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Abstract

Business gifts to consumers are an increasingly popular marketinigrtdoisinessesusedto

creake long-term customer relationship$he intention behind business gifts is to provoke
reciprocal behavior a widelyused theory in gifgiving researchi from consumers, such as

positive wordof-mouth, purchase, and repurchasée aim of this study was to examine

whether different typesforepresentatiorof the business havdifferential effects on the
consumer 6s evaluation of the gift and the ||
study investigated the impact of the consume
in this context, by including this relation in the model as a mediating variable. An online
experiment demonstrated that a lower perceived social distance between the consumer and the
business has a strong, positive effect on the two outcome variabtegvauation and
reciprocation likelihoodMoreover, the business representation as an individual, compared to

the business representation as an entity, leads to a lower perceived social distdmeenore,

in comparison to a business representatioramsentity, abusiness representatias an

individual leads to a more positiggft evaluation ané highemreciprocation likelihooddue to

a lower perceived social distan€enally, the research showed tlila¢ moregoositivea business

gift is evaluaed, the higher is the o n s u me r 6 go rdciprécat.l Both toeoretical and

practical implications foresearchers as well bssinesses and practitioners are discussed.

Keywords: Businesgsto-consumer; Gift givingBusiness representation; Social distance; Gift

evaluation; Reciprocation likelihood
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The behavior of gift giving is a universal phenomenon anchored in society throughout
history, culturesand religions (e.g., Mauss 341990; Malinowski, 192/1993. Gift giving
accompanies uguring our lifetimeand even goes beyond (Belk 1977). In our modestern
society, for example, it starts with gifting a puppet to a newborn, continues with birthday and
Christmas presents, a new backpack for the first dagcloool, a ring for the engagement,
followed by countless additional occasions. Even after death (Drenten, McManus, &
Labrecque, 2017), people express their lovelbgingflowers andsculptureson the graveof
their gone loved onesr by lighting up @ndles in their memory

As nowadays longerm relationships with customers are a focal objective for
businesses, also companies pick up on gift giving. There are different kinds of business gifts
that companies give to their customers, among athglitarian versus hedonic, branded versus
unbranded, and tangible versus intangible obj&dssible giftsmaybe pens or cups with the
c o mp a n g, drial prbdoags of the newly introduced candy bar or soft drink, as well as
services, like a free trial monthf a music streaming service or a minimalized version of a
mobile applicationintentions behind business gitise, among other#nfluendng customer
attitudes and attraclg new customers, triggering new purchases of and retaining existing
customersas well asexpressing appreciation towards existing customers for past purchases
(Beltramini, 1992, 2000).

A look at the average expenditures on giftgenerabluring the yeademonstratesnce
morethe significance of gifts in our modern society. Including several gift segments, such as
general merchandise, clothing and clothing accessories, furnishings, electronics and appliances,
sporting goods, books, and music, the totaldif8ng market in 2015 was worth more than
$130 billion (Danziger , 2-@vinghudgetis divededinfogwoc al ¢
categoriesgifts for holiday festivities e.g,Chr i st mas, ,avod h\ea |@ayitDiarye 6 s
and gifts for speial occasions e.g.,birthdays, weddingsand anniversaries. While slightly
more than half of the total annual budget is spent on gifts for holiday festivities, the rest is spent
on occasional gifting throughout the year (Danziger, 2017). For the upggesins, from 2019
to 2023, the gifigiving culture is even predicted to steadily grow with a compound annual
growth rate of 5% for the gifts novelty and souvenirs market (Research and Markets, 2018).
According to Research and Markets (2018), especiafigopalized gifts are trending in recent
and upcoming years, highlighting the crucial persasglkectonnected tgift giving.



In conclusion, there are numerous arguments that document the strong personal meaning
a gift represents. Gift giving is used taiild, maintain and strengthen interpersonal
relationships (Belk, 1977; Sherry, 1983). Other than just the material value of the object, a gift
represents a deeper spiritual meaning that adds to its worthiness. The gift giver includes a
special symbolismatthe gift that is transferred to the receiver along with the object, making it
a special type of social interaction (Mauss542990). Only if the receiver interprets this
underlying meaning corr ect |ldgsignatedhobjectiya (Belk, ¢ a n
1979).

An omnipresent and generally accepted theoretical nomifthgiving research is the
norm of reciprocity. It states that if someone has received a favor, the favor should be returned
from the recipient to the giver (Pergini, Gallucci, Presaghi, & Ercolani, 2003). Mauss
(1954/1990), one of the pioneers in gifiving research, even defimé as a moral obligation
to give, receiveand return a giftApplying the norm of reciprocityn thecontext ofbusiness
to-consumergift giving, the consumés reciprocal behavioafter receiving a gift from a
business can be showfor instance in terms of positive woraf-mouth, purchase, and
repurchase.

Another theory that is used in the present research GdhstrualLevel Theaoy (CLT)
with a focus on the dimension of social dista(iteope & Liberman, 2010)Social distance
measures thesgchological space between social groups (Bogardus, 1933). According to Trope
and Liberman (2010), individuals use mental representatisogallecconstrual$ to describe
objects that are differing from their sg@érception in the here and now. Ttessumeha with
an increasing interpersonal distance regarding the differences in characteristics and similarities
bet ween social groups, individuals describe
superordinateo (Tr ope & namelyhighleval nonstrzaBiritle, p. 4
present businesgo-consumer gifigiving setting, it is investigate if the g i f t gi ver ¢
representation athe companytself leads to a more abstract and consequently more socially
distant perception of the busindgsconsumers, comparéalthe representation as an employee
of the company.

Building on the introduced theoretical background, thester thesis examines the
importance of the personal aspect in the context of gift giving between a business and
consumers. Followinthe recommendation lBodurandGrohmann (2005) that future research
into gift giving mayexamine how the characterist s of the gi ft giver in
response to the gift, this study closely examines the impact of two different forms of

representation of the business as gift giver on the consumer response. The present research



examineswhether the represeaxtton of the businesghg gift giver) as an individual (an
employeeof the compan)yaffects the consum@ (the gift receiver) evaluation of the gift and
reciprocation likelihood positively, in contrast to the business represented as an entity (the
company as a whole). In this context, the social distance between the business and the consumer
is included in the model as a mediating variable.

Complementing theindeexamined field of study of gift receiving in a businéss

consumer setting, the presatudyaims atansweing the following research question:
How do onsumes respor to businesgifts in abusinesso-consumersetting?
Accompanying sub question:

How does therepresentation of thbusiness as amdividual Compared taan entity)

affect theco n s u neealualian of thebusinesgift andreciprocationlikelihood?

Gift giving is suggestedsbeing an effective promotional tool in the marketing mix of
busi nesses t o infl uence t hendrhehawviw gBodume r sd6 a
Grohmann, 2006 However, as gifts can also influeneeipient®responses negatively, it is
important that several characteristics regarding the gift, the ,garat the receiver are
considered in the planning and execution of such promotyesious literature includes only
little insightintoconsume r s 6 r tegftpecaptior B addition, the setting of businéss
consumer gifigiving behavior is not researched adequately to @&iéarni, Otnes, Ruth, &

White, 2008) This research complements the existing knowledge with new insigbtgift-

giving behavior, more speciadly with a focus orgiver characteristics and how they influence

the receiverdés response. 't i s | mpmacdssent f or
that affect the perception of gifts and the responses they trigger, as this knowledge can be used

for a more effective execution of busingssconsumer gift giving.

In order to address the research question, the present master thesis gives an olverview
previous research in the field of study gift-giving behavior andf important theoretical
background. Thertheresearchmethodi the online experimeritis preseted, its application
is justified and the researatesign is explained he results are assessadlfurther elaborated
on in thecourse of thaliscussion Thereby a connection isstablisked to the theoretical
background. Finally, theonclusion summarizes the most important findings of the present
researchThe results are discussed, theoretical as well as managerial implications are suggested

limitations are commented on, and propositions for future research are made.



Chapter 2: Literature Review

The present mster thesis examines how egitver characteristics influence the
receiver 0s r es pon s-cohsamet seteng. §yloré dpecifically, the ddudys i n e ¢
examines whether the representation of the busifthegyift giver) as an individual an
employeeof the company versus an entity thecompanyas a wholé has an impact on the
consumer response, in terms of gift evaluation and reciprocation likelihood. This chapter
elaborates the theoretical baaisdassumptionswhich aresubsequentlyised to establish the

hypotheses and the conceptual model of the study.

2.1 The Business Gift

Although the context of gift givinghas been researchexktensively, onlya few
researchers attempt to formally define the concept of a gift. Instead, most of the times, the gift
is seen as part of the gifting process and thus nohceptualized separately (Davies, Whelan,
Foley, & Walsh, 2010). According to Belk (1977), fontarrelated functions can be attributed
to the gift: communication, social exchange, economic exchange, and socialization (Sherry,
1983).

As a means of communication, Belk (198@esparallels to traditional models of the
communication process (e.g., Deét, 1970; Cherry, 1966; Lasell, 1948) Accordingly, he
gift, just like the message, contains an underlying meaning that is encodeddify theer.

The recipient has to decodastparticularmeaningfirst in order to understand it correctly.
Thus, br the partners involved in the gifting procesgift representtheexpression of a unique
meaning that goes beyond verbal communication (KreRiedr 1992).

Il n the context of soci al exchange, t he
maintainingnt er per sonall relationshipso gtiegiftas, 1977
an invitation to partnership and a statement of social relationst@pce, part from the
meaning a gift has, there is also a symbolism that is represented by th&/dffhifarger,

1990, such as friendshipnd affection. Belk (1977) highliglstthe importance of correctly
interpreting this underlying symbolism of the gift, as ytsléhe basis for future exchangenA
incorrectlyinterpreted intentiobehinda received dt can lead to a negative outcome. This
specialpowera gift can exeris stressed by Ruth, Otneand Brunel (1999 the context of
social relationshipsThey state that giftscan strengthen, weakemr even end a relationship

between exchange partners.



The giftdéds function in economic exchange
involved parties initiated by the original gifh this respect3elk (1977)addressgthe fairness
of the exchangeReferring to Mauss (B2/1990), the gift implicates the obligation to return
the favor adequately with a gift of at least the same or corresponding value.

Regarding the giftdés funct isomhovwdiftsaffecci al i z
children andhow theyteach them social norms and views. He emphasimegreat but often
disregarded influence a gift can have on especially younger individuals and their social
education. Several empirical studgsgpportthis argumente.g., Bradbard, 1985t is widely
claimed that thereare differences in gifts given to children as well as requested by children,
differing by their gender. For instance, Bradbard (1985) diseovaran empirical studyhat
it wasmore likely that girls receivteor requestddomestic items, whereas boys most likedy g
or asledfor construction items.

In their attempt to define the construct of a gift more precisely, Da&ties (2010)
suggest that nAt henandtfansferiohsentethingessonebne withaitithec t i o
expectation of direct compensation, but with the expectation of a return, be it reciprocity, a
change in the relationship with the recipient, or a favor or another social or psychological
benefit.Bel{agnd Coanil993efert o t he gi ft as a fAgood or

giver's ti me, activities, and i1deas) [t hat
(p- 394).Thus, thereaaredifferent views on the motivation behigdsing a giit. Oneperception
is that a gift is given voluntarily without any obligation attach&dother perception is that
gifts are given with the expectation of getting something in return. The latter perception is
common especially if the gift is not given in aterpersonal relationship, but in a commercial
contexti e.g., a promotional gift given by a company
With regard tahe multitude of functions of a gift and its significant impact on society,
companiesalsouse gifts in order to achieve certain objees. Companies address business
gifts at other companies, employees (busktedsusiness gift)and consumers (business
consumer gift). There are three broad categories of use for businesshgiitsig appreciation,
creating a positive first impressi, and exchanging favors (Arunthanes, Tansuhaj, & Lemak,
1994). Business gifts affect business relationships, wéachbe ruinedlue to inappropriate
execution or misunderstandings A Busi ness gi ft gi ving, i f i
sensitive negotiations, ruin potential new business relationships and/or lead to legal
complications i n t hhanesrettale 19948491 onal arenao (A
Although most of the attributes of the concept of a gift in an interpersonal context can

be transferred to the business gift, there are some distinctive fedtet@sen consumeo-



consumer and businessconsumer gift givingDepending on the targeted recipient, business
gifts have to fulfil several ethical and legal principles that are pddtgrmined by formal
guidelines.Violating these guidelinemaybe interpreted as bribery or corruptiand in turn
may bepenalized drastically (Steidlmeier, 199%he limitations can refer tattributes, such
asthe monetary value of the gifindthe underlying intentiorof giving the gift which may

lead to misinterpretation.

2.2 Gift-Giving Research in Different Settings

The elaboration of the construct of a gift is followed by an overview of previous research
on gift givingin thesettingsof consumeito-consumer and businessconsumer gift giving in
this section.

Early research ithe field of gift giving is especiallypased orantropologcal and
ethnographicaliterature. Malinowski (1922/1992) and Mauss (1954/199®)0 pioneers in
gift-giving researchexploral the interpersonal systems of exchange betwiercultures of
archaic tribesMalinowski (19221992)repored aboutthe Kula, araditionalritual ceremony
of exchange among Trobriand Islandbesexperienced in an empiricatlfi study.The main
significance of tis exchangef giftsdoesnotlay inthe intrinsic value of thexchangeabjects,
but in itsrole asa way of communicating and building relationships ansoagdiversity of
people who partly speak different languagBlsereby the Kula acts as a socially integrated
means of trading, negotiating statusnd substituting warfare (Fletcher, 201 Mauss
(1954/1990) addresdesimilar aspects in his researcm sewral indigenous systems of
exchange, e.gthe Potlatch ceremony. He agtthttributes such as honor, powand societal
statuswhichare shown through such ritumremoniesandhe examinel thatnot onlyobjects
but also persons and rights can be imeadl in such tradesMoreover, Mauss (13%1990)

i ntroduces the concept oHauddscnbes aparsonglispiriathae d f r
a gift giver attaches to a gift and transfer therecipientalong with the gifted objecStrongly
emphasized is the moral obligation ofji& receiverto accept the gift as well as to return the

favor and thus, to return the spirit to its owaesome point in the futu@®lauss, 1954/1990).

In this work the obligations of the gHgjiving process are seen agtatal social faa, an activity

that affects the whole society in economic, legal, political, and religious regards, underlining

the importance of gift givingA streamof a large body ofollowing studies (e.gBoas, 1966;

Geertz, 180) buids up on the work of Malinowski (2Z2/1992) and Mauss (1954/1990),

supporting their findings and especially establishing the notion of the obligation to reciprocate



a gift as an underlying conceptgift giving. Another fundamental contribution tbe field of

gift giving was made by Sher(983). In his model, Sherry (1983) gives a detailed overview
of the process of gHtjiving behavior. Thanodelviews gift giving as a continuous exchange
between the donor (gift giver) and the recipjemd hghlights aspects in this relationship, such
as behaviors, feelings, and external influenddss study hasset theconceptualbasis for
numerous following consumer studies on gift giving (e.g., Belk & Coon, 1993; Ruth et al.,
1999 Sherry & McGrath, 1989) and fihas established gift giving as an important area of
scholarly investigation in consumer resear@Biesler, 2006p. 284. To date,most studies in
the extensively researched field ainsumeito-consumer gift givinghave beerfocusingon

the examination of the gift giver side, for instamoeestigatinggift giver characteristics (e.g.,
Andreoni, Brown, & Rischall, 2003jnotives behind gift givingg.g.,Griffin, Babin, Attaway,

& Darden, 1998 andexternal factoranfluenang gift giving (Sargeant, Radcliffe, & Jay,
2003. However, only little is known about the gift receiver sidgpeciallyin terms of
responses to a gift.

In the context of busineds-consumer gift givingacademic literature is scarce with
only three studiegxistingin this area Raghubir (2004 }ktatesthat infifree gift with purchase
promotions, the consumeis judgemeniof the monetary value of a git based omdditional
accessiblenformation such as the name of the gifiving brandandthe product category of
the gift. According toBodur and Grohmann (20Q5¢onsumer responses to busingss
consumer gift§ in terms of gift evaluation and reciprocation likelihdodre not significantly
affected by gift value and recipient gender, \eerty strongly impacted by the relationship with
the business arttie nature ofequesing reciprocationKulkarni et al.(2008)demonstratéthat
with a neither high nor low, but with a moderate perceived congruentiee gift/product
combinationt he consumers6é6 gift evaluation and att
gift is most favorable.

As there is onlyittle knowledgein the field of businesfo-consumer gift givingand the
rules regulating gift evahtion and reciprocation likelihood in this field are believed to differ
from thosesteeringconsumetto-consumer gift exchange (Bodur & Grohmann, 20Q6g

present study was conducted to complement this area of research

2.3The Construct of Social Disance

Empiricalr esearch demonstrates that peoplebs

an event is strongly affected by temporal distance (Liberman & Trope, 1998; Trope &



Liberman, 2003; &rster, Friedman, & Liberman, 2004). Respectively, informatioan event
thatistempordy di st ant from the here and now of the

of abstract, schemati c, and dec-bavektoahsized
(Nan, 2007, p. 490). Contrarily, lesstemporaltiance r at her i nduces des
concret e, detail ed, and cont elxetvueal | iczoends tfreuaat! u

2007, p. 490). Relating mental representati@onstruad) of situations to temporal distance,
Liberman andlrope (1998) introduce their temporal construal theory.

Trope and Liberman (2010) generalize these findings for additional distance dimensions
and extend their earlier temporal construal theory. With the construal level theory of
psychological distance (L), they present a unifying framework integrating several previously
established theories of individual distance dimensions and types of mental construals.
Psychological distance is here seen as the extent to which an object is distant from the self in
thehere and now the reference pointthrough the dimensions of time, space, social distance
and hypotheticality. ATranscending the self
the farther removed an object is from direct experience, the Higloee abstract) [is] the level
of construal of that objecto (Trope & Libern
cognitively related to each other, similarly affect and are affected by the mental representation
and have a similar influenceone i ndi vi dual 6s preference, pr
Liberman, 2010).

As one dimension of CLT, social distanceimeasurdor thepsychologicakpace that
exists between individuglbetweersocial groug (Bogardus, 1933)or betweeranindividual
andanobject, e.g.acompaly or abrand (Malar, Krohmer, Hoyer, & Nyffenegger, 2011). The
present study focuses on the concept of social distance in form of similarity (Trope, Liberman,

& Wakslak, 2007). In general, similarity is perceivedténms of congruence between the
individualts self andthe attributes represented by the oppasitkvidual or object (Matr et

al., 2011).AThe selfconcept is defined as the cognitive and affective understanding of who and
what we aré (Mal?r et al, 2011, p. 36)Similarity relatesto the opposite individué personal
traits, such as similarity in personal characteristics, attit@weackground variables (Heider,
1958) respectively theopposte o b j e c t 6 5 suehtas valuesnad éxgressionghat are
represented by the objecThe higher the congruence betweenséhattributes and the

i ndi vi dthalowersthe soeidl flistance. (Trope & Liberman, 2010). Moreover, the less
psychdogically distant an individual canobject is,the morereliable information isvailable
andaccessible, and the more concrete and detailed is the mental representhatsopenficular
individual or object (Malar et al, 2011 Trope & Liberman, 2010 Liviatan, Trope and



Liberman (2008) empirically demonstrate how similarity affeitte judgement 6 other
individual®behavior and find that while the behaviors of similar individuals are identified in
contruals of lower leveli.e., in more concrete terms, behaviors of liskr individuals are
identified in highetlevel construalsi.e., in more abstract terms.

The present study applies the theory of social distance to the context of btiginess
consumegift giving and observes how different forms of representation afdh®any as the
gift giver impact the perceived psychological distance to the recipient. When interacting with
the consumer namely bygiving a gifti a business can be represergéleras an entity or as
an individual.While inthe case of thédusinesdeingrepreserdas an entity, the company as
a whole gives the gift to the consumer,tire case of theéusiness beingepresenteds an
individual, an employee of the company gives the gificording tothe CLT andthe social
distance theory, theonss me (the gift receivey judgementon the businesgthe gift give)
depends on the similarity between both parfie@speet al, 2007)

In the case of the employee representing the business as a gift giver, the recipient may
create a mental representation based on the personal traits that are presented through the
message. The employee broadly introdubesselfhimself and thereby shares individal
information, such as gender, professiand affective attributeswith the consumer. Being
presented with this information, the consunseable torelate to the employee and compare
these attributes with the consumeros self, ¢

In thecase of the company as a whole representing the business as a gift giver, the initial
position differs The business can be regarded as an object that the consumer judges by the
congruence betweeherhis own self andt he ¢ o mp a ny [nghis adntext, iabb ut e s .
interesting conceps br and personality, Awhich refers t
associated with a br comghoyreSpadcivegbrandis andnéafgible p. 34
object that is created in the mind of tleonsumer Keller, Ap®ia, & Georgson, 2011
Marketersuse personifications, anthropomorphizatioasd user imagery to create unique
visual images of their brand order tomake it easier foa consumer to relate tib (Aaker,

1997). By providing alditional informationaboutand giving human traitsto a brand the
consumeis givenattributes that enable Hiaim to relate to this informatioand establish more
concrete mental representatiqi®y-level construals). In turn, brand personality can leaal to
lower-level ofperceivedsocial distance.

Nevertheless, fand personality is here seen critically, asabesumer knows that the
created image of a brand is only fictitious. Although this humanization of brands increases the

ability of a consumer to rale to a brand, it is expected that a teahan being in this case



the employeeof the companyi has a greater impact on perceived social distathee toa
higher amount of matching personal traits with the consumer. Therefore, the first hypothesis
supposeshat the perceived social distance betwaaonsumeand abusiness as a gift giver

represented as an individusallower,in comparison t@businesgepresented as an entity:

H1: The business as a gift giver represented as an entity (compared to an individual)

has a positive effect on social distance

2.4The Construct of Gift Evaluation

In this research,r@ of themeasures afonsumeresponses to the receipt of a business
gift is gift evaluation According to product evaluation literature (Mano & Oliver, 1993}, g
evaluationconsiders two dimensions of product relevahneee The utilitarian or instrumental
dimension is one of thenHereby, the individuakvaluates a producwith regard to its
usefulness emphasizing instrumental and functional aspects of the prod(dhar &
Wertenbroch, 2000Mano & Oliver, 1993. The hedonic or aesthetic dimension is the second
dimension whereby tle product is valued bgroperties that are intrinsically pleasjngg.,
featuresthat provide fun, excitemerdr pleasure(Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982Mano &
Oliver, 1993) Mano and Oliver (1993presenempiriale vi dence t hat Aut il it
is more functional and cognitive in nature, as it deals, primarily, with the fulfillment of
i nstrument al expectations cons unhitesdedoniay hav
evaluation is more affective in natudealing withthe fulfillment of product expectations based
onemotionalaspectgMano & Oliver, 1993)

With regard to the unique attributes afift, it is believed that théwo mentioned
dimensions are not considered equivalently ingtfteevaluationprocessAn object given as a
gift does nosimply representhe featureghat exclusively relate to this particular produomit
moreoverit includesadditional emotional attributes that are added througbgeeial meaning
and symbolisma gift giver attaches to # giftedobject(e.g, Belk, 1977; Mauss 1954/1990)
Thus, the hedonic dimension, referring to the affective attributes of a product, weey imeore
significant impact on the overall evaluation of the tifin the utilitarian dimensiokowever,
as mentioneckarliera gi ft can only provoke the gift gi
able to interpret the underlying meaning and sgisin of the giftcorrectly (Belk, 1977)A
misunderstanding of the intention behind the gift could otherwise lead to a negative gift
evaluation (Belk, 1977).

1C



Drawing on social distanctheory (Malér et al. 2011; Trope et al., 2007tope &
Liberman, 201} this research explores the relationsbgiweenthe gift evaluation and the
psychological distanceamongst thajift giver andthe gift receiver It is expected thathe gift
receivero6s perception of the gift giver, i
the mental representationasa significant impact on whether the gift is evaluated positively
or negativelyln thecase of a low social distandsth sides have a high similariggnd a large
amount of reliable information about the gift giver is accessible to the receiver. This allows for
a concrete mental representation of the gift giver, thoughldeel construalsHence, the
recipient is ableo relate to the gift giver and is more likely to correctigerstand anhterpret
the underlying meaning and symbolism of the @#sides the intrinsic value, thimderlying
meaning and symbolism of the gift, in turn, creates additional emotions walthe gifted
object. As the hedonic evaluation tikerefore influenced in a positive wathe overall
evaluation of the gift imlsopositively impacted.

To put the previous argumentation in other words, a highereivedsocial distance
between the gift giver artthe receiveris believed tdead to a more negatiwvaluation of the
gift. The second hypothesis reads:

H2: Social distance has @egativeeffect on gift evaluatian

Additionally, the relationship between the type of representation of the business as a gift
giver and the gift evaluation is examiné&bcial distance is used to explain this relationship.
As mentioned earlierit is likely that a consumer perceives an employee representing the
business as a gift giver psychologically closer thénsinessepresented as an entity. This is
due to a higher similarity between the consumer and the employee in view of personal traits,
such as gerat, ageand profession. In contrast, a compamgycreate associations with human
characteristicsHowever, the consumer is expected to still have a more abstract perception of
the businesscompared to the employeBue to thelower level of perceived smal distance
towards an employeeore favorable attributes of the gift giver are accessitilee consumer.
Especially in the personal context of gift giving, these favorpbltsonal characteristiezld
extrinsic emotional value to the giftvhich is considered in the evaluation procemsd
ultimately transferred into thgift evaluation.If the gift giver is thecompanyitself, these

additional hedonic attributes are not available to the consumer.
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Consequently, the third hypothesis proposes theat to a lower perceived social
distancea gift given by an individual representing the businesyaduated more positively

than a gift given by a business represented as an entity:

H3: The business as a gift giver represented as an entity (compared to an individual)

has anegativeindirect effect on gift evaluation, mediated by social distance

2.5 The Construct of Reciprocation Likelihood

Over the last half century, reciprocity has been a highly popular topic of research
fascinating multiple disciplines. Empidtresearch in psychology and economics as well as a
large body of literature in ethnology, anthropolpggd sociology support the presumption of
reciprocity being a dominant and omnipresent determinant of human behavior (Falk &
Fischbacher, 2006Recipro@l behavior is seen as an important, universal practice that is
embedded in our cultures (e.g., Gouldner, 1960). Introducing reciprocity as a crucial universal
and generalized moral norm, the sociologist Alvin Gouldner (1960) defines reciprocity as a
positve reaction to a favorable treatmgnit respectively a negative reaction to an unfavorable
treatment. The norm serves as a regulatory mechanism for the exchange between individuals
or groups Accordingly,thegoods or servicemvolved in the exchangmay either correspond
in their value, or be roughly identical. Asranor limitation to the universality, Gouldner (1960)
adds that #fAthe norm of reciprocity cannot afj
people, or with those who are mentallyo physi cal ly handicappedo (
behavior cannot be expected from these members of so&istgilar definition byFalk and
Fischbacher (2006) formally theorgzeciprocity as the behavioral response of rewarding kind
actionsi namely positive reciprocityi and punishing unkind actioris namely negative
reciprocity. With regard to how people evaluate the kindness or unkindness of an experienced
action, they state two essential aspeitté the) outcome or the consequence of an actiah an
(ii) the underlying motivation, iet he i ntenti ons involvedo (p.
subjective aspect to the evaluation of experienced adi@ukiressed

In the context of gift giving, researchers widely accept reciprocity as an underlying
construct that closely relates to and significantly influences gift exchange behavidddLg.

& Grohmann, 2005;Dorsch & Kelley, 1994 Gouldner, 196 Already the early
anthropologial researchsin gift giving by Malinowski (19221992 and Mauss (1®24/199(Q

highlight the reciprocal behavior observed in indigenous archaic cultures and its significance
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for keeping the balance of their whole societal system. Correspondingly, acting on the
obligatiors of acceptation and reciprocation that gifts bring afféoe societyas awhole,
economically, legally, politically, and religiously (Mauss,529199(Q. Also, in western
cultures, reciprocity is pervasivebehaviorthat isof great importanceThis stuly examines
reciprocation likelihood as a consumer response to the receipt of a gift given by a business.
Companies use gift giving to consuménsorder to trigger reciprocal behavidoy the gift
receivers which can be expressdtirough consumerresponssg such as worgf-mouth,
purchase intentigrandrepurchase (Bodur & Grohmann, 2005).

However,there are differences in reciprocal behawaorongindividuals Peruginiet
al., 2003) i.e., some individuals have a more pronounced tenden@ciprocation than others
An explanation forthese individual differences cdoe given by reciprocity warinesswhich
refers to an individual 6s c a,andirgwnsghdiperhavi or
relationships, due to the fear of exploitation (Eisenbergotterell, & Marvel1987; Cotterell,
Eisenberger, & Speicher, 1992). As a gmlitective mechanism, highly reciprocatimary
individuals behave profoundly suspicious towards the uyithgyl motivations of their
benefactors and show a hesitant response to the receipt of a benefit (EisesthaliE987).
Sincereciprocation is a crucial element in trust building and the creation of an enduring
relationship between social exchange pamtn(Blau, 1964), the cautious and suspicious
behavior that reciprocation wariness entails undermines the bonding between the exchanging
parties Shore, Bommer, Rao, & Seo, 2Q08otterell et al. (1992) even indicate a disinclination
to accepting aid, ratning aid and developing close relationships.

The present study examines the impact of social distance on the likelihood of
reciprocaton. It is believed that an increasing level of psychological distance towards a gift
giver is countered with a moteesitant response behavior by the gift receagma result of
reciprocation warinesg he reason for this assumption is thdtigh level of social distance
implicates a abstract perception of the opponent and a low degree of simi{daribpe &
Liberman 2010) In this case, there is little reliable information accessible to the individual
(Malar et al., 2011andthe gift giver has difficulties to relate to the opponénte tothe high
levels ofuncertaintythat come with the high social distantee individual is expected to have
a stronger feaof beingexploited which negatively impacts the individ@kesponse terms

of reciprocation
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The presented line of argumentation leads to the assumptioa thgherperceived
social distanceinfluences reciprocation likelihoodto becomelower, raising the fourth
hypothesis:

H4: Social distance has megativeeffect on reciprocation likelihood

In the context of busineds-consumer giftingn whichthe company is represented as
an entity, Bodur and Grohmann (2005) expect consumers to behave especially cautious,
because athe general belfghatabusiness would not givegift to aconsumewvithout getting
anything in return. The motivation to gieggift to a consumeis thenperceived aa means of
manipulatioorwh i ch is used t o ac h.iTkeawhors duggestreciprpcayn y 6 s
wariness as a difference variable that is influegthe consumer responsette gift receipt.
Referringto thesocial distance theory, due to the higher lewéperceivedsocial distance and
the lower levels of perceivedimilarity, a business represented as an entity is believed to be
mentallyrepresented in more abstraetmsthan a businessepresented as an individudh
turn, the consumemay have a stronger feeling of uncertaintgwardsthe companyas less
reliable information about the business is accessibdsce, in this setting, the consumer is
likely to have a stronger fear of Ipgi exploited leading to a lowelikelihoodof reciprocating
the gift. The fear of exploitation may be lower if the gift is given by an employee of the
companyashe/she is perceived socially less distant to the consumés drsdperceived more
trustwathy.

According to the presented argumemtse to a lower perceived social distaregift
that is given by a business represented as an individual has a higher likelihood of being
reciprocated than a gift that is given by a business represented as#yarmais suggestions

reflected by the fifth hypothesis:

H5: The business as a gift giver represented as an entity (compared to an individual)
has anegativeindirect effect on reciprocation likelihood, mediated by social

distance

Furthermore, the present study examines gift evaluation adlaencing variabldor
reciprocation likelihoodln a busines$o-consumer setting,gsitive gift evaluation is assumed
to be necessary for reciprocation, although it is not considered aiesiffpremise (Bodur &

Grohmann, 2005Hence,only if the evaluation of the gift is positive, be it based on utilitarian
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or hedonic aspects, reciprocation is considered. Still, there may be other factors involved in the
decision of reciprocating a giftfor instance the fear of being exploited (reciprocation
wariness).

In this regard, it is expected that gift evaluation positively affects the likelihood of

reciprocation, establishing hypothesis number six:

H6: Gift evaluation has a positive effect mtiprocation likelihood

2.6 The Conceptual Model

The conceptual modeshown in Figure 1 visualizes the hypothesized relationships
between the elaborated constructsorbver, there may badditional effects between the
construcs of the type obusinessepresentation as a gift giver and gift evaluation respectively
reciprccation likelihood.These potentia¢ffectsare not included in the model as hypotheses

butas exploratory relationships

Gift evaluation

Business representation Social distance

Reciprocation
likelihood

[

Control variables

Gender Age group

Education level Country of birth

Figure 1 Conceptual modeDirect effects are depicted in boletters Indirect effects are

depicted in ilic letters Exploratory relationships are marked as dotted lines.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

After havingpresentedhe theoretical backgroundf the present studgs well ashe
proposed hypotheses and conceptual madisichapteexplainsthe research method that was

usedin this studyjustifiesits choice andlemonstratebow it has beemnleployed.

3.1 Research Design

The present studyasexaming consumer responsesttee receipt of a gift given by a
business. In this context, responses in teomgift evaluation and purchase intentiorere
investigated, controlled by the gift giver characteristics of the business represtmntedsan
individual T an employee offte company or as an entity the company as a wholés a
mediator in thisrelationship the construct of social distance between the business and the
consumemvas included in the moddh order to test the established conceptual model (Figure
1) and the corresponding hypotheses, quantitative resewashenployed. Quantitative
research uses numerical informatfonthedetermirationof relationships between independent
and dependent viables in a population and can be subdivided into descriptive and
experimentatesearcl{Field, 2013;Hopkins, 2000)The quantitative research method used in
this studywasan experimentvith a posttest only desigi that is to saythe effects were once
measured after the manipulation of the independent variapldirectly manipulating one or
more variables, the experiment allowo assess the impacif independent variablesn
dependent variables (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2014). The preseetiragptwas
conducted online in order to reachlarge diverse sampleand thusallow for a good
generalizability of the results (Hast al, 2014). Regarding the experimental design, a between
subjects designvas used, i.e.ii e ac h t [wasleatnmmétered to a different group of
subjectso (Bordens & Abbott , -fachrréhdomipedtwd 00) .
group desigmwasapplied (Bordens & Abbott, 2018). Accordingly, the subjestseassigned
randomly toone of twogroups and subsequently exposed two different levels of the
independent variablerepresented by thdiffering scenaris 1 and 2. After having been
confronted with the particular scenario, the participar@geasked a number of questions that
wereintended taneasure their responses to the treatnMaoteover, demographic information
was collected prior to the experimemfhe measured dateasthen analyzedndthe underlying

relationshipsn the conceptual modatere examined
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3.2 Data Collection and Sample

Online experiments combine the benefits of the internet with the advantages of the
experiment (Reipsl995, 1997, 200®003) Especially with regard to data collectiaiye to
their extensive reach across country bordensine experiments can teneficial in drawing
up large and diverse samples wharbvide a good representation of the populatioriurn, a
good generalizability of research results can be facilitated (Hair et al., 205hpuld be
mentioned thaain online experimentmay be éss accessible for elderly and technologically
inexperiencegeople Nevertheless, the researcher perceiveddtyse as debatabées most
people are using the interneawadays

Before the actual online experiment was disseminat@detest was perfored witha
sample okeven participantecruiteda mong t he r esear cheanwfitshepr i mar
pretestwas to collect feedback on the layout dndunderstandability of the experimeand
to seeif the manipulationwas successfuDn the basi®f this feedbackfinal adjustments and
improvementsvere implementeth the experiment

For themain experimentmultiple channelsvereused tarecruitrespondents. Through
a hyperlink directly leading the participasito the online experiment, the studyuldeasily be
sharedand accessedThe basis of the present sample consistédoarticipants who were
recruited among theesearchérs p r i ma rngmelpfenilyy ignds, colleagues from
university, andother acgaintancesToensurehe diversity of thsample potential participants
werechosenn consideration ofariation indemographic factors.e., regardinggender age
andeducationTo further diversify the sample and to maximize the sampletbigegesearcher
additionallyused the two online platforms SurveySwa@19 and SurveyCircle2019. These
platforms provide an online space wheesearchergan shareonline studieswith a large
communityin orderto find participantsOn these platforms,nathe one hand, researchers can
exchange studies with other researcharshe other hand, alg®oplewho are solely interested
in participating in such studidsit do not conduct any research themsebaes partake. Both
platforms are used by academics, comparmied noracademics from all around the world,
which offers researchers the opportunity tahtheir study witla wide and diverse mixture
of potential respondents.

After the data collectionpPartial LeastSquaresStructural EquationModeling PLS
SEM)was employedo analye the dataAccordingtothevi del 'y used Arul e of
cases pemp r e d i thé minimum number ofobservationsrequired for PLSSEM is

determined asqualingthe larger othe following 1) ten times the largest number of indicators
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belongingto a particulaformative construct, or 2) ten times the largest numbetrattural
paths leading to a particular endogenous constBart(ay, Higgins, & Thompson, 1995; Chin,
1998).Hence, for this research minimum sample sizef 100 observationsvas needed as
ten structural paths led to the endogenous construct reciprocation likeliHowcever,
considering potential invalidind missing datathe researcher aimed ebllecting a larger
sampleof 110 respondentsThe aim wasto collect a sample thatefleced the population

adequatelyminimizing the level of sampling error (Hair et al., 2014).

3.3 Manipulating the Independent Variable

The manipulated variable in the study was the type of representation of the business as
a gift giver. Thefactor hadtwo levels 1) the business as a gift giver represented as an
individual, namelyan employee of the comparand?2) the business as a gift giver represented
as an entitynamelythe company as a whol€he starting poinof the onlhe experiment was
the same in botbasesThe participans wereasked t@utthemselvesnto the positionto have
received a promotionalpackage from dusiness via posThe package included a gift and a
correspondingdetter from the busines¥hescenario descriptiofAppendix A3)andtheimage
of the gift (Figure A31 in Appendix A3 were identical for each participantowever,
dependingon the level of the manipulated variable that was randomly allocated to the
paticipants,one oftwo differenttypes of lettersvaspresentedFigure A32 & FigureA3.3in
Appendix A3.

The business wasitroducedas the fictional sports shoiEPORTY, becausea sports
shop may be of interest to the larger public, involving a high variety of demographic
characteristicsin ordero avoi d potenti al prheeéxiatisg feklings ando par
attitudes towards a specific brandhetresearcher decidetb use an imaginary ompany.
Moreover, the name of the business was kept neutralhottipng atthebusiness sectdrut not
adding additional informatiorAddressing possiblmfluences omeciprocation likelihood due
t o p ar tspecificgprederenced$ér on or offline shoppingSPORTY was introduced as
being accessibleia a physicalstore as well as an onliséop

After ashort explanation of the scenario, the participants wersented witla photo
of the gift (Figure A31 in Appendix A3, which was a small microfiber sports towelboth
conditons To counter potenti al influences on t he
likelihood, the researcher decided for an unconditional Tfifat is to saythe full value of the

gift wasprovided to the recipient without any obligation towards the compEmmonetary
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valueof the gift could be neglecteds Bodur and Grohmann (20G6und no significant effect
of valueon c ons umer s 0Tha midrdfiberrspostytowelsisenctional, non
expensiveandessential sporfsroduct whickfits the active and sportive image df@orts shop
like SPORTY.

The two different forms of representation of thift giveri thebusinesgepresented as
an individual versuan entityi weremanipulated in théetterthatwasaccompanyinghe gift.
Similar manipulations op er sonal i zi ng t he sdrettdmiingshavec or r e s
been proven to positiwsly aff édwte tame meciepil e
ahumanbeing €] than a faceless organizationo ( Beh
the online experimentype 1 of thetext (Figure A3.2 inAppendix A3) was written by a
hypothetical employee of the compaAyexandra Bell, whereas tyj2eof thetext (Figure A3.3
in Appendix A3)waswritten by the compangs an entitySPORTY. Large parts dfothtexts
were written identically However, the letters differed in spedaif features. Bpecially the
header the writing style, andthe signaturewere differentamong the letterd.etter type 1
showedas a letterheathe logo of the company arah imageof thec o mp ahypothetical
founder Alexandra Bell, participating in auplic run. Next to the phot@ personal quote
mentioning hepbjectives with the company and Havorite sportsher name, and her job title
wereshown The letter was writtem thefirst-person point of viewsing the singular pronoun
| andended withthe personalhandwrittensignaturefrom Alexandra Bell Furthermore, her
private email address was provided and consumers were offered to contact her personally for
any kind of questions. In contrast, lettepay? showeas a letterheathe logo of the company
solely. The letter was written in the firgterson point of view using the plural pronoueand
did not include any personal signature in the &wmteover,in this letter onlya general business
e-mail address was providexhd the offer to get itouchwith the business was impersanal

By providing personal and affective information about the human author of the text in
letter type 1, the researcher intended to establisksoanection between the business
T SPORTYi1 and the consumérthe participant of the experimei. contrast to letter type 2,
the personalization of the correspondence andotiesentatiorof personal trait®f the sender
in letter type 1 airadat allowing participants toomparesimilar attributesbetween themselves
andthe busineseepresentativeDue to the higher perceived simily between participant and
business, the intention was to enable participants to create a more concrete mental
representation of the comparand in turn, to impadhe perception of psychological distance

between the participant and tbempanyto be laver.
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To evaluate the success of this manipulatibe, tresearcher included a manipulation
check in the end of the online experiment, consisting of three queabionghe letter that was

presented in the particular scengd@pendix A7).

3.4 Measuringthe Mediating Variable

The mediating variable in this study was social distaBoeial distanceescribes the
psychological space that exists between individumsyeersocial groups (Bogardus, 1933),
or between an individual and an object, in tb&se a business (Malét al, 2011).For
measuring the variable social distance, the researcher utilgédrma scale which was already
employedand validatedn previous researclG@chteret al, 2015;Liviatan et al., 2008)The
scale was adapted tib the context of the presentstudyhe i tems referred to
level of perceived similarityto the businesandperceived closenese the businessthe first
two itemswere evaluatedon a7-point Likert scale ranging fronstrongly agreeto strongly
disagreeFor the third item, a figure was provided that showed different stages of similarity
between the participant and the busin@Sgure A4.1 in Appendix A4)This item was
evaluated on a-point scaleon whichthe respondent had to@bse the particular relationship
shown in the figureAll items used for measuring reciprocation likelihood are listed in
AppendixA4.

3.5 Measuring the Dependent Variables

The dependent variables inetmo d e | were the consumsrso r e
gift. Two types of responses were examined in this stgdtyevaluation and reciprocation
likelihood.

3.5.1Gift evaluation. One of the dependent variables in the model was gift evaluation.
Gift evaluation refers to t higbasedon® avalgatiofb s | ud
of utilitarian and hedonic attributegMano & Oliver, 1993).For measuring the variable gift
evaluation, the researcher utilized 4té&m scale which was already employed and validated in
previous research (Bodur & Grohmann, 2005; Mano & Oliver, 1988).scale was adapted
to fit the context of the present studihe items referred totheresponde s 6 eval uati or
gift, in terms of value, relevance and importance, to name a few. Each item was evaluated on a

7-pointbipolarscale All items used for measuring gift evaluation are listed in AppeA&ix
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3.5.2 Reciprocation likelihood. The other dependent variable in the model was
reciprocation likelihood.Reciprocation likelihoodis defined as a positive reaction to a
favorable treatment or, respectively, a hegative reaction to an unfavorable treatment (Gouldner,
1960). Reciprocal beha&r can be expressed through consumer responses, such asfword
mouth, purchase intentipmndrepurchase (Bodur & Grohmann, 2006pr measuring the
variable reciprocation likelihoodthe researcher utilized &item scale which was already
employed andvalidated in previous research (Bodur & Grohmann, 2005; Dorsch & Kelley,
1994 Krishnamurthy & Sivaraman, 200Rodgers, 2008 The scale was adapted to fit the
context of the presentstudy.h e i t ems r ef er rfguwe béehaviointerensd e s p o n
purchase intention, e.g., being likely to make a purchase at the company, and behavioral
intention, e.g., being likely to recommend the business to a fiiteawh item was evaluated on
a F-point Likert scaleranging fromstrongly agreeto strongly disagree All items used for

measuring reciprocation likelihood are listed in Appeniix

3.6 Control Variables

Fouradditional variables in this studyeretested for theimfluence on the relationships
presented in the conceptual framework. The demographic vargdidsrage educatiopand
country of birthweretherefore treated as control variablappendix A2 shows all items that

were used concerning these demogiegh

3.61 Gender. There are mixed assumptions about gender as an influencing variable on
t he r e mesppnsstonyift eaeivingacrosdifferent studies. Especially in the consumer
to-consumer contexthere are multiple studieshowingthat genderhas an impact othe
responseso gift receiving(e.g, Areni, Kiecker, & Palan, 1998; McGrath, 199%jowever,
Bodur & Grohmann (20053emorstratel in a busines$o-consumer context thahe gift
r e c e igergler has a significant impact on neither gift evaluation nor reciprocation
likelihood. Due tathe little knowledge available on this matter particularly in the busittess

consumer setton the current research tredthe variable gender as a control variable.
3.6.2 Ageand education. It wasalsoexpected that the gift receivéegemayhave an

influence on the outcome variables gift evaluation and reciprocation likelihood. Especially in

the present setting of sporting goods, younger participants respondmore positively
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to 1) a sports product as a géind 2) a sports compgas a gift giver, as they usually have a
more active lifestyland do sports more frequenthan participants of a higher age
Consideringthe combination of age and education, the researcher could use both
variablesto estimae the level of monetary demdency of the respondents. For instance, the
combination of a young age and a high level of educatias likely to indicate that the
participant was a studen®n the one handstudents are generally expected to be more
monetarily dependerit e.g., by reeiving financial aid from their parenisthan people who
are employed. On the other hand, among employed participants, a higher level of education
was expected to lead to a higher income, further affecting the level of monetary dependency.
Hence, while sudents were expected to be more monetarily dependent, employed respondents
with a high education level were expected to be less monetarily dependent. In turn, monetary
dependency may lead to a higher gratitude when receiving a gift and thus to a mtore posi
evaluation of the gift. Therefore, the variables age and education were controlled in this

research.

3.63 Country of birth . The demographitem country of birth was chosen as a control
variable because cultutes beera highly researched phenomenon in the gift giving context
(e.g.,Ambwani, 2014 Beatty, Kahle, & Homer, 1991; Shen, Wan, & Wyer, 20Numerous
studieshavedemonstrate how cultual differencesaffecedgi ft gi ver s6 and g
behavios in gift-exchangesettingsin various waysHence, itwas believed that suatultural
influences, based on the country of birth, may also affect the evaluation of the gift and the

reciprocdion likelihood in the present study.

3.7 Procedure

The experiment was built withhe Qualtricsresearch softwar@ualtrics, 2019 and
executed onlineA hyperlink allowedor aneasyaccesdo theonline experimentOn the first
page the participantswere welcomedand providedwith generalinformation about the
experimentas well asa privacy and confidentialitgtatemen{AppendixAl). The following
page contained questions about demographic information, ngeedier age,educationand
country of birth(AppendixA2). Afterwards, the participants were randomly assigned to one of
two groupsand subsequently exposed to their particular scefappendk A3). Thereatfter,
guestions were asked a boahetmanipliation withregarddaatiea nt s G

social distance they felt towards thit giveri thebusiness (AppendixA4), their individual
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evaluation of thegift (Appendix A5) andtheir likelihood ofreciprocating the business gift
(AppendixA6). Then, a maipulation check, consisting of three questions, followed (Appendix

A7). Finally, on the lastwo pages, the successful completion of tbhaline experimentvas

confirmed, the participants received a short acknowledgemamdt he r e sa@actc her 0 s

informationwasprovided(Appendix A8)

3.8 ResearchEthics

The online experiment conducted for the present research was astargding to the
Ethical Principles of Psychologists and Code of Conduct by the American Psychological
Association (APABordens & Abbott, 2018)Before the experimerdtarted each participant
was informed about the purpose gmaspective benefitef the study,the procedure, the
expected duratigras well as the anonyms and confidentigteatment ofall collecteddata
(Appendix Al) The right to withdraw from the research at any tohéhe experimentithout
any consequences welgarlycommunicatedin order to start the experimengtparticipants
had toagreeto the statedconditionsby clicking to go to thenext pageAfter the participants
answered questions concerning the demographics gender, age, education, and country of birth
(Appendix A2), they werpresented witlarandomly assigned scenarithroughout the study,
the collecteddata was treatednonymaisly andconfidentialy and it was only used for the
present researcihe images used in the online experiment were either the property of the
researcher, or fully licensed stock photos fromitiege sharingvebsitePexels Pexels GmbH,
2019. At the endof the experiment, h e r e scerdact inforenatibnswas provided to the
participants irthe case of questions about the research and participant, mglits requesting
the results of the studAppendix A8)
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Chapter 4: Results

This chapter presents the analysis results of the present stufihgt, the findingsof
the pretest arediscussedand resulting adjustments that were executed are reported.
Subsequentiytheresults of thenain experimenare preseted, including an evaluation of the

sample, theassessment of thmodel| and the hypotheses testing.

4.1 Pre-TestResults

Prior to the dispersion of the main experimemtpretest with a sample of seven
participants was performe@heserespondentsvere recrutea mong t he r esear che
network and consisted of four women and three men of mixed ages, ranging from 25 to 64 years
of age.The results were used as feedbankthe general comprehensiveness and performance
of the experirent Based on this feedback, the researcher adapted the formulatienfost
two social distance items (Appendix ADue to reported difficultiesn understanding the
mentionedjuestions, the researctatded assisting sentenées . g . Al magportse SPOI
shop as a persari beforeandafter the main items orderto counter misunderstandings in
the main experimenlloreover the pretest was used to cheifkhe ex p e r i manipulaios
was successfulQuestions concerning the manipulation weat included in the préest
guestionnaire, but asked in persbuie to insufficient variation between the two manipulated
groups, the letters in the x p e r i scemarid section wenedesignedn order to receive
clearer resultin the mainstudy Thiswas done bynakingthes e n doerre§pendence more
personal in letter type 1 by adding an imaginary quote from the send&d putting more
emphasis on the singular pronounh and more impersonal in letter type Dy deleting the
signaturei Best regards, Your Sporty teamo,weand mi
Furthermorethe researcher addadmanipulation checto the main experimentonsisting of

three questionaboutthe letterpresented in thegpticular scenario

4.2 Experiment Results

For the main study, data was collected frorotal sample of 112 respondents who
participated in the online experimebi7 responsesriginated fromt he r esear cher 6s
network and 55 responsegere colleted throughthe platforms SurveySwa@@19 and
SurveyCircle 2019. Thereview of thedatasetwas examinedwith the IBM SPSS statistics

24



software (BM Corp., 2017, including checls for missing valueand subsequentfpr outliers.
Consequentlytwo cases were excluded due to missing values and three cases were excluded
due to outliers. This resulted in a final dataset of 107 valid casesnber thatvas sufficient
regarding thenecessaryninimum sample size df00 casesWith regad tothepar t i ci pant
education level, the dataset was divided into three grdeipst, the low education level
represented participantgth the education level @applied educatiorg high schooblegregor

lower. Second, the middle education lerggresented participants with the education level of
aBac hel or @ an equesgenteTdird, the high education leneglresented participants

with the education level diMa st e r 6 @ dodtaal degreegr higher. Concerning the
respondent s 0 theomajorityr of theosample selettdd ,either Germany or the
Netherlands as expectedThe third option, internationakummarized a variety of other
countries from around the worlduch as Spain, Free, Singapore, and the United States of
America The quite high number of international participast® a large extdrattributable to

the experimerdt dispersiorvia the internetRegardng the demographics @fge and education,

a very high percentag# the participants were younger than 25 and highly educatedugh

the researcher tried to diversify the sample by sharing the experiment through the online
platforms SurveySwa019 and SurveyCircle2019. Thus, it couldoe concluded that a large
numberof participants were studentd. compl et e overview of t he

properties is shown in Table 1.

Table 1

Demographic overview of the dataset

Category Frequency Percentage
Gender Female 63 59
Male 44 41
Age 18i 25 years old 70 65
261 35 years old 28 26
36+ years old 9 9
Education level Low 11 10
Middle 35 33
High 61 57
Country ofbirth Germany 26 24
The Netherlands 50 47
International 31 29
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Before analyzing the datagefor interpretation purposédsthe researcher checked the
i t e ms Odirectiodsandagljusted them adequateAccordingly,the itemsocial distance 3
and allitemsof the constructs gift evaluation and reciprocation likelihood were rececsed.
Consequently, the modetvas interpreted as follows: Théndependent variabléusiness
representation was indicatdry the indicator letter type, which representetter type 1
(individual) for the value 0 and lettéype 2 (entity) for the value .1IThe dependent variable
social distanceanged from low social distance (for low values) to high social distance (for high
values) Thedependent variablgift evaluation ranged®m negative gift evaluation to positive
gift evaluation, and thedependent variableeciprocation likelihood ranged from low
reciprocation likelihood to high reciprocation likelihodturther, dummy variables were used
for including the control variableéa the model. The control variable gender 2 was indicated by
the indicator gender 2 (male = 1), the indicator gender 1 (female = 1) was set as reference group.
The control variable age group was indicated by the indicators age group 35 (2€ars
old = 1) and age group 3 (36+ years old = 1), the indicator age groug 253@ars old = 1)
was set as reference group. The control variable education level was indicated by the indicators
education leve? (middle= 1), andeducation leveB (high= 1), the indicatoeducation level 1
(low = 1) was set as reference gro&mally, the control variable country of birth was indicated
by the indicators coury of birth 2 (the Netherlands), and country of birth 3 (international), the
indicator country obirth 1 (Germany) was set as reference group.

Next, the manipulatiooheck whichwas included in the end of the online experiment
was assessed. Out of the 107 valid cases in the dataset, 54 respondents were exposed to
scenario I’ the business represented as an individluahd 53 respondents were exposed to
scenario 2i the business represented as an entity. In order to veefgubcess of the
manipulation, the participants were asked three questions about their perception of the
particularletterthat was presented to théAppendix A7) The resultg€onfirmed that the letters
were correctly perceived as being sentlpg persa representing the comparng the case of
letter type 1 and 2) no particular person but the company in generathe case of letter
type 2. Moreover, letter type 1 was perceived as more personal, while letter type 2 was
perceived as more imgero n a | . Further mor e, the participa
message was more positive for letter type 1 than for letter typa 2ndependent samples
t-test was conducted for k three itemsand proven significant That is to saythere were
significantdifferences between the two manipulated grdiapsll three itemsThe complete
group statistics (Table B1.1) and the independent samyiéest (Table B1.2jare shown in
Appendix B1
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The collected data from the online experiment wather analyzed with Partial Least
Squares Structural Equation Modeli(fgLS-SEM), using the analysis software SmartP8S
(Ringle, Wende, & Becker, 2015Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) is a statistica
technique that is able to test complex interrelationships betmediple observed as well as
latent variables, while taking into account various forms of measurement Eepsdler,
Hubona, & Ray, 2016 PLS-SEM isa variancebased SEM method, in whiat first proxies
are created as linear combinations of observed variables, which are then used to estimate the
parameters of the model (Henseler et al., 20BR65-SEM iswidely usedfor data analysig
disciplines, such as strategmanagement (Hair, Sarstedt, Pieper, & Ringle, 2012) and
marketing Hair, Sarstedt, Ringle & Mena, 2012nd is considered titemo st ful |y dewv
and gener al syst emo Kevae oent@thedwide dcleptdnce ofpthis 2 4 0
method and the goagpplicability in the current research setting, the employment of $H19
in this study was justified.

The goalof this exploratory researetasto find and explairtheeffectsin the presented
conceptual modeln line with thegeneral assessment proceslof PLSSEM (Henseler et al.,
2016), the model wasvaluatedn a twostep approach. First, thypiality of themeasurement
model wasevaluatedThe measurement model, also called outer model, defines the relationship
between each construct and its obsérvedicators(Henseler et al., 2016)Second, the
structural modeWwas assesseu;ith regard tahe effects in the modeThe structural model,
also called inner model, defines the relationship between the congktaatseler et al., 2016)

After the evaluationof he model , the studyds hypotheses v

4.2.1 Assessing the measurement mod&he model in the present research coedist
of eight exogenousconstructs, namelypusiness representatiqthe indepenent variable)
gender 2, age group age grouB, education level,2ducation leved, country of birtl2, and
country of birth 3(the control variables). That is to salgeir values were given from outside
the model and they were not explained by other model constructs (Henseler et al;-aoi6).
of theseexogenous constructwas formedby one indicatorand modeled as formative.
Furthermore, there were three endogermmursstructs in the model, namealgcial distane, gift
evaluation, and reciprocation likelihogthe dependent variableg)hat is to saytheir values
weregiven from within the model and theyereat least partially explained by other model
constructgHenseler et al., 2016Moreover these three construaterelatent andnodeled as
factors In other words, the variance of each of the three sets of indieedsexplained by an

unobserved variable and an individual random error (Henseler et al., Rti&l)y, therewere
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three indicators assigned to social distance, seven indicators assigned to gift evaluation, and six
indicators assigned to reciprocation likelihoBdr the assessment of the measurement model,
the researchernalculated the model witthe PLS algorithm of SmartPL3Ringle et al., 20156
usingthe factor weighing schemiigureB2.1 in Appendix B shows the complete PLSEM
path modelncluding all initial indicatorf the latent variables

The starting point of the model assessment was the global evaluation of the overall
model . This was done by determining the ap|
discrepancy betweenthe modeimp | i ed and the empiricead., corre
2016, p. 10)Theresearcher used the standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) as the
approximate model fit criterion. Interpreting the SRMR, a value of O would imply a perfect
model fit, while the cutoff value is 0.08 (Henseler et al., 20y & Bentler, 1999)In the
present research, the estimated model including all initial indicators resulted in a SRMR value
of 0.068 (for the estimated and saturated modeble B22 in Appendix BJ. This value was
below the threshold and thasetthe requirements for approximate model fit.

As a next stepthe reliability andhevalidity of the measurement model were assessed.
This was done bgvaluating the construct reliability, the indicator reliability, the convergent
validity and the discrirmant validity.The fulfilment of minimum required properties regarding
reliability and validity are a necessary conditifmm validaing the effects in the structural
(inner) model, and later obging able to interprethem(Henseler et al., 2016f.irst, in order
to assess the construct reliabilignly the latent constructs had to be evalualddasethree
constructs wereeflective measurement models. Therefore, the chosen meésuegaluaing

the construct reliability were Dijkstrd € n s e | g thé@msost impastant reliability measure

nPLSSEM (Dijkstra & Henseler, 2015), and Cr o
refer to construct scores, buttosumscaes d s houl d fibe regarded as
reliabil ity 02016,Held)sue ltodts typiedlly uaderestimate@lue (Sijtsma,

2009).For both reliability measures, the constructs in the model should exceed the threshold of
0.7.Evaluating the construct social distance, the famuewas0.837and t he Cr onbach
valuewas0.811. The construct gift evaluation sabeerha value of 0.30and a Cr onbac
alpha value of ®@16. Finally, the construct reciprocation likelihooddharha value of 0.94
and a Cronbachos aumpmall construcheweda very gaod®rdlidbility. T o
Table B2.3 in Appendix BBives an overview of all values.

Second, themo d e ihdicator reliability was assessedin the analysis software
SmartPLS3 (Ringle et al., 201p the indicator reliabilityis depicted by the outer loadings.

Assessing these loadingsyalue of 0.7 or higher would indicate a high reliabiliyith the
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thresholdat0.4 (Hulland, 1999)With regard to the modethe majority of indicators ftba high
reliability exceeding the value of 0.While thereweresix indicatorsthat hadan acceptable
reliability with loadings above 0.4. The indicator gift evaluatdmed the lowest loading with
a value of 0.53, which was still significantly higher han the thresholdin summary,all
indicatorloadingsexceeédthe thresholdHence the overall indicator reliabilityvasgood.An
overview of all indicator loadings is given Trable B2.4 in Appendix B2

Third, the researcher evaluated the model for convergent vatidigst if the factors
wereunidimensional (Henseler et al., 2018his was testedsingthe measure of the average
variance extracted (AVE, Fornell & Larcker, 198Cpncerning this measeiran AVE value
of 0.5 or higher is considered acceptaldlee AVE values of allatentconstructsi social
distance (0.69), gift evaluation (0.58), and reciprocation likelihood (0.8R1 were higher
than the threshold arttiereforefulfilled the requirements for convergent valid{fiyable B2.3
in Appendix B2)

Lastly, the model was tested for discriminant validity. @eone hand, t he
crossloadings were assessed in order to khieall indicators loaded highest on the constructs
they were assigned to (Henseler et al., 2016). This was the case for all inditabdesB2.4
in Appendix B2) On the other hand, the heterotm@ionotrait ratio of correlations (HTMT)
wasevaluated. Tie HTMT represents an upper boundary for the factor correldtiensgler,
Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2015 he value should be significantly lower than 1 to clearly discriminate
between factors (Henseler et al., 2016). With regard to the model, all HTMT valiié=d
this requirement, with the highedTMT value of 0.790 still being significantly lower than 1.
AllHTMT valuesare shown irable B2.5 in Appendix B2.

To sum up, the measurement model met all requisites concerning reliatmlits ity .
The ewluation confirmed that the measurement model was of sufficient qualits, the
researcher coulgroceedwith the assessment of the structymher) mode| as shownn the

following.

4.2.2 Assessing the structural modehRfter the evaluation of the measurement model,
the assessment of the structural madla$the second stejm the general PLSEM analysis
procedure.n order to asess the structural model, the model was calculated with the PLS
algorithm of SmartPLS (Ringle et al., 201} usingthe path weighing scheme. Moreowvée
procedure of bootstrappingas used to test the significance of the resBigcomputing a large
number of subsamples of the model, bootstrapping estimates standard errorsrfod ¢he

test the significance of various coefficients, such as outer loadntpsth coefficientsRingle
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et al., 201% As recommended by Henseler et al. (2016), bootstrappasperformed with
4999 subsamples.

The first parameter that was checked was the ttjusoefficient of determination
(adjusted R) of each endogenowsnstruct in the modeThe adjustedRy al ues @i ndi ca
[percentage] of variability accounted for by the precursor constructs in the model[, taking] into
account mod e | compl exity and s afAg lcansunser z e 0  (
behavior studies, a value of 0.20 (20%explain&l variancgis regarded as high (Vock, Dolen,
& Ruyter, 2013).In the present model,naacceptableamount of11.4% of variance was
explained forthe construct social distanaghile a high amount of variance was explained for
the construct gift evaluatiq30.5%), and avery high amount of variance was explained for the
construct reciprocation likelihood@2.4%, Table B3.1 in Appendix B3)To some extenthe
differences in explained variances could be attributed to the number of preceding constructs.
The onstruct social distance had the lowest adjustédvdRie being preceded bgight
construcs, compared to the construct reciprocation likelihogtich hal the highest adjusted
R? valuewith tenprecursor construct®©verall theexplanatory power of thetructural model
wasacceptableFigure 2 displays the estimated structural madeluding the path coefficients

and the adjusted®alues.

4.2.3 Testing the hypotheseg\fter verifying thatthe explanatorypower of the model
was acceptablehe hypotheses of the study were tested by assessing the ieftibetsnodel.
The assessmenf the direct effectswvas based on the evaluation of fheth coefficients and
their significanceThe path coefficientaregenerallyevaluated by thesign and absolute size,
and Ashould be i nterpreted as the change 1in
is increased by one and all other independen
p.14).Ontheone had, hep at h ¢ o sifnificamcevastesteshy means of-values for
which the criticalt-valuesfor two-tailed testswere consideredl.65 for p < 0.10, 1.96 for
p < 0.05and 2.58 for p < 0.01Bglle, Fisher, Heagerty, & Lumley, 2004)n the other hand
the significance walurthertestedoy means ofwo-tailed p-values for whichthe pvalueshad
to be lower than theespectivepre-defined alphdevel (Henseler et al., 2016Moreover the
significant path coefficients wesssessedith regard to theieffect size in order to evaluate
their substantiality. The e?vdluestMherensdzvalse ar e i
above0.35 is regarded as strong, a vabeve0.15 is regrded as moderate, and a vadbeve
0.02 is regarded as weak (Cohen, 198®art from thedirect effectsthe indirecteffectsand

thetotal effects weralsotaken into accounfAn extensive overviewfahe total effects in the
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mode| anda tableincluding all specific indirect effects arghownin Table B4.1 and Table
B4.2 in Appendix 2Furthermorea summary of the direct effects in the model is depicted in
Table 2

Independent variable

Business
representation
(a) -0.041
(b) 0.173(*
(c) 0.128*

Control variables

Gender 2
(a) -0.232%*
(b) -0.103

(c) -0.072

Gift evaluation
adj. R?=0.305

Age group 2
(a) -0.072
(b) -0.002

() 0.001

(a)
/ 0.474%+

Social distance
adj. R2=0.114

\ L0.738%**
A\ J

(©)

Age group 3
(a) -0.077

(b) 0.149
(c) -0.081

(b) 0.247#%*

Education level 2
(a) -0.190
(b) 0.093

(c) 0.241%*

Reciprocation
likelihood
Education level 3 adj. R2=0.724
(a) -0.183
(b) 0.311*
(¢c) 0.214*

Country of birth 2
(a) -0.091
(b) -0.115
(c) -0.108

Country of birth 3
(a) 0.271%*
(b) 0.140
() 0.015

Figure 2 Estimated structural adel (excluding indicators). Coefficients corresponding to the
paths (a)(c) are shown in the leftand box of the figure. Significant paths are depicted in bold.
*n < 0.10. **p < 0.05. **p < 0.01. The significance tests were taied.
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Table 2

Direct effects in the P.SEM model excluding control variables

p-value

Effect Coefficient t-value (two-tailed) Cohehn Effect sizé
BUSA GIF -0.041 0.417 0.676 0.002 -
BUSA REC 0.128 1.808 0.071* 0.059 weak
BUSA SOC 0.173 1.626  0.104* 0.035 weak
GIFA REC 0.247 2.701  0.007*** 0.156 moderate
SOCA GIF -0.474 4386  0.000*** 0.289 moderate
SOCA REC -0.738 8.461  0.000*** 1.386 strong

Note BUS = business representation. GIF = gift evaluation. REC = reciprocation likelihood.
SOC = social distancéEffect size is only listed for significant effects. *p < 0.10. **p < 0.05.

*kp < 0.01.

Before test.i

contr ol towakeffectsibtheensdsl the total effectare calculated as tlsaim ofboth
direct and indirect effects (Table B4.1 in Appendix BZignificanteffectswerefound forage
group 3 (on gift evaluatiorn =-0.148, t > 1.65, p < 0.10 as well as on reciprocation likelihood:
b =-0.227,t> 1.65, p < 0.10), education level 3 (on gift evaluatlor: {.330, t > 1.96, p <
0.05 as well as on social theiceb =0.311, t > 1.65, p <0.10), and gender 2 (on gift evaluation:
b =-0.183, t > 1.65, p < 0.10As a side note: The researcher also tested the model without the
control variables. The control variables did not impact the effects of the percoeed

distance on the dependent variables remarkably, but they did weaken the effects of the business

representation.

Thereafter, Bsed on the results of the RSEM, the hypotheseseretested in the same

order as theyravebeenproposed

H1l: The business as a gift giver represented as an gntitypared to an individual)

ng

the studyods

has a positive effect on social distance

The analysis results show that in comparison to the business reptieseas an
individual, which was treated ake reference gup,the business representation as an entity
had a significant positive effect on social distance € 0.173, t = 1.626, p = 0.1%4, the
researcher decided to accept this effect as significant due tovéthees and {values almost
matching theespective thresholjisThat is to saythe business representation as an entity led

ceteris paribusto a slightly higher perceived social distance, compared to the business

hypot heses,
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representation as an individu@he unconditional correlation between busimegsesentation

and social distance (0.184), reported in Table B2.1 in Appendix B2, was significant at
P<0.10Wi t h regar d ?wvaue(fh®02)CGhe strength of thié effearasweak.
Based on these findingBypothesis vasaccepted.

H2: Social distance has @egativeeffect on gift evaluatian

Regarding the analysis results, social distanckahsignificant negative effecon gift
evaluationp =-0.474, t > 2.58, p < 0.01). This means thedteris paribusyith an increase in
social distancgthe gift evaluatiorbe@amesignificantly morenegat i ve. Accor ding

f2 value (P > 0.15), this effectvasmoderate. Overall, hypothesissasaccepted.

H3: The business as a gift giver represented as an entity (compared to an individual)

has anegativeindirect effect on gift evaluation, mediated by social distance

According to the PLSSEM results, theravas no significant indirect effect of the
business representation as an er(tiympared to an individual) on gift evaluatjgrartially
mediaed by social distanceb(= -0.082, t = 1526, p = 0.27). Considering this finding
hypothesis 3vould berejected

The negativedirect effect ofbusiness representation on gift evaluatjbn= -0.041,
t=0.417 p =0.679, which was added to the conceptual modelrasxploratory relationand
the negativetotal effects of business representation on gift evaluation {0.123, t = 1.13,
p = 0.247) wereot significanteither.

Due to the generally weak effects of business representation in this particular setting,
the researcher considered an alternative approach to test this hypothesis. It is presented in the

following.

H4: Socialdistance has aegativeeffect on reciprocation likelihood

With regard to the analysis results, ther@sa significant negativedirect effect from
social distance to reciprocation likelihoda £ -0.738, t > 2.58, p < 0.01)in other words, an

increase in social distance |axbteris paribudp an extensivelylowerreciprocation likelihood.
Wi t h a ver y?2vhluedfhk 0.35) theestredgth offthis effestasstrong.Moreover,
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there was a significant negativeindirect effect whichwas moderated by gift evaluation
(b =-0.117,t >1.96, p < 0.8). To sum up, social distancechstrondy significant,negative
total effecs on reciprocation likelihoodb = -0.855, t > 2.58, p < 0.01). Hypothesiswhs

therefore accepted.

H5: The business as a gift giver represented as an entity (compared to an individual)
has anegativeindirect effect onreciprocation likelihood, mediated by social

distance

Regarding the analysis result® significant indirect effect was fourfdr thebusiness
representation as an entity (compared to an individual) on reciprocation likelexdic)ly
mediaed by social distanceb(= -0.128, t = 1.512 p = 0.130). Considering this finding,
hypothesis 3 would be rejected.

Apart from this specific indirect effecdhere was a we#&k significant positive direct
effect detected for business representation on reciprocation likelilboedd(12B, t > 1.65,
p <0.10,%>0.02, this relation was marked as exploratory in the conceptual middedover,
two further specific indirect effestcould be foundHowever the specific indirect effects
mediated byift evaluation(b =-0.010, t =0.400, p =0.689), andmediated bysocial distance
as well as gift evaluatiofb =-0.020, t =1.304 p =0.192 werenot significanteither To sum
up, the total effestof business representation on reciprocation likelinowede negative but
not significant(b =-0.031, t =0.307 p =0.759.

Due to the generally weak effects of business representation in this parsetting,
the researcher considered an alternative approach to test this hypothesis. It is presented in the

following.

H6: Gift evaluation has a positive effect on reciprocation likelihood

The analysis results show that gift evaluatior laasignificant positive effect on
reciprocation likelihoodl{ = 0247, t > 2.58, p < 0.01). This means that a mpositive gift
evaluationled, ceteris paribugp asignificantlyhigherreciprocation likelihoodRegarding the
C o h e hvalse(f’f> 0.19, the strength of this effeetasmoderate. Therefore, hypothesis 6

wasaccepted.
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With regard to theprior hypothesis testing, the researcher noticed the following
inconsistencies: Even though the effects of social distance on gift evaluaticecgmdcation
likelihood were strongly significantas proposed in hypotheses 2 andatjd the effect of
business representation on social distance was signifigargroposed in hypothesis, hp
significarcecould beproven for the indirect effects blisiness representation on gift evaluation
respectively on reciprocation likelihop@partially) mediated by social distan@es proposed in
hypotheses 3 and.5pn the basis of the consideration thattthe letter by itself determines the
socialdistancdput r at her the participantsdo reaction
differentmodel. The alternative model consisted ofitt@nticalsetup, except for the construct
business representation. In this alternative test, the indicatousandss representation, letter
typei which represented letter type 1 for the value 0 and letter type 2 for the vajweas
replacedby the indicator impersonal/persondhis new indicator was taken from the second
item of the manipulation check (App#ir A7), for which participants evaluated how
impersonal respectively personal they perceived the letter opa@n¥ bipolar scale (the
indicator was reverseoded: 1 = impersonal, 7 = personal).eTtew construct was called
business representation 2.

Corducting the analysis with the alternative model, hypotheses 1, 2, 4, and 6 were still
supportedMoreover the new construct business representation 2 led to a significantly higher
percentage of explained varianoé social distance (adjusted?R= 0.298). Furthermore,
business representation 2 showed stronger effects on all dependent vaRaiglasding
hypothesis 3, a highly significant positive effect was detected for business representation 2 on
gift evaluation, partially mediated by social distanoe=(0.200, t > 2.58, p < 0.01). That is to
say, through social distance, a more personal business representation led, ceteris paribus, to a
significantly more positive gift evaluation. Further, with regard to hypothesisctal distance
had a highly signi€ant positive effect on reciprocation likelihood, partially mediated by social
distancelf = 0.370, t > 2.58, p < 0.01). Interpreting this effect, through social distance, a more
personal business representation led, ceteris paribus, to a significantly higher reciprocation
likelihood. The overview of the total effects (Table B4.3) and the Bpaudirect effects (Table
B4.4) in the alternative P.SEM model are shown in Appendix B4.

Finally, the extension of the main hypothesis testing has proven that all hypotheses can

beacceptedl abl e 3 sums up the evesl uation of the
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Table 3

Summaryof thehypotheses testingsults

Hypothesis Result

H1

H2

H3

H4

H5

H6

The business as a gift giver represented as an entity (compared tc Accepted
individual) has a positive effect on social distance.

Social distance has a negative effecgdhevaluation. Accepted

The business as a gift giver represented as an entity (compared tc Accepted
individual) has a negative indirect effect on gift evaluation, mediate
by social distance.

Social distance has a negative effecteriprocation likelihood. Accepted

The business as a gift giver represented as an entity (compared tc Accepted
individual) has a negative indirect effect on reciprocation likelihooc
mediated by social distance.

Gift evaluation has positive effect on reciprocation likelihood. Accepted
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Chapter 5: Conclusion

In this final chapterthe findings of the present research are discussed and a conclusion
is drawn with respect to the proposed hypotheses as well as the main research question.
Furthermore emergingtheoretical and managerial implicatioase presented. Finally, the

studydés | imitations are addressed and sugges

5.1 Conclusion and Discussion

While generallythe area of gift giving is extensively studied, empirieslaarcton the
context of businestw-consumer gift givingpecifially is very limited (Kulkarni et al., 2008
Moreover gift giving researctiocuseamostlyon the gift giversidein terms of motivation$o
give a gift whereas the perspective of ti& receiverand her/his responsgoftenneglected.
Business gifts are a powerful tool for companesreat valuablelong-term relationships with
their customers (Beltramini, 1992, 2000) this regardit is important for businesses to get a
thorowgh understaniohg of the underlyingprocesse®f gift giving in order to use this tool
correctly andefficiently. Further research into businessconsumer gift giving is therefore
neededBodur & Grohmann, 2005)This study aimedo complementhe scarceresearch on
businessoc onsumer gi ft giving by terecavimgagififrgm c on s u
a business. More preciselhe current research examined the propositi@tthe gift giver
representatioas an individual (an employee of the compamny)omparison tan entity (the
company as a wholghad a positive effect othe consumerd6 r esponses i n te
evaluation and reciprocation likelihooMoreover, in this setting, a lower perceivectiab
distance betweethe consumer anthe business was predicted to have a beneficial influence
on these two types of responses to the businesSagial distancavas thereforeonsidered a
mediatingvariablein the modelThe proposed hypotheses wegsted in an online experiment
in which the participants were asked to put themselves into the position to have received a
promotional package from a business via pbis¢.package included a gifta microfiber sports
towel i and a letter which was maniplated as follows: Letter type 1 wawitten by an
employee of the companlgtter type 2 was written biype company aswahole

With regard toconsumer responses to receiving a business gift, the researcher draws
four main conclusions. Firsthe perceivel social distancdetweenthe consumer andhe
business strongly affects the consumer respansesms of gift evaluation and reciprocation

likelihood. As hypothesized, the study showed that while a higher perceived social distance
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impacted the consumeesponses negatively, a lower perceived social distance led to a more
positive gift evaluation and to a higher reciprocation likelihddcawing onCLT (Trope &

Liberman, 2019 this study considered social distance in form of similarity (Trope &Qil7).
Accordingly, in the current setting, social distaromeild be explained as the psychological

space that existl between the consumer and the busimeserms of congruence between the
consumeis self and the attributes represented by the compamyaf8us, 1933; Mat et al.,

2011) . Consequentl vy, a hi ghecharacteristgsand ¢he c e b e
attributes represented by the company ingpltbat more reliable information about the
company was accessi bl e, tal repredentatibnubthe tbusieesscwasn s u me
more concrete and detailed. In turn, a lower social distance was perceived (Malar et al., 2011,
Trope & Liberman, 2010).

Second, the type of business representati@nan impact on the perceived social
distance betwen the consumer and the business. expected by the researcher, the
manipulation of the letter in the online experiment demonstratedhigift giver represented
as an employee of the company was perceived as less socially distant than the business
represented as an entityhis might be explainedy the greater amount of informatiabout
the sendethat was provided in lettdype 1,written by the employee of the company (the
business represented as an individual), compared totigtee2,written by the company as a
whole (the business represented as an entity). Applying the theory of social distdimse
context(Malar et al., 2011; Trope & Liberman, 2010; Trope et al., 20@#tgr type 1 might
have provided more reliable information abdc
characteristics, such as gender, age, and hobbiess the consumer could compare these
attributes with her/his owpersonatraitsandcreate a m@ concrete mental representation of
the businessconsequentljeading to a lower perceived social distance.

Third, the type of business representation has effects on both gift evaluation and
reciprocation likelihood, which are partially mediated by theg@eed social distance between
the consumer and the busine$he present results showgthat due to the lower perceived
social distancea more personabusiness representatidn which was the case for the
representation as an individualled to a morepositive evaluation of the gift and a higher
likelihood to reciprocaté comparison to a more impersonal business representatich
was the case for the representation as an emtigse findings were in line with the propositions
of the researcheil he effects can also be explained by the theory of social distance (Malar et
al., 2011; Trope & Liberman, 2010; Trope et al., 2007), as the personal interaction provides the

gift receiver with more contact points with the actual gift giver and reveals mfmrmation.
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Thus, more information can be processed and a clearer mental representation is possible,
leading to a lower perceived social distance. This lower perceived social distance affects the
response to the interaction (the gift giving) positivedg individualsrather interact witha
concrete person tham abstract, not identifiable opponeBghavioural Insights Team, 2018
With regard to these specific indirect relations between the business representation and both
outcome variables, it shalbe mentioned that the significant effects could noattrbuted
solely tothe two letters in the study themselVethe medium direct mawas manipulated in
this studyT, but rat her to the particimpaems®id per c
impersonal and person&locusing on the medium itseltrenger effects may be achievbey
the manipulation of either the same mediaimect mail, but varied in its implementation, or
through the manipulation of another medium, for instance-amaie or @mmunication in
person.

Fourth thec o n s u evaluatirs of the gift hea significanfositiveimpact orher/his
reciprocation likelihood. Téstudy results showed thi&ie more positive participantvaluated
the gift, the higher was her/his reciprocation likelihood. This findingfirmedthe respective
hypothesis proposed in this study antbreover supports thperception ofBodur and
Grohmann (2005), whosuggestt ft eval uati on as 0 aereqgusitees s ar y
for reci(prdd3ctédt i ono

Finally,inrespectot he st udy 6s the@mesenstudyhas pgroverthat, in o n
comparison tothe business represation as an entitythe business represeation as an
individual positively influenceghe responses to business gifts, in terms of gift evaluation and
reciprocation I|likelihood. Further mor e, t he
social distance towards the business as a crucial factoediing the gift evaluation as well

as the reciprocation likelihood.

5.2 Theoretical Implications

The insights gained from this study contribute to the scarce field of resbasihess
to-consumer gift givingand moreover add to the knowledgdout consumer responses to
business gifts. This study hasveral theoretical implication¥he currentresearch followed
the recommendatioby Bodur and Grohmann (2005)o0 i nvestigate how t
response to husinesgift is affected by the chacteristics of the gift giver. The earlier study
by Bodur and Grohmann (200&¢morstrated that a stronger relationship between the customer

and the business as well as an implicit request for reciprocation influence the gift evaluation
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and reciprocationikelihood positively. Further, they could not find significant effects for the
gift value and the gift r ec eUsingasinilarmglasetd er on
up and empirically teBtg some theoretical suggestions made in tadicle, the present study
complements the work of Bodur and Grohmann (200b¢ present findingeave proverhat
the type of business representation, either as an individual or as an entity, influence the
consumer 6s gift eval uat igpetificaimtice partewar setting,amt i on
employee of the compangs agift giver affect the gift evaluation and the reciprocation
likelihood positively, while a compangs a whole representing the gift giver has a negative
impact.Moreover, aalready suggested by Bodur and Grohmann (2005), the study showed that
the gift evaluation positively affects the reciprocation likelihoddus, a more positive gift
evaluation leads to higher likelihood of reciprocation.

Furthermore with regard to the bhly personal meaningf the gift and the highly
personal context thahe process afift giving generally represente.g., Belk, 1977; Sherry,
1983) the construct of social distance was integrated in the present maoel.t he r esear ¢
knowledge, tk influences of social distance have not yet been investigated in the context of
gift giving and the research on responses to receiving a gift. However, the results of this study
showed that the perceived social distance between the gift receiver agidegiftasworth to
be considered in the gift giving context. Accordingly, in the present setting, the higher the social
distance was perceived, the more negative was the gift evaluation and the lower was the
reciprocation likelihoodFurther, the resultsainonstrated that consumers perceive less social
distance twardsa business as a gift giver represented as an individual (an employee of the
company), compared to the representation of the business as amé&estyfindings contribute
to the extensiveasearch on social distaneed., Liviatan et al., 2008; Malar et al., 2011; Trope
& Liberman, 2010; Trope et al., 200@s well asto the field of gift giving researchand

specifically businesg-consumer gift giving research (e.g., Bodur and Grohmi2005).

5.3 Managerial Implications

The findings in this study also provide implications for practitionéafisen a business
decides tajive gifts to consumers in ordertiigger responsefrom the gift receivesin terms
of reciprocal behavior e.g., positive worébf-mouth, purchase or repurchasei, several
factors should be considered for a successful promotion. This research hgghiight
importance of the social distance a consumer perceives towardssihedsas it has a strong,

positive impact on how the gift is evaluated and how likely it is that the consumer reciprocates
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the gift. According to previous researclr@pe et al., 2007 social distance can be explained

by the similarity between the atbiutesrepresented by theusiness and the characteristics of

the particular consumer.n or der t o compar e t heherthisompanyos
personal traits, the consumer needs reliable and accessible information about the business. The
more hformation about the company is available and the higher the congruence between the
companyo6s and the consumerds attributes, the
companyinturnt he | ower i s the c¢consumedsdhe bupiressc ei v e
Therefore before the gift is given to the consumeris crucial for a business to providee

consumer wittsufficientinformation about the company in order to enable her/him to create a

more concrete mental representation of the caypa

By offering a great extent of information about the company, practiti@hensidaim
at giving the business human traisso-called brand personalityAaker, 1997) to make it
easier for the consumer to relate to the business. On the one handnsuehvisual brand
i mages i n t he consumer 6s mi nd can be C
anthropomorphizations, and user imagery (Aaker, 192at) instancea business auld use a
mascot that embodies the specific traits the company stantts foovide consumers with a
visual image of the business. Consumers can access this information easily and may feel a
stronger connection to the business.

On the other handhe representation of the businassa gift giveshould be thoroughly
consideed. The current research providdws empirically provenhat a gift given by an
employee of the company is perceived more posytireterms of the gift evaluation and the
reciprocation likelihood than a gift given by the company as a whotgeneralan interaction
is perceived more positilkewith another human beingompared t@ faceless business a
fictional representation of the compariBehavioural Insights Team, 2018]T.herefore,
businessemay consideperformng giveaway promotions to consiers in person. A possible
execution of such a promotion would be to have employees of the company handing out the
gifts to the customers in the physical store. Thereby,egh@wloyeegthemselvesepresent the
business Characteristics of the employees, fostance gender, age, aatboempathy, can
easily be identifiecand processed by the consumerseskhkind of perceptions of employees
can be transferred to the perception of the busiraksying consumers to create a more
detailed and concrete ment&presentation of the businesshich consequentlieads to a
lower perceived social distance. In this case, the company may select the employees
considering their characteristics to specifically fit the representation of attributes the business

stands fo.
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5.4 Limitations and Future ResearchSuggestions

The present study investigated the effects of the type of representation of a business as
a gift giver ong i f t r eespenses anr as @nline experime@n the one hand, an
experimerdl setting has numerous benefits over field wedpecially with regrd to theability
to controlspecific variablesind conditionsn the model (McDermott, 2002).rQhe other hand,
previous studies point out potential Tbei,as i n
in this research, the direct mail contéxsanintrinsic weakness of this type of research setting
(McDermott, 2002; Moorman, Neijens, & Smit, 2007Noort & Reijmersdal, 2019).
Accordingly, realistic evaluation may be hinderdde to the forced exposure ime
experimental settindimiting the scope of the findingg o counter such bias, future research
could thus investigate theexaminedeffects under realorld conditions.A study under
naturalistic conditiongould be performed in cooperation with existingcompany Actual
customer data collected upon a direct mailing campeagitd be used for the analysis

Moreover, it should be mentioned that the sample of the present research consisted of a
majority of rather young participants. The demographics showed that 91% ofrtple seere
younger than 35 years old, while 25% of the respondents were between 18 and 25 years old.
With respect to the data provided for the pc¢
concluded that a large number of the total sample were rggid&@his may limit the
generalizability of the findings and should be taken into account in future research.

Furthermorethis research examined the manipulatminthe communication channel
direct mail This leads to tw@otentialextensions of the current study in future research. First,
regardingthe medium context of direct maifuture research could investigateimerous
possiblemodificationsconcerninghe design of thaedirect mailused in the researcResearch
on direct mail desigrhasalreadytestedvarious effects otharacteristics with regard tbe
materialT such asthe type of paperthe format, and the envelomgkesigni as well as
characteristicsoncerningthe contenti such asthe letter length, personation, andthe
signature €.g., Behavioural Insights Team, 201Bgld, Frenzen, Krafft, Peters, & Verhoef,
2013;Vriens, Scheer, Hoekstra, & Roelf Bult, 1998pwever, thesadditionalcharacteristics
were not investigatedunder thepresent modetonditions and may strengthen the effects
examined in this research. Due to the manifold and partly conflicting findings on direct mail
design in the literature (Feld et al., 2013) presentstudy could not consider all of these
insights in a single researc®econdapart from direct mail, future research could look into the

effectiveness of other communication channels in the cusegtihgi e.g., communication via
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e-mail, or communicatiom personinstore With regard to the personal context of this study,

it would be especially i ntresponsedtieaeigingtagftire x a mi n
person, for instance from an employee in the physical store. This situatidoniaydecrease

the perceived social distance towards the business and consegtremitjthen the examined

effects

Future research could also examine how the type of gift influences the effects in the
present settingThe gift used in this studyas amicrofiber sports towel inexpensive,
utilitarian, and unconditional. In a similar settinggilizing two conditional gift vouchers of
different values aa means omanipulationBodur and Grohman (200%)und no significant
effectsof gift value, neither oniff evaluation nor on reciprocation likelihooNevertheless,
different combinations of gift characteristics, such as utilitarian versus hedodennditional
versus unconditionaimay have arimpactonthe model.

Finally, arotheraspect thatould expand the understanding and generalizability of the
present findingss to test theinfluences of different context categories the modelin the
currentstudy, both the business and the gift were related to the categoinggaddsdue to
the belief that it wouldconcerna wide crowd of diverse demographic attribut@sterson,
Balasubramanian, and Bronnenberg (1997) established a classifipatievhich categorize
products and services according to three dimensibnthe cost andhe frequency ofthe
purchase?) the value proposition, and 3) the differential potential (Phau & Meng Poon, 2000).
With regard to their classification system, sporting goods can generally be classified as goods
that 1) have aather high outlay andrepurchasednfrequently,2) are tangible, and 3) have a
high differentiation potential. Future research could therefore test if categories with differing
attributes affect the model in a different wiag.g., the category groceries, generally classified
asproducts that 1) have a low outlay and are purchased frequently, 2) are tangible, and 3) have

a high differentiation.
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AppendixA
TheOnline Experiment

AppendixAl

Introduction

Dear participant,

Thank you for taking part in this online experiment on-gifting behavior. The gaine
insights will be used for my master thesis in the field of Marketing at Radboud Univ

Nijmegen. Your contribution is greatly appreciated.

In this study, you will be presented with a scenario, followed by questions about
behavior in the particutasituation. The study consists of five blocks of questions. H
block will be introduced with a short explanation of the task. Please take your time t
the instructions carefully. Completing the online experiment will take approximats

minutes.

All collected data will be treated anonymously and confidentially. You are free to with

from the study at any time. Click on the bottom right arrow to continue.
With best regards,

Oliver Bduerle
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Appendix A2
Demaraphicitems

Please fill in some general information about yourself below and click on the botton]

arrow to start the online experiment.

1. What is your gender?

(Female; Male)

2. What is your age?
(18i 25; 26 35; 36 45; 46 55; 56 +)

3. What is the highest degree or édwf education you have completed? If currently
enrolled, select the degree that you are studying at the moment.
(High school degree or equivalent; A

degree; Doctoral degree; Other: )

4. What is your countrpf birth?
(Germany; The Netherlands; Other: )

Appendix A3
Scenario presentation

Each participant wagresentedvith the description of thescenaridbelow), theimage
of the businesso-consumer gift(Figure A3.]), andby random selectiorither letter type 1
(Figure A3.2)or letter type2 (Figure A3.3).

Description of the scenatrio

Imagine yourself in the following scenario:

SPORTYsports shop, a retailer offering a large assortment of sporting goods, has r¢
opened a store in your area. As a local promotion for the new SEGRTYhas sent you @
package via post. You open the package and find & giimall microfiber sports towél

and a letter from the company, as shown below.

Please look at the imagefdhe gift and read the letter carefully.
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Figure A31. Image of thebusinesgo-consumer gitt A microfiber sports towel.
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Figure A32. Letter type 1Scenario 1: The business as a gift giver represented as an individual.
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