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SESSION OVERVIEW
Gift-giving is an important area of study for consumer psy-

chologists for several reasons: Good gifts bestow consumers with 
lots of happiness and strengthen their relationships with others, while 
poorly-chosen ones do the opposite (Goodman and Lim 2014; Ruth, 
Otnes, and Brunel 1999); billions of dollars are spent on gifts each 
year; and gift-giving research can inform other vital areas of con-
sumer psychology, such as construal level theory (Baskin et al. 2014) 
and judgment and decision-making (Steffel and LeBoeuf 2014), 
among other areas. Thus, there are many good reasons gift-giving 
has recently received increased attention from consumer psycholo-
gists (see Galak, Givi, and Williams 2016). Building on prior work 
in this domain, the manuscripts in this symposium inform and extend 
the field’s understanding of gift-giving and, collectively, highlight 
the multifaceted nature of gift-giving. 

Givi and Williams study gift-giving across multiple perspec-
tives; that is, across the giver’s and the recipient’s perspective. In 
particular, they explore givers’ and recipients’ preferences for per-
sonal gifts—those intended to be enjoyed by only the recipient—ver-
sus shared gifts—those intended to be enjoyed by the recipient and 
someone else. They find that givers do not give shared gifts nearly 
as often as recipients prefer, in part because givers hold exaggerated 
concerns that shared gifts might make recipients feel less special than 
personal ones, and in part because givers worry that shared gifts vio-
late gift-giving norms.

Chen, Petersen, and Lowrey investigate givers’ emotions 
across the multiple motivations for gift-giving. Specifically, they 
examine the gifting motives of altruism, egoism, and social-norms-
compliance, and they find that altruism leads to both the highest level 
of positive emotions and the lowest level of negative emotions. In 
other words, whereas previous work shows that recipients’ emotions 
can vary across different situations, this research demonstrates that 
the same is true for givers.

Ganesh Pillai and Krishnakumar study consumers’ charitable 
gift-giving tendencies across multiple levels of Machiavellianism 

and closeness (to the organization). They find that givers higher in 
Machiavellianism give considerably less but that this is moderated 
by closeness: when givers feel close to the organization, Machiavel-
lianism severely hinders giving, but when they feel distant from the 
organization, Machiavellianism has little effect on the amount given. 
Moreover, for givers higher in Machiavellianism, beliefs about the 
organization’s ability to reciprocate amplifies the inhibitory effect of 
closeness on the amount given.

Baskin, Gunasti, and Weinberger delineate how gift-giving 
spans multiple stages. Specifically, they extend the classis Sherry 
(1983) model of gift-giving (which included the stages of Gestation, 
Prestation, and Reformulation) to create a more nuanced model. This 
expanded model (also) includes the stages of Gift Realization, Sec-
ondary Reformulation, and Storage, and thus paints a more complete 
picture of the gift-giving endeavor.

In summary, these manuscripts (all of which are in the advanced 
stages) explore novel aspects of gift-giving and, together, illuminate 
the multifaceted nature of gift-giving. Given the manuscripts’ diverse 
perspectives, this symposium should appeal to a wide audience, in-
cluding those interested in gift-giving, self-other decision making, 
norms, motives, emotions, individual differences, multi-method re-
search, and prosocial behavior.

Gifts That Please Many but Are Given by Few: How and 
Why Consumers Do Not Give Enough Shared Gifts

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Most gifts are given to one specific person. But despite having 

singular recipients, the items that consumers receive as gifts are often 
enjoyed by multiple people: a mug can be used by anyone who needs 
a hot drink, a candle makes a room welcoming for everyone, and so 
on. Our research expands on existing work on giver-recipient asym-
metries (Galak, Givi, and Williams 2016) by exploring gift givers’ 
and gift recipients’ preferences for personal gifts—those intended to 
be used by only the recipient—versus shared gifts—those intended 
to be used by both the recipient and someone else. Specifically, we 
show that givers do not give shared gifts nearly as often as recipients 
prefer. Further, we demonstrate that this occurs because givers hold 
exaggerated concerns that shared gifts might make recipients feel 
less special than personal ones, and because givers worry that shared 
gifts violate gift-giving norms.

Studies 1A-C were initial examinations of givers’ and recipi-
ents’ preferences for personal versus shared gifts. In Study 1A, par-
ticipants imagined being either the giver or the recipient of a birth-
day gift between them and a hypothetical friend. They indicated their 
preference between a personal gift of a set of eight “solo” passes for 
classes at a gym (to be used only by the recipient) and a shared gift 
of a set of four “buddy” passes (to be used by the recipient and a dif-
ferent friend). In Study 1B, participants thought of an actual friend 
and considered either giving or receiving a birthday gift. They in-
dicated their preference between a personal gift of a high-quality 
cocktail glass that would be customized with the recipient’s initials 
and a shared gift of a set of two average-quality cocktail glasses, 
where one would be customized with the recipient’s initials and the 
other with the recipient’s significant other’s initials. In Study 1C, 
participants again thought of an actual friend and considered either 
giving or receiving a birthday gift; however, their choice of gift was 
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consequential such that some participants’ choices were realized. 
They chose between a personal gift of a set of three glasses (cocktail, 
stemless wine, beer) that would be customized with the recipient’s 
initials and a shared gift of a set of two glasses (both wine), where 
one would be customized with the recipient’s initials and the other 
with the recipient’s significant other’s initials. Across the three stud-
ies, givers gave the shared gift less often than recipients preferred 
(Study 1A: Giver = 32% vs. Recipient = 48%, p =.007; Study 1B: 
Giver = 64% vs. Recipient = 80%, p =.005; Study 1C: Giver = 37% 
vs. Recipient = 57%, p = .001).

Study 2 examined the reasons for givers’ hesitance to give 
shared gifts and tested whether givers might be more likely to give 
shared gifts to recipients to whom they feel especially close. Par-
ticipants considered exchanging either a personal cocktail glass or a 
shared cocktail glass set as a birthday gift with a real friend, one they 
either felt close to, or one they felt less close to. Participants also 
indicated the extent to which each gift would make the recipient feel 
special and violate gift-giving norms (1 = Not at all, 7 = Very much). 
We created difference scores for each measure by subtracting ratings 
for the personal gift from ratings for the shared gift. Givers gave 
the shared gift less often than recipients preferred (Giver = 54% vs. 
Recipient = 74%, p < .001). The difference scores suggested that this 
occurred in part because givers overestimated the extent to which 
the shared gift would make the recipient feel less special compared 
to the personal gift (Mgiver = -.79 vs. Mrecipient = -.26, p = .002, media-
tion CI95% = [-.97, -.19]), and in part because givers held a stronger 
opinion than recipients that the shared gift would violate gift-giving 
norms (Mgiver = +.49 vs. Mrecipient = -.12, p < .001, mediation CI95% = 
[-.52, -.06]). Giver-recipient closeness did not affect the results.

The previous studies used the recipient’s birthday as the gifting 
occasion. When it comes to birthdays—and many other gift-giving 
occasions, such as Mother’s Day, retirements, and so on—the oc-
casion is celebrating one, specific person: the recipient. But certain 
other gift-giving occasions celebrate both the recipient and someone 
else, so making the individual recipient feel special is unlikely to 
be a giver’s top priority. For example, a giver contemplating what 
to give to a married friend as a housewarming gift is likely to have 
both people in the couple in mind, even if the giver’s friend is the 
only member of the couple who will actually receive the gift. More-
over, for these sorts of occasions, shared gifts are, presumably, more 
the rule than the exception, so givers’ concerns about violating gift-
giving norms should not apply. To that end, Study 3 tested whether 
givers’ choices are more aligned with recipients’ preferences when 
the gift-giving occasion celebrates more than just the direct recipient 
of a gift. Participants again considered exchanging either a personal 
cocktail glass or a shared cocktail glass set as a gift; however, some 
imagined that the gift was a birthday gift, whereas others imagined 
that it was a housewarming gift (i.e., the recipient and their signifi-
cant other moved into a new home; in neither case would the re-
cipient’s significant other be present when the gift was given, elimi-
nating this potential confound). In the birthday context, givers gave 
the shared gift less often than recipients preferred (Giver = 42% vs. 
Recipient = 59%, p = .006), but in the housewarming context, givers 
and recipients were equally likely to opt for the shared gift (Giver = 
82% vs. Recipient = 84%, p = .757).

In conclusion, our work adds to the gift-giving literature by 
identifying a new dimension on which gifts can be categorized, dem-
onstrating a novel giver-recipient asymmetry in preferences for gifts, 
and shedding light on the psychological mechanisms that contribute 
to this mismatch.

The Effect of Different Gift-Giving Motives on Givers’ 
Well-Being

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Gift giving is a positive social exchange between donors and 

recipients (Sherry 1983) that reinforces relationships (Caplow 1982; 
Lowrey, Otnes, and Ruth 2004; Otnes, Lowrey, and Kim 1993; Ruth, 
Otnes, and Brunel 1999). Prior research has focused on factors influ-
encing givers’ purchases, as well as the relationship between givers 
and recipients (Cleveland et al. 2003; Fischer and Arnold 1990; La-
roche et al. 2000; Otnes et al. 1993; Saad and Gill 2003; Vanhamme 
and De Bont 2008). We investigate how giving motivations affect 
givers’ well-being. 

An integrative theory of gift-giving motivations (Wolfinbarger 
1990; Wolfînbarger and Yale 1993) based on previous work (e.g., 
Goodwin, Smith, and Spiggle 1990; Sherry 1983) reveals three dis-
tinct motives. The altruistic motive maximizes the recipient’s wel-
fare; it does not aim at gain and voluntarily does good (Batson and 
Shaw 1991; Leeds 1963). The egoistic motive maximizes the giver’s 
own welfare; it aims at garnering social recognition, reinforcing re-
lationships, and establishing status. The social-norms-compliance 
motive maximizes obeying social obligations, including reciprocity 
and ritual. We will compare these three motives.

Individuals get emotional benefits from spending money on 
others (Dunn, Aknin, and Norton 2008, 2014). However, we exam-
ine the possibility that different motives underlying the same proso-
cial behavior such as gift giving might produce different implications 
for givers’ well-being.

First, we expect that an altruistic motivation will bring giv-
ers happiness. Evidence shows that both gift giving, in particular, 
and prosocial behavior, more generally, affect happiness (Aknin, 
Barrington-Leigh, et al. 2013; Aknin, Dunn, et al. 2013; Aknin, 
Dunn, and Norton 2012; Aknin, Hamlin, and Dunn 2012; Dunn et 
al. 2008; Dunn, Gilbert, and Wilson 2011; Elliott, Friston, and Dolan 
2000)survey data from 136 countries were examined and showed 
that prosocial spending is associated with greater happiness around 
the world, in poor and rich countries alike. To test for causality, in 
Studies 2a and 2b, we used experimental methodology, demonstrat-
ing that recalling a past instance of prosocial spending has a causal 
impact on happiness across countries that differ greatly in terms of 
wealth (Canada, Uganda, and India. Emotional benefits exist even 
when giving is anonymous, going beyond social rewards (Frey and 
Meier 2004). 

Second, we expect that a social-norms-compliance motive will 
not increase happiness to the same extent. When people’s helping be-
haviors emanate from self-imposed or external pressures, the subjec-
tive well-being associated with these actions is eliminated (Konrath 
2014; Weinstein and Ryan 2010).

Finally, we expect that an egoistic motivation might produce 
mixed emotions. Given that the motive itself is to obtain personal 
gain, givers might experience positive emotions. But egoistic giv-
ers might be less happy than altruistic givers. Recalling an altruistic 
(other-focused) helping behavior or prosocial spending led to higher 
levels of positive affect compared to recalling an egoistic (self-fo-
cused) behavior or personal spending (Aknin et al. 2011; Wiwad and 
Aknin 2017). Moreover, any positive emotion may be tainted by the 
simultaneous experience of negative emotions related to feelings of 
lower moral character (Wiwad and Aknin 2017) or other psychologi-
cal costs associated with egoism (Crocker, Canevello, and Brown 
2017)

We present three experiments examining givers’ emotions as a 
consequence of giving with three manipulated motives. We focus on 
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the aspect of well-being that refers to a balance between positive and 
negative emotions (Diener 2000; Kahneman, Diener, and Schwarz 
1999). This is the emotional component of hedonic well-being (Die-
ner 2000; Kahneman et al. 2004; Kahneman and Deaton 2010)

In study 1, participants (N = 117, Mage = 28.29) read a hypotheti-
cal scenario in which they buy a gift for a co-worker’s birthday. In a 
between-subjects design, the giving purpose was described as mak-
ing the co-worker happy (altruistic and pure altruistic, where giving 
was anonymous), reinforcing the identity as a “team player” (egois-
tic), or as expected by officemates (social norm). Then, we measured 
happiness (i.e., happy, cheerful, thrilled, excited; α = .92). Results 
revealed a significant effect of gift-giving motives on givers’ hap-
piness (F(3, 113) = 3.88, p = .011; Mpure altruism = 4.50, Maltruism = 3.91, 
Megoism = 3.65, Msn = 3.31). Post-hoc tests showed significant differ-
ences between pure altruism versus egoism (t(60) = 2.51, p = .015), 
and pure altruism versus social norm (t(60) = 3.71, p < .01). These 
results suggested that pure altruistic/altruistic motives led to greater 
happiness than egoistic/obeying-social norms motives.

In study 2, motives were manipulated as in study 1 (N = 156, 
Mage= 30.02). We measured  happiness and self-conscious negative 
emotions (i.e., guilty, regretful, remorseful, ashamed; α = .93). Re-
sults revealed that motives significantly influenced givers’ happiness 
(F(2, 153) = 6.36, p < .01; Maltruism = 4.66, Megoism = 4.31, Msn = 3.80) 
and negative emotions (F(2, 153) = 4.85, p < .01; Maltruism = 2.60, Me-

goism = 3.44, Msn = 3.30). Post-hoc tests showed significant differences 
in happiness between altruism versus social norm (t(105) = -3.65, 
p < .01), and egoism versus social norm (t(103) = -1.91, p = .059), 
suggesting altruistic/egoistic motives had positive effects on happi-
ness. The significant differences in negative emotions were between 
altruism versus egoism (t(102) = -2.71, p < .01), and altruism versus 
social norm (t(105) = -2.50, p = .014), suggesting that altruism pro-
duced the lowest level of negative emotions.

In study 3, participants (N = 161, Mage = 22.65) read the same 
scenario. We again measured participants’ happiness and self-con-
scious negative emotions. We found a significant main effect of mo-
tives on givers’ happiness (F(2, 158) = 7.44, p < .01; Maltruism = 5.09, 
Megoism = 4.54, Msn = 4.01) and negative emotions (F(2, 158) = 4.93, 
p < .01; Maltruism = 1.52, Megoism = 2.19, Msn = 2.05). Post-hoc tests 
showed significant differences in happiness between altruism versus 
egoism (t(108) = 2.06, p = .042), and altruism versus social norm 
(t(104) = 3.98, p < .01). Post-hoc tests also showed significant differ-
ences in self-conscious negative emotions between altruism versus 
egoism (t(108) = -2.93, p < .01), and altruism versus social norm 
(t(104) = -2.72, p < .01), again suggesting that altruism led to the 
lowest level of negative emotions.

The results suggest that gift-giving motivations affect givers’ 
emotions differently. Altruism produces the highest level of positive 
emotions, but the difference, especially with egoism, is not so strik-
ing, and egoistic giving also makes givers happy. However, altruism 
is also associated with the lowest level of negative emotions, while 
egoism produces a high level of negative emotions. Thus, from a 
broader perspective, altruism has the greatest positive impact on he-
donic well-being via positive and negative emotions. 

Close, but not Generous: Machiavellians, Reciprocity, 
and Prosocial Giving

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Consumers spend money on others in at least two ways, gifts 

to others and donations (Dunn et al. 2008). In this paper, we investi-
gate consumers’ donations to organizations, which is a specific form 
of prosocial giving. Giving money as donations is often considered 

altruistic and prosocial (Batson 1998). However, not all prosocial 
giving is altruistic (Simpson and Willer 2015). Sometimes people 
give to prosocial causes to increase utility to themselves (e.g. build 
relationships, increase self-esteem, be recognized for their actions; 
Hilbert and Horne 1996). We examine how Machiavellianism, de-
fined as a tendency to distrust, engage in manipulative behaviors, 
and gain control (Dahling, Whitaker, and Levy 2009), influences do-
nations. Machiavellianism has been associated with greater concern 
for maximizing self-benefits (Sakalaki, Richardson, and Thepaut 
2007), lower likelihood of helping others (Wolfson 1981), lower in-
terest in developing closer relationships (Lyons and Aitken 2010), 
and greater engagement in pretend altruism in the presence of others 
(Bereczkei, Birkas, and Kerekes 2010). Therefore, we predict that 
consumers with high Mach tendencies will donate less. High-Machs 
could use donations as a strategic tool to build relationships and to 
advance self-interests. Therefore, high-Machs will donate less to or-
ganizations that are closer to them because there is less utility that 
can be derived by donating more when they already share a close 
relationship. 

To use donations as an effective strategy to advance high-
Machs’ self-interest, they would also need to perceive the receiver’s 
ability to reciprocate. Higher ability of the receiving organization 
to reciprocate may signal to high-Machs that there is a low need for 
donations and their generosity would be perceived as less impactful. 
Therefore, we argue that the giver’s beliefs about ability of the re-
ceiving organization to reciprocate further interacts with Machiavel-
lianism and relationship closeness to influence donations.

Therefore, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 1: Consumers with higher Machiavellianism will 
spend lesser on donations.

Hypothesis 2: Consumers with higher Machiavellianism will 
spend significantly lesser amounts of money on 
donations when they have a close relationship 
with the receiving organizations than they would 
if they had less close relationships with the re-
ceiving organizations.

Hypothesis 3: Hypothesis Consumers with higher Machiavel-
lianism will spend lesser money on donations 
when they have a closer relationship with the 
organization, and when they believe that the re-
ceiving organization is able to reciprocate their 
donation than when they have less close rela-
tionship, and have lesser belief in its reciprocity 
ability.

Study 1
73 (54.93% female; 81.43% Caucasian; Mage = 21.07 years) un-

dergraduate students responded to measures in two study sessions 
separated by seven days. Participants were offered a chance to win 
$20 gift card in return for participation. In the first session, partici-
pants responded to a 16-item Machiavellian Personality Scale (α = 
.86; MPS; Dahling et al. 2009) and demographics. During the second 
session, we manipulated respondents’ closeness by asking them to 
think and write about an organization that was close to them (versus 
not close). To measure giving, we asked them to indicate the amount 
of money they would be willing to give to this organization. 
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H1 was tested by conducting a regression analyses with do-
nation-spending as DV, and Machiavellianism as predictor. Results 
(βMach = -.35; p = .00) confirmed that Machiavellianism was nega-
tively related to spending on donations. 

To test H2, we conducted a moderated regression analyses with 
donation-spending as the outcome, Machiavellianism as the predic-
tor, and closeness condition as the moderator. Results (βMach*closeness= 
-.26; p = .02) showed that Machiavellianism inhibited spending on 
donations more in the high closeness group (βMach= -.60; p = .00) 
than in the low closeness group (βMach= -.08; p = .63). Results held 
after controlling for household income.

Study 2
To further investigate the effects of Machiavellianism and close-

ness, and to potentially uncover the reasons behind the contingencies 
observed in study 1, we recruited 134 non-student consumers (59.7% 
female; M age = 46.27 years; full time workers). As in study 1, the 
MPS (α = .89) measured Machiavellianism. Participants named any 
organization they have interacted with and were then indicated their 
closeness by using a single item measure that schematically rep-
resented the relationship between themselves and the organization 
as circles 1 = no overlap between circles (minimal closeness) to 7 
= complete overlap (extreme closeness; Aron, Aron, and Smollan, 
1992). Spending on donations was measured similar to study 1. Fi-
nally, to investigate whether the closeness-contingent effects of Ma-
chiavellianism on donation-spending was further dependent on the 
giver’s beliefs of the ability of receiving organization to reciprocate, 
we measured reciprocity ability (2 items; α = .88).

H1 was further replicated in this study because Machiavellian-
ism negatively affected spending on donations (βMach = -.17; p = .05). 
H2 was also replicated in this sample as our results (βMach*closeness= 
-.29; p = .00) showed that Machiavellianism inhibited donation-
spending more strongly when closeness was higher (βMach= -.48; p = 
.00) than when closeness was lower (βMach= .11; p = .38). 

H3 was tested by a three-way moderated regression analyses 
with donation-spending as the dependent variable, Machiavellian-
ism as the predictor, and both closeness and reciprocity ability as 
moderators. Our results (βMach*closeness*reciprocity ability= -.20; p = .03) 
showed that the patterns by which Machiavellianism interacted with 
the reciprocity ability beliefs of the giver differed between the con-
sumers who experienced lower closeness (βMach*reciprocity ability= .18; p = 
.13) and higher closeness (βMach*reciprocity ability= -.21; p = .14). A follow 
up analyses revealed that especially when consumers experienced 
higher closeness with the organization they noted, a higher belief in 
reciprocity ability further amplified the inhibitory effects of Machia-
vellianism on donation-spending compared to when they had lower 
reciprocity ability beliefs.

Discussion and Conclusions
In sum, our results show that Machiavellianism has generally 

inhibitory effect on prosocial giving. While this could be expected, 
our results also suggest that closeness can further exacerbate the in-
hibitory effect of Mach on donations. Further, we also showed that 
consumers belief of the organization’s ability to reciprocate also ex-
acerbates the effects of Mach and closeness. This paper highlights 
prosocial giving of Machiavellian consumers and the not-so altruis-
tic conditions of their giving. 

Broadening the Framework of Gift Giving

EXTENDED ABSTRACT
Gifts are tools for symbolic communication. Through gifts, giv-

ers try to reconfigure and reinforce their social relationships (Belk 
1979; Camerer 1988) and status positions (Caplow 1982; Joy 2001). 
The foundational Dyadic Gift Giving Model, developed by Sherry 
(1983) almost four decades ago, details the gift giving process. It 
describes how givers first think about and select gifts during the 
Gestation stage. They then present them during Prestation, which is 
followed by the Reformulation stage where dyads reevaluate their 
relationships in the context of the gifts. While the Dyadic Gift Giv-
ing Model has a catch-all substage of disposal at the end of the pro-
cess that includes everything from using the gifts to throwing them 
away, the model does not delve into the details of these essential 
recipient activities. Recipients’ extended engagement with gifts after 
they receive them is crucial, yet this is not included as a conceptually 
important and distinct process in existing dyadic gift models.  

In this conceptual paper, we argue that while the Dyadic Gift 
Giving Model established important steps in the gift-giving process, 
it is not complete. When someone receives a gift, their experience 
in the gift process often has just begun. Their role as a recipient is 
activated as they convert the gift into a usable experience -- redeem-
ing the gift card, wearing the sweater, using the toy, or making plans 
to attend the concert -- which are consequential for the success of 
the gift and the social relationship that the gift is meant to reinforce. 
Yet most gifting theory neither conceptualizes these components of 
the recipient experience nor the important relationship reformula-
tion work that occurs throughout the recipient’s engagement with the 
gift, despite evidence that this is fundamentally important in the gift 
process. This project introduces the Extended Dyadic Gift Giving 
Model adding three new multidimensional stages, bringing impor-
tant conceptual clarity to the dyadic gift process. It contributes to the 
literature by detailing the important role of recipients, who can be 
more involved with the gift than givers. In doing so, it opens up new 
conceptual terrain for future cultural and psychological research. 

The Extended Gift Model
While the drama of the giver presenting the gift to the recipient 

and the initial reaction to the gift is important for reformulating the 
dyadic relationship (Wooten and Wood 2004), consumer research on 
dyadic gift process tends to stop around this point, even when the 
recipient’s perspective is analyzed (Ruth, Otnes, and Brunel 1999). 
However, for the recipient, the journey with the gift has just started. 
We briefly summarize the new stages added by our model that cap-
ture this recipient experience.

Gift Realization
Gift Realization begins where the original Dyadic Gift Giving 

Model (Sherry 1983) tapers off: after relationship reformulation. 
It has three components: Secondary Gestation, Phenomenological 
Experience, and Dispossession. Recipients do not necessarily go 
through all of these substages, but they all go through at least one. 
Rather than following a unidirectional path from giver to recipient, 
the process is more dynamic. 

Secondary Gestation. Some gifts such as gift cards, experiential 
gifts, and gifts needing assembly require transformation, a second-
ary stage of gestation after the gift is received but before the gift can 
be used; recipients must put in thought and effort to convert the gift 
into a usable form. For instance, a gift card recipient accepts a plastic 
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card in prestation, but the giver intends for it to be converted into a 
usable item or experience. 

Phenomenological Experience. A centerpiece of our model is 
the phenomenological experience. This is the portion of recipient en-
gagement where the gift is used. During this time, the recipient ex-
tracts value from the gift through engagement with it. For instance, 
a child who receives Legos as a gift builds a village on the table one 
week and then transforms it to a train station in their bedroom the 
next, constructing time and time again. Or, the recipient of a cookie 
making kit gathers their family to bake and then they eat the cookies 
together, the sweater recipient wears it through several seasons, a 
gifted painting is placed on the wall to be seen, the recipient of show 
tickets experiences the show. 

Dispossession (with and without use). Gift dispossession oc-
curs when the gift no longer belongs to the intended recipient in its 
intended form. Prototypically, dispossession occurs either without 
use and with use. Without use occurs at the beginning of the Gift 
Realization stage. They might dislike the gift or giver, it might be 
a duplicate, or it might be broken. The recipient might choose to 
return, exchange, donate, swap, sell, throw away, destroy, regift, or 
reject it. Dispossession can also occur with use when some value has 
been extracted or it is accidentally destroyed. 

Storage
Some gifts are neither used immediately nor disposed of, in-

stead they are put in a place where they are not engaged with. Stor-
age can be a transition stage between engagement and dispossession, 
but an item might also remain in the stage indefinitely. 

Secondary Reformulation
Initial reformulation typically occurs based on surface knowl-

edge of the gift - unwrapping it and seeing it in its package, touching 
the fabric, or imagining how one might use the gift card. However, 
the secondary reformulation stage occurs after the gift has been ex-
perienced in some way. It is through this period that relationship 
realignment occurs as the affective reaction to the gift shifts or it 
simply reaffirms the relationship and status roles through use.

Factors Impacting the Process 
Consumer research shows tremendous variation in people’s en-

actment of the stages in the original Dyadic Gift Giving Model. How 
people experience the additional stages will also likely vary based on 
several variables. We focus on social and gift-related variables that 
likely influence recipients in each stage . Ultimately, this extended 
model opens up novel arenas for cultural and psychological research 
on gift giving.
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