are metaphorically sweet (agreeable) or to buffer against potential 
negative evaluation—sweeten the recipient. Thus, our goals are 
twofold: to examine (1) whether sweet foods are given more often 
as gifts, and if so, (2) whether this is motivated by self-presentation 
or self-protection.

Our first goal motivated study 1, in which we randomly 
assigned160 undergraduates to either a sweet or salty condition. Those 
in the sweet (salty) condition were asked to think of foods such as 
chocolates and cookies (chips and pretzels). Next, participants rated 
their agreement with the following statements: “I give these foods 
as gifts,” “I often celebrate with others by having these foods,” “I 
give these foods as a ‘thank-you’.” As expected, there was an overall 
effect of taste on associations with gift-giving (F(1,158) = 108.89, 
p<.01). Those in the sweet condition rated foods as more strongly 
associated with gift-giving (M=4.86), celebrations (M=5.42), and 
thank-you gifts (M=4.78) compared with those in the salty condition 
(M= 2.28, 3.87 and 2.52, respectively). Thus, evidence supported our 
prediction that sweets are used more during gift/social exchange than 
a different (salty) taste.

If sweet foods are given to manage relationships, then giving 
foods with sweet (vs. other) tastes should vary depending on (1) 
whether the gift-giver is primed to think of oneself as agreeable (i.e., 
as a caring person), and (2) how close the giver is to the recipient. 
Our second study thus builds on the first by examining this as well 
as why sweets are given as gifts. In particular, we assess whether the 
underlying mechanism is to (a) convey one’s own sweetness (a self-
presentation motive) or (b) buffer against negative evaluation (a self-
protective motive). We expect that the closer givers feel to recipients, 
the greater their fear of negative evaluation, especially when they 
perceive themselves to be agreeable (i.e., concerned about others). 
We expect that fear of negative evaluation will result in giving the 
sweetest option as a self-protective strategy to make others kinder 
(i.e., to sweeten others).

In study 2, 203 undergraduates were randomly assigned to a 
condition in a 2 (agreeableness: high vs. low) x 2 (social distance: 
far vs. close) design. To manipulate agreeable self-perceptions, 
participants in the high (low) agreeableness condition were asked 
to recall and describe one time (15 times) in the past week when 
they did something nice for someone. Logic suggests that increasing 
the number of recalled occasions should increase the difficulty 
of completing this task, and this recall difficulty should reduce 
perceptions one is agreeable (Schwarz et al. 1991). Next, participants 
rated how caring, nice, and supportive (α=.92) they perceived 
themselves to be. Then in a purportedly unrelated study, participants 
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in the close (far) social distance condition were asked to imagine they 
were attending a birthday party for a close friend (former roommate) 
with whom they had a good (strained) relationship. They were told 
this person enjoys gourmet chocolate and asked to choose one from 
among four bars to give as a gift. The bars differed in taste: sweet 
berry, sour berry, sea-salt, and bitter espresso. Prior research (Beck 
and Schlosser 2013) shows that although all options are sweet, the 
sweetest option (sweet berry) had the strongest prosocial association.

Next, participants rated the extent to which they wanted to 
be perceived as prosocial (helpful, friendly, dependable, and kind; 
α=.74) in addition to other decoy positive items such as intelligent, 
strong, assertive, logical, attractive, and dominant (Leary and Allen 
2011). Following this, participants rated their agreement with three 
items from a fear of negative evaluation scale (α=.89) that included 
“I am afraid that others will not approve of me” (Leary 1983). After 
this, as a manipulation check, because the IOS (inclusion-of-other-
in-self) scale reflects social distance (Ijzerman and Semin 2009), 
participants were asked to rate how close the fictitious person is to 
themselves using the IOS scale (Aron, Aron, and Smollan 1992). 
The results supported the effectiveness of both our agreeableness 
and social distance manipulations.

As expected, we found a significant interaction between level 
of agreeableness and social distance on sweet gift choice (Wald’s 
χ2 = 4.04, p<.05). As predicted, in the close condition, those feeling 
more agreeable were significantly more likely to give sweeter gifts 
(77%) than those feeling less agreeable (50%; Wald’s χ2 = 7.49, 
p<.01). There were no differences between levels of agreeableness 
in the far social distance condition (61% vs. 61%; Wald’s χ2 <1). 
This interaction is suggestive that individuals give sweets to mitigate 
the fear of negative evaluation. To test this more directly, we 
modeled both direct and indirect interactions on both the mediator 
and dependent variable. Importantly, using the bootstrap analysis 
(Preacher and Hayes 2008), we found support that the indirect effects 
of agreeableness on choice through fear of negative evaluation occur 
when social distance is close (95% CI: .11, .75) but not when social 
distance is far (95% CI: -.05, .36). We did not find evidence for a 
mediating role of self-presentation (95% CIs included zero across 
levels of moderator). 

This research makes at least three contributions by (1) identifying 
how metaphors serve a symbolic function in gift exchange (Belk and 
Coon 1993), (2) demonstrating how relational context (McGraw et 
al. 2003) influences the selection of gifts with certain tastes, and (3) 
isolating the mechanism—fear of negative evaluation—influencing 
sweet gift choice.  

Ask and You Shall (Not) Receive: Close Friends Prioritize 
Relational Signalling Over Recipient Preferences in Their 

Gift Choices

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Imagine your birthday is approaching and a friend asks you 

what you want as a birthday gift. You consider for a moment, then 
tell your friend exactly what you want. When your birthday arrives, 
does your friend present you with the gift you suggested or an al-
ternative item that s/he has chosen especially for you? This familiar 
scenario brings to light the persistent tension in communal relation-
ships between the opposing forces of behaving altruistically (doing 
things that benefit the other without concern for oneself) versus ego-
istically (responding to others’ needs to ensure one’s own relation-
ship needs) (Clark and Mills 1993; Batson 1987; Sherry 1983). In the 
context of gift gifting, givers may select gifts altruistically, resulting 
in the choice of an item that matches the recipient’s expressed prefer-

ences, or egoistically, resulting in the choice of an item that allows 
the giver to demonstrate his/her knowledge of the recipient, thereby 
signaling the relationship. 

In the context of a gift registry we consider the difference be-
tween how close versus distant friends manage these conflicting 
goals as prior research has identified social closeness to account 
for many of the differences in gifting behavior (Belk 1976; Gino 
and Flynn 2010; Ward and Broniarczyk 2011). One might expect 
a close friend, who is particularly concerned with the needs of the 
recipient, to choose altruistically an item that satisfies the recipient’s 
explicitly expressed preferences. However, we show that close (vs. 
distant) givers are also more sensitive to the social and interpersonal 
expectations that underlie gift exchanges and are likely to choose 
egoistically instead. 

In three studies, we demonstrate that close (vs. distant) givers 
are more likely to experience a conflict between their competing 
goals. A pilot study confirmed that givers endorse their two main 
goals to be to choose 1) an item that matches the recipient’s prefer-
ences and 2) expresses the relationship between them. Ultimately, 
givers resolve this conflict by distorting their perceptions of the gift 
options, enabling them to favor the egoistic (over the altruistic) gift-
ing goal, and relationally signal (Balcetis and Dunning 2006; Kunda 
1990). In contrast, distant friends ironically are more likely to choose 
altruistically. 

Study 1
In our first study we examine givers’ two opposing goals of 

choosing a gift that matches the recipient’s expressed preferences 
versus making a free choice that allows the giver to relationally sig-
nal.  In a single factor design, using giver-recipient dyads composed 
of actual close or distant friends, we simulate a realistic registry 
choice in which half of the participants are designated recipients 
and the other half, givers. The recipients create their own individual 
registries from a set of lamps, which reveal their true preferences to 
the giver. Subsequently, givers choose a gift from among the lamp 
options. The results reveal a main effect of social closeness on giv-
ers’ likelihood to choose one of the non-registry lamps (χ2 = 5.9, p < 
.01) such that 61% of close friends versus 23% of the distant friends 
chose a non-registry gift.

Study 2
Next, we examine how close friends justify diverging from the 

registry to a potentially less liked gift. Specifically we look at how 
close friends’ perceptions of the degree to which three gifts fulfill 
their gifting goals change depending on whether the giver assesses 
or chooses the item. We predict that when close givers are simply 
assessing the gift (without any intention of making a choice), they 
are objective about its match with recipients’ preferences. However, 
when close givers have to make a choice, they are encumbered with 
their concerns about how the gift will behave as a signal to the re-
cipient about the relationship. By interpreting the relational signaling 
gift as most liked by the recipient, the close giver may resolve the 
goal conflict and choose this gift without sacrificing his/her impor-
tant goal to choose altruistically. 

We manipulate whether participants chose or did not choose a 
gift. The gift choice set was specifically designed such that choice of 
a particular lamp gift was indicative of a specific gifting motivation 
to 1) match recipient’s preference (the Registry gift) or 2) relation-
ally signal.  Thus the study design pits the relationally signaling gift 
against the Registry gift. As predicted, those in the Non-choice con-
dition were significantly more likely to think the Registry gift would 
be liked by the recipient (M= 5.08) while those in the Choice condi-
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tions indicate that the relationally signaling gift will be preferred by 
recipients (M =4.18, (F (1, 107) = 13.40, p < .01). 

Study 3
Lastly, we investigated close (vs. distant) givers’ propensity to 

persist in gift search to resolve their goal conflict and whether having 
an additional registry item diminishes or exacerbates givers’ likeli-
hood of choosing a relationally signaling gift. Givers were presented 
with the same gift lamps described in Study 2. After looking at the 
lamps close (vs. distant) participants were asked if they wanted to 
choose one of the lamps as a gift for the recipient or continue look-
ing at an additional product category which included another item 
that the recipient had put on his/her registry and two other non-reg-
istry products. We expected close (vs. distant) friends to feel more 
conflicted and persist in looking at additional gift options that could 
satisfy both objectives. We find the predicted interaction between 
givers’ choice strategies and the social closeness to be significant, 
X² (5, N = 156) = 44.37, p > .0001) indicating that social closeness 
influences givers’ choice strategies. Yet, ultimately, close givers were 
even more likely to choose the relationally signaling classic gifts 
(60%) than registry gifts (22.5%) (1, N=156), t = -4.11, p>.0001). 
Conversely, in the distant friend condition, givers were far more 
likely to choose registry items (68.4%) than make a relationally sig-
naling classic choice (11.84%) (1, N=156), t = 7.69, p>.0001) across 
both choice sets. 

These studies demonstrate that close (vs. distant) givers are 
more likely to experience a conflict between their competing goals 
resulting in the choice of egoistically motivated gifts rather than al-
truistic gifts.

Mental Stealing Effects on Purchase Decisions for Others

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Past research on mental accounting has focused on how con-

sumers create budgets for themselves to control the flow of resources 
(Thaler 1980; 1999; Thaler and Johnson 1990). This research exam-
ines how consumers’ creation of a mental account, or budget, for 
another person affects the consumers purchase decisions for that 
other. Although some prior research suggests might focus on finding 
a good gift, we predict that the formation of a mental account for 
another can sometimes lead to consumers avoid optimizing on the 
best gift. Instead, consumers will spend in a manner to avoid feeling 
as if they have stolen from another person’s account, an experience 
we term mental stealing. 

Mental stealing is defined as a sense of guilt due to an individu-
al feeling that they are stealing from another individual by spending 
less money than they had cognitively committed to the person in 
their mind. The creation of a mental account may lead consumers to 
be averse to spending significantly below the budget due to the feel-
ing that they are stealing resources that have already been given to 
the other person. In experiment 1, we predict that aversion to mental 
stealing can lead to decreased purchase intentions towards gifts that 
meet gift criteria but which are priced significantly below the bud-
get. In experiment 2 we examine whether a mental account must be 
created for mental stealing to occur, as well as the mediating effect 
of self-reported guilt. Finally, experiment 3 examines a moderator 
of the mental stealing effect based on a consumer’s ability to make 
future reparations.

Experiment 1: Does Mental Stealing Occur?
Undergraduates were randomly assigned to a 3 Gift Price ($10, 

$25, $50) x 2 Recipient (self, other) between groups design.  Par-

ticipants were asked to imagine they were shopping for a gift for 
themselves or for a friend. The creation of a mental account was 
manipulated by instructing all participants that they had not decided 
how much money they wanted to spend, so they have budgeted and 
set aside $50 dollars in available funds for this gift.  Subsequently, 
all subjects were asked how likely they would be to buy a $10, $25, 
or $50 gift.  Gifts were described as well-made and of good quality, 
and participants were told that the gift recipient was sure to like the 
gift and would not know the amount paid. A significant interaction 
emerged (p < .01). Participants shopping for a friend were signifi-
cantly less likely to buy the $10 gift compared to the $25 gift and 
$50 gift (p < .05). In contrast, participants shopping for the self were 
significantly more likely to buy the gift in the $10 condition com-
pared to the $25 gift condition and $50 gift condition (p < .05). These 
findings are consistent with concerns for mental stealing as the dis-
crepancy between the $50 mental budget and $10 gift was sufficient 
to elicit concerns for keeping too much money from another person’s 
account for oneself. These effects did not emerge when consumers 
are buying for the self, working against an anchoring interpretation 
and consistent with the idea it is harder to steal money from the self 
than from others.

Experiment 2: Does the Creation of a Mental Budget 
Matter? 

Undergraduates were randomly assigned to a 2 Mental Budget 
(no mental budget, $50 mental budget) between-group design.  All 
participants were instructed that they were shopping for a friend. The 
creation of a mental account was manipulated by giving participants 
in the $50 mental budget condition the same prompt as in Experi-
ment 1. All subjects were asked how likely they would be to buy a 
$10 gift, as well as asked to rate their current experience of guilt. A 
significant main effect for the creation of a mental budget on pur-
chase likelihood emerged, (p < .001). Participants who created a $50 
mental budget were significantly less likely to buy the $10 gift than 
participants who did not create a mental budget. This finding sug-
gests that the creation of a mental budget was critical to observing 
the declined purchase intentions.  In addition, we found a significant 
main effect for the creation of a mental budget on self-reported guilt 
(p < .001).  Overall, participants with a $50 mental account reported 
higher self-reported guilt than participants with no mental budget 
consistent with mental stealing concerns. Finally, we found evidence 
that self-reported guilt mediated participants’ lower willingness to 
pay when having created a mental budget versus not.

Experiment 3: Ability to Make Future Reparations 
Moderates Mental Stealing . 

Undergraduates were assigned to a 2 Mental Budget (no mental 
budget, $50 mental budget) x 2 Ability to Make Reparations (Yes, 
No) between-group design. All participants were instructed that they 
were shopping for a friend. We manipulated the ability to make repa-
rations by instructing participants with the ability to make repara-
tions that a second, unrelated gift occasion for the friend was coming 
up next week.  Mental account was manipulated as in experiment 2. 
Subsequently, all subjects were asked how likely they would be to 
buy a $10 dollar gift. A significant main effect for the ability to make 
reparations emerged (p < .05). Participants with a $50 mental budget 
were significantly more likely to buy the $10 gift when given the 
ability to make reparations compared to those without the ability to 
make reparations. There were no differences in purchase likelihood 
between the no mental budget conditions (p >.10). Further contrasts 
revealed that guilt was significantly reduced for consumers with a 
$50 mental budget who were given the ability to make reparations 



274 / What Thoughts Count? Some Ways in Which Gift Selection Affects the Giver

compared to those without the ability to make reparations (p < .05) 
consistent with guilt being the main motivator for decreased pur-
chase likelihood as a result of mental stealing concerns.   

Conclusion and Contributions
Consumers shopping for others showed decreased willingness 

to purchase gifts priced significantly below the established mental 
budget, despite high gift desirability. This effect was mediated by 
guilt and moderated by participants’ ability to make future repara-
tions.  Implications for the mental accounting literature and how con-
sumers purchase gifts for others are discussed.
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