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Abstract
In business-to-consumer marketing literature, the notion of gift-receiving remains briefly
addressed. Since the paradigm shift in marketing practices, however, organisations focus on the
needs and desires of their customers now more than ever. A relational approach became more
apparent, and relationship marketing emerged, making gift-exchange a significant part of
organisations business activities. A challenge arising in this domain is that organisations
continue to invest significant parts of their budgets in purchasing gifts to hand out to customers
(i.e., the gift receivers), on which the choice of gift and the outcome of the exchange process
depends, while their perspective is relatively unknown. Hence, gift-receiving has proven to be
a fruitful avenue of research. A field experiment (n = 112), conducted in the automotive sector,
examined the type of gift and the gift-receiving moment in their effects on the recipients’
attitudes towards the organisation and their reciprocal behaviour. The study did not reveal any
significant effect, indicating no evidence is found for differences between the independent
variables and their effect on the two outcome variables. The author theorises that practitioners
do not have to take into account the type of gift or the gift-receiving moment in optimising the
effect of gifts on the recipients’ attitude towards the organisation. Theoretical and practical
implications, as well as limitations and suggestions for future research, are discussed.
Keywords: gift-exchange, reciprocal Behaviour, attitude towards the organisation, giftreceiving, business-to-consumer
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Chapter 1: Introduction
In recent years, marketing practices underwent a paradigm shift, characterised by a move from
a transactional approach to a relational approach (Brodie, Coviello, Brookes & Little, 1997),
which had a significant impact on both theory and practice (Jones, Reynolds, Arnold, Gabler,
Gillison & Landers, 2014). A remarkable phenomenon in this relational approach is relationship
marketing, which is defined by Morgan & Hunt (1994, p.22) as “all marketing activities
directed towards establishing, developing and maintaining successful relational exchanges.”
Moreover, relationship marketing is critical to establish a sustainable competitive advantage
(Jones et al., 2014; O’Malley & Prothero, 2004).
A relevant facet in relationship marketing is gift-exchange since it is a language (that
employs objects instead of the use of words) used to express valuable interpersonal
relationships to establish and manage meaning in those relationships (Caplow, 1984). Hence,
gift-exchange is used by organisations to develop relationships with customers in the modern
economy to obtain a sustainable competitive advantage ultimately.
Gift-exchange consists of two central concepts: gift-giving and gift-receiving (Areni,
Kiecker & Palan, 1998). Gift-giving is a frequently executed undertaking that has the potential
to convey vigorous messages given their concrete and material nature; it is a well-studied
phenomenon in marketing (Areni et al., 1998; Fisher, 2007; Shanka & Handley, 2011). Giftreceiving, in contrast, has received little attention in the literature, which is remarkable since
organisations focus on the needs and wants of the customers, i.e. the gift-receivers, on whom
initially the choice of the gift depends. Moreover, it is a fruitful area for both researchers and
marketers since the outcome of the exchange process of gift-giving depends on the reaction of
the receiver, while his or her perspective is still relatively unknown (Antón, Camarero & Gil,
2014).
Several researchers in recent years have acknowledged the lack of knowledge in the
field of gift-receiving. However, research is still predominantly conducted in a business-tobusiness context, causing a limited present understanding of gift-receiving in a business-toconsumer context. A concept found important in gift-receiving is gift-relatedness, which builds
on perceived congruence between the perceptions and associations that come to mind by the
recipient (Kulkarni, Otnes & White, 2008; Marchand, Paul, Hennig-Thurau & Puchner, 2017).
From an economic point of view, gift-exchange behaviour emerges at many different
moments in the customer journey. A gift can be received either in the search phase
(independently of a purchase), or in the purchase phase (when making a purchase) (Herhausen,
7
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Kleinlercher, Verhoef, Emrich & Rudolph, 2019). Therefore, the gift-exchange moment may
influence the extent of reciprocal behaviour of the recipient because he or she had to or did not
have to take action (making a purchase) to receive the gift (the gift being either something extra
or received for no reason).
Another topic of interest is the type of gift. There is a distinction between a social gift
dimension and an economic gift dimension (Berry, 1995; Belk & Coon, 1993); both types of
gifts may lead to reciprocal behaviour (Marchand et al., 2017). Therefore, the conclusion drawn
is that both types of gifts are valuable in relationship marketing. However, Marchand et al.
(2017) found that social gifts are more substantial in the development of the relational aspect,
while economical gifts result in the highest reciprocal contribution. The finding shows that
making a distinction between both types of gifts is essential when researching the notion of
gift-receiving.
Furthermore, there are differences in how different customer groups (i.e., prospective,
current or loyal customers) perceive gift-receiving (Beltramini, 1992, 2000). Bodur and
Grohmann (2005), for example, state that relationship strength affects the customers’ likelihood
of reciprocal behaviour positively. Thus, the more positive the relationship between the
business and the customer, the more positive the gift affects reciprocal behaviour.
This research aims to address the named gap in theory and to provides a deeper
understanding of the phenomenon of gift-receiving. It will guide businesses in choosing a
suitable gift at different moments in the purchase process of the customer, to subsequently
maximize reciprocal behaviour by the recipient. Moreover, gifts that release positive emotions
in the mind of the customer are likely to positively affect customer experience within the phases
of the customer journey. The scope of this research includes commercial product-based
organisations who hand out gifts to customers at different moments in the customer journey.
Hence, the study takes a business-to-consumer perspective, with organisations being the giftgiver and customers being gift-receivers.
The outcomes of this research are of both practical and theoretical relevance. A first
practical implication is that this research provides (marketing) managers of business-toconsumer organisations, with the strategic aim of improving customers’ reciprocal behaviour,
of guidance in their strategic marketing plans. More specifically, gift-giving in a business
context is a course of action to stimulate customer loyalty and can be part of a loyalty program
(Shanka & Handley, 2011). With the use of loyalty programs, organisations try to transit
customers from a negotiation-based economical relationship to a more social reciprocal
8
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relationship, which builds on the belief that stronger relationships generate higher performance
(Henderson, Beck & Palmatier, 2011). With the outcome of this study, (marketing) managers
will be able to increase efficiency and effectiveness in the design of their strategic plans aimed
at customer loyalty. A second practical implication concerns the reduction of the organisational
risk. That is, the study will prevent a company’s budget-allocation on gifts that will not provide
the desired result because they do not trigger the customer to show reciprocal behaviour. Hence,
managers ability to allocated budgets more effectively will be positively influenced.
This research contributes to the empirical field of marketing in two ways. First, the study
adds to a better understanding of the reciprocal behaviour of customers. It is a step in the
direction of broadening knowledge about customer motives. More specifically, this research
will give insight into how customers react to different cues at different moments in the purchase
process, which broadens the knowledge about the customer’s mind. Second, the outcomes will
provide knowledge about the effectiveness of a company’s resource allocation. Hence, this
study contributes to the theory of budget allocation in marketing finances.
The norm of reciprocity, often also called the rule of reciprocity, is paramount as a
theory on the concept of gift-exchange. This theory states that in gift-exchange, the gift-receiver
feels obliged to return what is given (Gouldner, 1960). The current research captures the
concept of “returning what is given,” sought to be stimulated by organisations through giftgiving. When the mind of the customer is triggered, the favour returned by the gift-receiver
takes a form of reciprocal behaviour. Not to mention, activation of reciprocal behaviour affects
the strongly linked concept of attitude towards the organisation (Kulkarni et al., 2008). This
process ultimately stimulates customer loyalty.
On the subject of triggering reciprocal behaviour to reach the desired organisational
outcome (i.e., improved loyalty), a few questions remained unanswered. The previous
argumentation led to the following research questions addressed in this research:
Does the type of gift (social versus economic) elicit different levels of reciprocal
behaviour and attitude towards the organisation from the recipient at different giftexchange moments in the customer journey (search phase versus purchase phase)?
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A sub-question complementing the main research question is:
How does business–customer relationship strength come into play in the relationship
between the gift type (social versus economic) and the gift-receiving moment (search
phase versus purchase phase), and reciprocity to the organisation and attitude towards
the organisation?
The remainder of this thesis reads as follows. Fist, a theoretical framework is presented,
including an outline of theories relevant to the concept, the norm of reciprocity being the focal
theory, and a conceptual model reflecting the research problem. The theoretical framework is
devoted to providing knowledge regarding the relevance of the concept and the distinctive key
concepts and accompanying assumptions. Second, the methodology of the study is discussed.
This section incorporates substantial argumentation for the scientific research approach, a field
experiment, the used measures and the analysis procedure. Furthermore, the limitations of the
study and ethical considerations are described. Next, the results will be presented, and
conclusions will be drawn.
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Chapter 2: Theoretical framework
The current study examines whether gifts to recipients — consumers — have to be of social or
economic nature, depending on the gift-receiving moment — in the purchase or search phase.
The goal in this process is to maximize reciprocal behaviour by the recipient. The following
part of the study is devoted to the analysis of prior established research focused on the concept
of gift-exchange and the notion of reciprocity. Subsequently, the hypotheses and a conceptual
model will be presented, built on the theoretical rationales.
2.1

The concept of gift-exchange

The practice of gift-exchange is as old as the origin of cultures. Gifts are tangible expressions
of social relationships used as a means to strengthen the relationship between the parties
involved (Baskin, Wakslak, Trope & Novemsky, 2014; Schwartz, 1967; Sherry, 1983). Based
on Belk (1976), Hollenbeck, Peters and Zinkhan (2006, p.573) define gifts as “an exchange in
which the transfer of goods or services that, although regarded as voluntary by those involved,
is part of cultural and social behaviour.” In an economic context, “gifts” refer to additional
products given by the company to the customer for free; those gifts do not affect the monetary
value of the product promoted (e.g., price reductions) (Chandon, Wansink & Laurent, 2000;
Kulkarni et al., 2008).
Gift-giving is generally carried out with one out of two intentions: (1) to form and reflect
social integration or (2) to minimize social distance (Sherry, 1983). Moreover, giving of gifts
is aimed not only at creating social bonds but stimulating reciprocation as well. The
phenomenon of gift-exchange is not limited to private social interactions. Besides the
establishment of social value, through the creation and preservation of relationships, giftexchange likewise creates economic value (Larsen & Watson, 2001). Gift-exchange has
extended to the work environment, in both a business-to-business and a business-to-consumer
setting, and has become an aspect of the marketing discipline, respectively. Accompanying the
paradigm shift to a relational approach within the field of marketing, the importance of creating
and managing relationships, of which gift-exchange is a significant element, has grown (Bruhn,
1996). Hence, gift-exchange in an economic setting became even more essential in the
relationship marketing approach and constitutes the creation of both social (i.e. the creation and
management of customer relationships) and economic value (i.e. reciprocal behaviour).
As mentioned before, this research is focused on gift-exchange in a business-toconsumer setting from a marketing perspective. Business gifts are given to targeted consumer
11
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groups as a medium to advertise, promote sales and communicate (Cooper, Madden, Hunt &
Cornell, 1991). Both parties involved in gift-exchange can be considered as an entity or as an
individual. To illustrate: in a business-to-business context, two organisations execute giftexchange; in a consumer-to-consumer context, two individuals; execute gift-exchange; in a
business-to-consumer context, the receiving party is likely an individual (i.e. the consumer),
but the giving party can be either an entity (i.e. organisation) or a single individual (e.g., sales
representative). The current study acknowledges gift-givers as entities (i.e. organisations) while
acknowledging gift-receivers as individuals (i.e. consumers).
2.2

Reciprocity in gift-exchange

Individuals generally give gifts to others in expectation of reciprocity. Three obligations arise
from cultural embeddedness when individuals engage in gift-exchange: one should (1) give, (2)
receive and (3) reciprocate (Gouldner, 1960; Sherry, 1983). An exchange is rewarding only
when the gift-giver is confident that reciprocity will take place (Caplow, 1984). Gouldner
(1960) explicates this phenomenon as “The norm of reciprocity,” which states that one should
give in return what is given. In an economic context, organisations do not conduct gift-giving
out of benevolence but give because they want to get something in return at a later point in
time, following the norm of reciprocity.
The expected outcome of gift-exchange in a relationship is the development of balanced
reciprocity, which is a determinant of customer satisfaction (Chakrabarti & Berthon, 2012; Poe,
1977). In this context, measuring the effectiveness of the ingredients for balanced reciprocity
on other outcome variables is paramount. Reciprocal behaviour takes the form of sales increases
(purchases and repeat purchases), or behavioural outcomes (e.g. positive word-of-mouth)
(Bodur & Grohmann, 2005). It is a fragile process since relationships can quickly turn into a
state of dissolution when the organisation gives too little, too much or too late. Furthermore,
not being able to reciprocate has the potential to result in an asymmetrical relationship. When
measuring the state of reciprocal balance in a relationship, it is vital to keep in mind that one
should take a longitudinal view, as taking one point in time will always result in a state of
unbalanced reciprocity (Sherry, 1983).
Shurmer (1971) argued that the value of a gift reflects the (development of the) strength
of a relationship. In other words, in the early phases of a relationship, gifts of lower value are
exchanged, while in later phases (as an effect of a more substantial relationship) gifts of a higher
value are exchanged. Besides, gifts perceived as originating from a similar category (i.e., type
12
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of resource) are more likely to be exchanged in comparison with gifts perceived as not similar
(Brinberg & Castell, 1982). Building on this statement, Marchand et al. (2017) give the example
of money and coupons since both gifts represent monetary value and, hence, are perceived as
gifts originating from a similar category.
Nonetheless, more recent research indicates that the monetary value of the gift does not
affect the likelihood of reciprocation (Bodur & Grohmann, 2005) and that gift-receivers are not
much interested in the value of the gift when evaluating how much they appreciate it (Robben
& Verhallen, 1994). The implication of this is that for the process of trying to reach
organisational goals, it does not matter whether to distribute gifts of relatively low value or gifts
of relatively high value. Another important finding of earlier research is the conclusion that
giving money is often impopular and sometimes even unacceptable (Belk, 1979; Caplow, 1982;
Pieters & Robben, 1999). In this research, due to prior factors, the value of the gift is not taken
into consideration and focus lies on physical business gifs (gifts of strictly monetary value, e.g.,
price reductions, are excluded).
2.3

The gift type in gift-exchange

2.3.1 Gift-relatedness
Gino and Flynn (2011) argue that gift-receivers better value a gift when they get what they have
asked for, instead of a "thoughtful and considerate" gift being something for which they have
not explicitly asked. Moreover, differences in age, culture and gender makes that gift-givers
tend to give gifts which are not entirely suitable for all gift-receivers (Baskin, Wakslak, Trope
& Novemsky, 2014). The assumption made is that business gifts in a business-to-consumer
setting are not entirely fitted to every individual customer as well, due to fundamental
differences in the client-bases of organisations. Likely, most organisations are not able to give
each customer a personal gift due to cost-efficiency reasons and the like. Instead, organisations
often search for one particular gift and hand it out to all customers (e.g., a sample or a bottle of
champagne).
Whether organisations can be more effective in reaching the desired results (i.e.
reciprocal behaviour) by knowing which type of gifts (in terms of relatedness) maximizes
effectiveness, is a question Kulkarni et al. (2008) and Marchand et al. (2017) addressed.
Marchand et al. (2017) argue that the relatedness of the gift to the organisation’s offerings builds
on the concept of fit — the perceived degree of congruence (i.e. congruent or incongruent) of
the gift with the perceptions and associations that arise. The definition of congruence according
13
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to Kulkarni et al. (2008, p.901) reads as follows: “Congruence refers to the degree to which
two or more objects, entities, people or groups share essential characteristics.” Hence, the
effectiveness of the gift depends on the (in)congruence (i.e. (un)relatedness) of the gift
(Marchand et al., 2017).
Kulkarni et al. (2008) found similar effects between the perceived congruence and the
customer’s evaluations of received business gifts and the gift-giving brands. More specifically,
they find that moderate levels of congruence between the gift and the product have a more
substantial positive effect on the evaluation of the customer than do both high and low
congruence. Moderate incongruence is defined by Mandler (1982, p.22) as “interesting and
positively valued” (Jagre, Watson & Watson, 2001), hence, slightly incongruent but positively
evaluated. Moderate congruence stimulates the arousal in object novelty and enhancement in
cognitive elaboration towards the gift, which accordingly affects the evaluation of the gift and
the gift-giving brand. Accordingly, high levels of congruence have a more substantial effect
than do low levels of congruence (Kulkarni et al., 2008).

2.3.2 Gift-type dimensions: social versus economic gifts
Marchand et al. (2017) had a contrasting research approach. They studied the effect of different
types of gifts on customer perceptions and actual spending behaviour. In their study, the
researchers made a distinction between social gift dimensions (indicating a social exchange;
focused on social bonding) and economic gift dimensions (indicating an economic exchange;
fixated on financial incentives) (Berry, 1995). The distinction originates from the constitutional
economic and social exchange models of gift-giving and human interaction which dominate in
social science — the two models symbolizing fundamental theories within the exchange
paradigm (Belk & Coon, 1993).
Both social and economic gift-giving are conducive to reciprocal behaviour.
Economical gifts are evaluated by the recipient as goods of economic and utilitarian value and
directly influence customer behaviour (Berry, 1995; Marchand et al., 2017). However, social
gifts outweigh economic gifts in terms of relationship-building between exchange partners,
substantiated by the communicative and symbolic nature of social gifts, leading to social
bonding. Social bonds between two exchange partners are hard to imitate by other
organisations, which causes lower chances for the competitors to imitate social gifts in contrast
with economic gifts (Berry, 1995; Marchand et al., 2017) – resulting in gift-giving by use of
social gifts being a dominant tactic for creating a sustainable competitive advantage.
14
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Marchand et al. (2017) showed that the congruent combinations of economical-related
and social-unrelated gift dimensions have the most substantial effects on customers perceptions
of relationship investment, as shown in Figure 1. The following findings explain the
argumentation: (1) economic-unrelated gifts are likely to be perceived as confusing and
ineffective, and (2) social-related gifts might be perceived as manipulative and opportunistic
due to the contradictory nature of commerciality and sociality (Bodur & Grohmann, 2005; Belk
& Coon, 1993; Dorsch & Kelley, 1994; Marchand et al., 2017). However, Marchand et al.
(2017) have not examined the effect of moderate congruence, similar to Kulkarni et al. (2008).
Furthermore, in line with the outcomes of Berry (1995), Marchand et al. (2017) find that overall
gift-giving of economic nature results in the highest contribution by the recipient.

Figure 1: Slopes for Gift relatedness x Gift type. Reprinted from
"How Gifts Influence Relationships with Service Customers and
Financial Outcomes for Firms," by Marchand, A., Paul, M., HennigThurau, T., and Puchner, G., 2017, Journal of Service Research,
20(2), p. 113.

Although the degree of gift-relatedness, described in Section 2.3.1, has proven to be
meaningful, this study leaves out that particular concept due to the complexity of the model.
Alternatively, the focus lies on creating more insight into the two distinctive gift type
dimensions. The decision made can be substantiated by the reasoning that the social and
economic gift dimensions have not been studied yet as a concept isolated from relatedness in
gift-exchange. However, the value of the concept is acknowledged by other researchers in the
marketing discipline (Marchand et al., 2017), making it exciting research territory.
Furthermore, a concept closely linked to reciprocal behaviour in gift-receiving is the
attitude of the recipient towards the organisation (gift-giver). Research found that gift-giving
has different effects on attitudes towards the brand, depending on the degree of congruence
15
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between the gift and the product of interest (Bodur & Grohmann, 2005; Kulkarni et al., 2008).
More specifically, findings of Kulkarni et al., (2008) show that perceived congruence affects
business-to-consumer attitudes to the gift-giving brands, while low congruence might be
perceived as manipulative and create a negative effect.
Holding congruence constant and at a moderate level in this study, economic gifts will
directly influence customer behaviour (i.e. result in the highest reciprocal contribution) whereas
social gifts are more substantial in building relationships. Hence, the following hypotheses are
formulated:
H1: Economic (social) gift-receiving leads to higher (lower) reciprocal behaviour by
the recipient than social (economic) gift-receiving.
H2: Social (economic) gift-receiving leads to higher (lower) attitude towards the
organisation by the recipient than economic (social) gift-receiving.
2.4

The gift-receiving moment in gift-exchange

All other things being equal, one would suggest not only that the effectiveness of gift-giving
by organisations is a function of the type of the gift, but likewise that it possibly differs by
moment in the purchase trajectory of the customer, which is an unanswered question. As
highlighted in Bodur and Grohmann (2005), there are three purposes to use gift-giving in a
business-to-consumer setting: (1) to have an impact on the attitudes and purchase intentions of
prospective customers; (2) to preserve and stimulate purchase intentions of current customers;
(3) to serve as a token of appreciation of past purchases by the established customer base
(Beltramini, 1992, 2000). Every loyal customer has once been a prospective customer, and a
current customer after that, before he or she became a loyal customer. The establishment of a
loyal customer base is a business strategy focused on the customer journey with loyalty as a
destination (Duffy, 1998); this means that loyalty, and thus perceptions of the product or brand,
increases during this journey. Furthermore, this means that evaluations of the product or brand
are fluctuating during the different phases of the customer journey, so why would that not be
the case for the evaluation of business gifts?
In line with previous research about the customer journey, Herhausen et al. (2019, p.11)
defined the customer journey as: “Customers’ search and purchase usage of all online and
offline touchpoints from various sources, including retailer-owned, competitor-owned, and
16
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additional touchpoints.” Hence, the customer journey basically consists of the phases of search
and purchase. Touchpoints are defined as a customer contact point, more precisely, an event of
direct or indirect contact between a consumer and a business (Baxendale, Macdonald & Wilson,
2015; Court, Elzinga, Mulder & Vetvik, 2009). The customer journey is composed of a series
of touchpoints that a customer experiences as satisfying, neutral or dissatisfying based on the
execution (Kranzbühler, Kleijnen & Verlegh, 2019). Herhausen et al. (2019) left out the aftersales phase in their definition of the customer journey because of multiple reasons, among
which the following: (1) it turned out to be less critical in retail settings than in telecom settings;
(2) to be able to compare the results of their study with other research using similar
segmentation (e.g., Konus, Verhoef & Neslin, 2008). As to the customers belonging to these
phases, customer journey segments are defined by Herhausen et al. (2019, p.9) as “homogenous
groups of customers with a similar touchpoint usage during the customer journey, which
encompasses not only retailer touchpoints but also the aforementioned touchpoints.” With
“aforementioned touchpoints” Herhausen et al. (2019) refer to all other touchpoints of the
customer journey (e.g., offline, competitor) which potentially affect customers.
As already elaborated upon, gift-exchange is used as a relationship device to stimulate
loyalty accordingly. Following this line of research, differences may exist in the evaluation of
business gifts in a business-to-consumer setting between the search and the purchase phases of
the customer journey. The question that arises is whether different gifts (social versus
economical) are appropriate in the different phases of the customer journey (search versus
purchase) to maximize reciprocal behaviour. The purchase phase is following the search phase
after the customer has had multiple touchpoints with the organisation. Therefore, the argument
is made that social bonds are more robust in the purchase phase in comparison with the search
phase. Accordingly, economical gifts are possibly being perceived as less favourable by the
recipient in the purchase phase — due to the impersonality of the gift — in contrast to the search
phase. In other words, going through the phases of the customer journey, customers to which
the organisation is new territory are likely to be more pleased with economic gifts, while
customers that are already familiar with the organisation are likely to be more pleased with
social gifts.
The following hypotheses are formulated:
H3: Receiving gifts lead to more reciprocal behaviour by the recipient in the purchase
phase than in the search phase.
17
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H4: Receiving gifts leads to a more positive attitude towards the organisation by the
recipient in the purchase phase than in the search phase.
H5: Receiving economic (social) gifts lead to…
a. more (less) reciprocal behaviour than receiving social (economic) gifts in the
search phase; and
b. less (more) reciprocal behaviour than receiving social (economic) gifts in the
purchase phase.
H6: Receiving economic (social) gifts lead to…
a. more (less) positive attitude towards the organisation by the recipient than
receiving social (economic) gifts in the search phase; and
b. less (more) positive attitude towards the organisation by the recipient than
receiving social (economic) gifts in the purchase phase.
2.5

Customer characteristics in gift-exchange

2.5.1 Customer groups
Differences in relationship strength are relevant as it comes to the effect of gifts on the
likelihood of reciprocal behaviour of customers: businesses target (1) prospective customers to
persuaded them to purchase, (2) current customers to manage the relationship or cause repurchases, and (3) loyal customers to give them an appreciation for prior purchases (Bodur &
Grohmann, 2005). Thus, different customer groups are targeted for different purposes to cause
reciprocation. Research argues that in a business-to-business setting, the strength of relationship
affects the gift evaluation and with that, the resulting behaviour of the receiver (Bodur &
Grohmann, 2005). Correspondingly, established customers are expected to react with more
substantial reciprocity due to the lower levels of perceived manipulative intent (Bodur &
Grohmann, 2005). If this holds in a business-to-consumer context as well, the stronger the bond
between gift-giver and gift-receiver, the more positive the outcomes of the gift-exchange
process.
Both Bodus and Grohmann (2005) and Cooper et al. (1991) argued the existence of a
ceiling-effect of long-term loyal customers who already have positive attitudes towards the
organisation or show loyal behaviour nevertheless. In other words, once customers feel a certain
degree of loyalty towards the organisation, the strength of reciprocity cannot be stimulated to a
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greater extent. However, those customers must continue receiving gifts to keep them satisfied
and to reduce the chance that reciprocity may vanish (Marchand et al., 2017).
The following hypotheses are formulated:
H7: As a result of gift-receiving, loyal and current customers respond with more substantial
reciprocity compared to prospective customers, while reciprocity will not be significantly
different for loyal and current customers.
H8: As a result of gift-receiving, loyal and current customers develop more favourable
attitudes towards the organisation compared to prospective customers, while attitudes will
not be significantly different for loyal and current customers.
As previously argued, gift-exchange is used in relationship marketing to strengthen the
relationship between the two exchange partners. The purpose of this is to try to transform
customer relationships from a negotiation-based economic relationship to a reciprocal social
relationship. Since social gifts, in comparison with economic gifts, are more aimed at building
relationships and involve more personalization (Marchand et al., 2017), social gifts are likely
to be perceived as more valuable when two exchange partners have already established a
relationship. From another perspective, this reasoning makes economic gifts more likely to be
perceived as valuable when the two exchange partners are in the early beginning of their
relationship.
The following hypotheses are proposed:
H9: As a result of gift receiving…
a. loyal and current customers respond with more (less) reciprocal behaviour when
receiving social (economical) gifts compared to prospective customers, while
reciprocity will not be significantly different for loyal and current customers; and
b. prospective customers respond with more (less) reciprocal behaviour when receiving
economical (social) gifts compared to current and loyal customer, while reciprocity
will not be significantly different for loyal and current customers.
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H10: As a result of gift receiving…
a. loyal and current customers develop more (less) a positive attitude towards the
organisation when receiving social (economical) gifts compared to prospective
customers, while attitudes will not be significantly different for loyal and current
customers; and
b. prospective customers develop a more (less) a positive attitude towards the
organisation when receiving economical (social) gifts compared to current and loyal
customer, while reciprocity will not be significantly different for loyal and current
customer.
2.5.2 Gender
Several studies acknowledged gender differences in the gift-exchange process, mostly
conducted in a business-to-business or consumer-to-consumer setting. Multiple studies (e.g.,
Fischer & Arnold, 1990; Areni et al., 1998) revealed that women have a more prominent role
in the notion of gift-exchange (traditions) than men. Areni et al. (1998) showed in a consumerto-consumer context that the majority of women in their research indicated to have more
memories of gift-receiving moments compared with gift-giving moments. For men, it was the
other way around, which was a remarkable outcome since it shows that men do give significant
attention to gift-giving. More antithetical is the outcome of the more recent study conducted by
Bodur and Grohmann (2005) in a business-to-consumer context. The results of their study show
that gender appears not to affect the relationship between gift-receiving and the degree of
reciprocal behaviour. Building on the outcome of Budur and Grohmann (2005) and the
complexity of the model, the concept of gender is left out in this research.
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2.6

Conceptual model

The proposed hypotheses are visualised in the conceptual model in Figure 2.

Figure 2: Conceptual Model
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Chapter 3: Methodology
Following the theoretical framework, in which relevant background theory led to the
hypotheses and accompanying conceptual model, the methodology necessary to conduct the
study is explained. Also, research ethics are considered.
3.1

Research design

The current study examined the effect of the type of gift (social vs. economic), the gift-receiving
moment (search vs. purchase phase) and the interaction effects on reciprocal behaviour and
attitude of the recipient towards the gift-giving organisation. Additionally, the effects of
customer groups were tested. This study aimed to examine the conceptual model (Figure 2) and
ultimately to answer the main research question, thereby adding to the body of theory available
regarding the concept of gift-exchange.
To generate the data required and accordingly find statistically significant outcomes, a
quantitative field study was conducted. The study was carried out in cooperation with an
exclusive car dealer, active in the luxury sector. The identity of the relevant car dealer will
remain confidential throughout the present research. A characteristic of the luxury car sector is
the high amount of gift-giving to customers due to the high purchase value of products and
services. Hence, allocation of the (marketing)budget to gift-giving is a matter of course for such
organisations; this also applies to the organisation central in the phase of data collection, making
it an especially suitable source for this research.
A 2 (economic vs. social gift) ´ 2 (search vs. purchase phase) between-subjects field
experiment was performed to test the model. Due to the two-fold nature of both independent
variables (type of gift and gift-receiving moment), four different experimental conditions were
formed: economic gift, search phase; economic gift, purchase phase; social gift, search phase;
social gift, purchase phase. The dependent variables were assumed to be affected by the
different conditions every category represented. The four manipulations are displayed in Table
1. The empirical study partly took the form of a natural experiment since the gift-receiving
moment was controlled by nature, given the fact that it depended on whether the customer
moved through the whole customer journey (i.e. whether a purchase phase would or would not
take place).
For the duration of the experiment, gifts were handed out to customers of the company
(prospective, current and loyal) during the search phase (indicating interest) and the purchase
phase (concurrent with the car delivery). Special attention was given to the selected gifts to
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ensure equivalence of gift-evaluation in the eyes of the customer in terms of social or economic
gifts and gift-relatedness. Therefore, a pilot study ensured representable gift choice (see Section
3.3). A visually attractive paper was attached to the gifts with a link to the survey (Appendix
IV). When handing out the gift, the customers were kindly requested to fill in the survey. The
survey provided the means to collect the data aimed at collecting for the items measuring the
concepts. The program used for the data collection of the survey was Qualtrics.
Table 1: Experimental Design: 2 × 2 between-subject experiment

3.2

Procedure and sampling technique

The minimum sample size was calculated to ensure statistical power by reducing sampling
error. Moreover, having a large enough sample size reduced the odds of encountering nonnormality in the dataset, which could have a detrimental impact on the results (Hair, Black,
Babin & Anderson, 2014). Since this research employed a two-factor design with two levels
per factor (2 × 2), four different groups were analysed. In this case, the minimum sample size
related to each group instead of the sample size in total. Hair et al. (2014) state that every cell
must have a minimum of 20 observations, including preferably equal sample sizes. Whichever
happens, every cell must have an adequate sample size since the performance of the analysis is
reflected by the cell with the least observations. Hence, the sample size required to run a robust
analysis, according to Hair et al. (2014), is 80.
Many statistical textbooks in behavioural research highly recommend the use of power
analysis to calculate the minimum sample size to be able to detect differences in the population
(Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007; 2009). A well-known power analysis which covers
multiple statistical tests is G*Power 3 (Faul et al., 2007). By making use of G*Power 3, an a
priori power analysis was performed. Executing such an analysis is a way to control the
statistical power of the analysis before it is conducted (Faul et al., 2007; Hager, 2006). It
calculates the required sample size (N) resulting from the appropriate statistical power level (1
- b), the set significance level (a) and the effect size (Faul et al., 2007; 2009).
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The current research involves a 2 × 2 design in which the difference between two groups
and an interaction effect is examined, which leads to the statistical analysis procedure ANOVA,
and the associated F-tests. The calculation in G*Power 3 of the effect size f was assessed
following Cohen (1988), who determined small, medium and large standardized effects as 0.1,
0.25 and 0.4, respectively (Cohen, 1988; Faul et al., 2007). In consideration of previous research
in gift-receiving in which significant effects were found with samples of N=199 (Kulkarni et
al., 2008), N=107 (Bäuerle, 2018) and N=125 (Van Dijk, 2019), the effect size was set at 0.4.
Furthermore, the numerator degrees of freedom was calculated as the number of levels of
factors minus 1. There were two variables with two levels each and one moderator with three
levels. Thus, the degrees of freedom (df) was calculated as follows: (2‒1) * (2‒1) * (3‒1) = 2.
The following parameters were used to run the analysis: effect size f (0.4), power (0.95), alpha
error probability (0.05), numerator degrees of freedom (2), number of groups (4), and covariates
(1), respectively. The a priori power analysis led to a total sample size of 100. Hence, each
group required a minimum of 25 observations.
As to the sampling technique, the participants were collected via the customer base of
the car dealer and customers visiting the showroom. The sales team of the car dealer consisted
of five employees. During the experiment, the salespeople provided contact details of customers
(prospective, current or established) to the researcher, in alignment with the four experimental
conditions. The salespeople were instructed about the experiment and the conditions in which
the experimental data needed to be collected. The given instructions guided the behaviour of
the salespeople regarding the execution of the experiment, which accordingly provided valid
outcomes of the experiment. The salespeople collected the respondents in their daily routine.
During the conversations and appointments with customers, the salespeople judged in which
one of the two customer journey phases (search or the purchase phase) the customer engaged
at that specific point in time. Accordingly, contact details were provided to the researcher, after
which either a social or economic gift was send to the customer randomly. Thus, one of the four
scenarios took place. A reminder of the survey was sent to the customer per e-mail a week after
a gift was sent per mail.
Each customer only participated in one of the four manipulations of the experiment, in
line with the choice of a between-subject design. Thus, the same participants did not receive
gifts in both the search and the purchase phase, which was ensured by keeping an excel-file
with customers to whom the gift was sent. The excel-file contained information including
contact details of the customer, which gift was sent (economic vs. social gift), the gift-moment
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(search vs. purchase phase) and the date at which the gift was sent per mail. With ensuring that
customers in the manipulations did not receive gifts in both phases of the customer journey,
bias in customer gift-evaluations as a result of receiving two gifts (one in both phases) was
prevented. Therefore, customers who had purchased a car in the last six months before the start
of the research, or who engaged in the purchase phase in the beginning of the data-collection
period (saved in a database of the organisation), received a gift. Furthermore, to avoid bias by
environmental factors influencing the receiver’s judgement and evaluation of the gift, once a
participant in the search phase was identified, a participant of the purchase phase was picked
out of the database and both participants received a gift at the same point in time.
To avoid burdening the salespeople with additional work and to track the course of the
experiment, the researcher was present in the showroom at least two days a week. During these
days, the salespeople provided the researcher with contact details of the customers and in which
customer journey phase the customer engaged. Accordingly, the researcher ensured that the
relevant customers received either a social or an economic gift. Moreover, the researcher was
available seven days a week to receive e-mails from the salespeople for the same purpose.
3.3

Pilot study

To ensure suited gifts were chosen, a manipulation check was conducted via the pilot study.
The pilot study questionnaire was sent out via a research-database the organisation provided,
consisting of people who voluntarily participate in studies of the organisation. In collaboration
with the marketing department of the luxury car dealer, a variety of possible gifts were chosen,
which were accordingly tested for their degree of gift-relatedness and type of gift dimensions.
The different gifts were presented to the respondent in the form of a list and were
evaluated on a 7-point semantic differential scale, contrasting between “economical gift” and
“social gift.” Besides, the chosen gifts would have to be perceived by the receiver as
moderately congruent with the organisation. To establish which gifts were perceived as
moderately congruent by the majority of the respondents, the respondents had to indicate on a
7-point semantic differential scale the extent of congruence between the gift and the
organisation, ranging from 1 (strongly congruent) to 7 (strongly incongruent). Following this
procedure, it was assured that gift-relatedness was maintained at a similar level (i.e., moderate
congruence) in all manipulations to control for congruence effects. The outcomes of the pilot
study were the choice of two gifts which were most representative as a social moderate
congruent gift and an economic moderate congruent gift.
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3.4

Control variables

3.4.1 Product involvement
Research indicates that different levels of product involvement (i.e. importance) engender
different experiences of emotions. More specifically, higher levels of product involvement are
linked to a more intense experience of emotions (Bloemer & de Ruyter, 1998). The concept of
product involvement is linked to product satisfaction and repurchase behaviour (Bloemer & de
Ruyter, 1998; Petty, Briñol, Tormala & Wegener, 2007). Higher levels of product involvement
cause thorough elaboration of product information, which is thereafter grounded in more
accessible knowledge. It creates a more intense feeling of satisfaction when those memories are
retrieved, which accordingly increases the likelihood to act upon that knowledge in purchase
situations (Petty et al., 2007). The study of Tudoran, Olsen & Dopico (2012) confirms the
significant moderation of involvement in the relationship between satisfaction and purchase
intention.
The dependent variable Reciprocal Behaviour involved purchase intention. To avoid
any bias in results due to product involvement, this effect was controlled for. By assuring a
constant level of product involvement throughout the experiment, the chance of affecting the
dependent variable was eliminated. The experiment was conducted only via the sales trajectory
of luxurious cars, which assured a high level of product involvement. Hence, a constant level
of high product involvement was guaranteed.

3.4.2 Gift-relatedness
As explained in Section 2.3, the current research leaves out the concept of gift-relatedness to
reduce the complexity of the model and to focus on the concept of type of gift. Therefore, this
research controlled for the effects of gift-relatedness by handing out moderately congruent gifts
in all conditions dealing with social and economic gifts.
3.5

Manipulation technique of the experimental variables

3.5.1 Type of gift
The type of gift was either of a social or economic nature. The exclusive car dealer organized
multiple events over the year, which created the chance for customers to converse with the
people from the organisation (e.g., employees, managers, the CEO). An invitation for one of
the events could thus represent an example of a social gift. Besides, an hour driving training
could serve as an example of an economic gift. As stressed previously, the monetary value of
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the gift does not influence reciprocation or the degree of appreciation by the recipient (Bodur
& Grohmann, 2005; Robben & Verhallen, 1994). The monetary value of the gift was therefore
disregarded in the choice of gift, which was established in collaboration with the car dealer's
marketing department.
In choosing gifts that fit the experiment, elimination of confusion about the type of gift
by the recipient was assured by the pilot study (Section 3.3). To establish via the data collection
what type of gift was received, a question was devoted to this subject in the survey; the
following question was presented to customers in the survey as a manipulation check:
GT.

I have received the following gift:
o An invitation to one of the events of organisation X (social gift example)
o A driving training (economic gift example)

3.5.2 Gift-receiving moment
The manipulation of the gift-receiving moment was realised by making a distinction in the two
distinct phases of the customer journey: the search phase and the purchase phase. The
salespeople of the exclusive car dealer, who helped executing the experiment, were experts in
sales trajectories and its course. Based on their expertise, they judged when a customer moved
into either the search or the purchase phase. Subsequently, one of the two types of gifts was
offered to the customer and the customer was kindly requested to fill in the survey via the paper
attached to the gift. A question in the survey checked the manipulation of the gift-receiving
moment. The following question was presented to customers in the survey as a manipulation
check:
GRM. I have received a gift when….
o I was searching for (a) car(s) I am interested in, or
o I was purchasing/had purchased a car.
3.6

Measuring the dependent variables

3.6.1 Reciprocal Behaviour
The dependent variable Reciprocal Behaviour was measured with a six-item scale that had
proven its validity in previous research (Bodur & Grohmann, 2005). The scale was adjusted to
fit the conditions of the current research. All items asked for information about the future
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purchases and behavioural intentions of the respondent. In the survey, the items were answered
on a 7-point Likert scale, of which the answers ranged from 1 (strongly agree) to 7 (strongly
disagree). The following items measured Reciprocal Behaviour:
RB 1

I am interested in organisation X.

RB 2

In the future, I will be more attentive towards the communication of organisation
X.

RB 3

In the future, I am likely to visit the store and/or online shop of organisation X.

RB 4

In the future, I am likely to purchase at organisation X.

RB 5

In the future, I am likely to consider organisation X when I think about buying a
car.

RB 6

In the future, I am likely to recommend organisation X to a friend.

3.6.2 Attitude towards the Organisation
The dependent variable Attitude Towards the Organisation was measured by a three-item scale
used in multiple behavioural studies, e.g., Aaker, Brumbaugh & Grier (2000) and De Veirman,
Cauberghe & Hudders (2017), to measure attitude towards the product/brand. The concept was
measured on a 7-point semantic differential scale.

3.7

ATO.

After receiving the gift, do you find organisation X…

ATO1

Bad

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Good

ATO2

Unfavourable

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Favourable

ATO3

Dislikeable

0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Likeable

Measuring the moderator variable

The present research investigated the additional variable Customer Group, as shown in the
conceptual model (Figure 2). This moderating variable was tested for its influence on the
relationships between the independent variables Type of Gift and Gift-receiving Moment and
the dependent variables Reciprocal Behaviour and Attitude Towards the Organisation. The
moderating variable, which consisted of prospective, current and loyal customers, showed to
which customer group a participant belonged. In this research, a prospective customer was
defined as a customer interested in the products the exclusive car dealer was offering, had the
ability and resources required to purchase, and had not yet purchased a car from the
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organisation. The estimation of the exact boundaries between the customer profiles of current
and loyal customers was determined in consultation with the marketing manager of the
exclusive car dealer. The following question was added to the survey:
CG

I have bought a car at organisation X…
(a) 0 times (prospective customers)
(b) 1 - 2 times (current customers)
(c) 3 times or more (for loyal customers)

3.8

Data analysis procedure

The software used to set up the online survey and to collect and manage the data accordingly
was Qualtrics. The program allowed for the retrieval of a hyperlink and a QR-code, which
accompanied the gift on attractive visual material (e.g. a card) when given to the recipient to
stimulate traffic to the survey.
Regarding the data analysis procedure, the researcher made use of the statistical program
IBM SPSS Statistics 25 (IBM Corp., 2017). Primarily, factor analyses were executed to
establish the factor loadings for the two dependent variables. The factor analyses were followed
by reliability analyses to assure internal consistency. Accordingly, the analysis technique
ANOVA was conducted to assess the difference in the impact of the two manipulated
independent factors (Type of Gift and Gift-receiving moment) and their interaction effect on
the dependent variables (Reciprocal Behaviour and Attitude towards Organisation).
Accordingly, ANOVA gives the possibility to add the moderator Customer Group to the
analysis to assess to what extent the moderator impacted the dependent variables and the
interaction effects on the relationships between the independent variable type of gift and the
dependent variables.
3.9

Research ethics

The present research assured research ethics following Lavrakas (2008). All research methods
are reported (i.e., respondent collection procedures, data collection, data management and
analysis). Providing this information allowed the possibility of replication, validation and
evaluation of the quality of the research findings.
The survey assured the protection of human subjects. Along with the gift, a card with a
QR-code and/or link to the survey was provided, which also showed a short outline of the
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purpose of the study. The introduction page of the survey started acknowledging the
appreciation of respondents, after which a more detailed outline of the study and its purpose
followed. The latter could cause possible bias in the survey responses because of awareness of
the topic. However, the survey collected no sensitive information, thus omitting possible bias.
To obtain the informed consent of the respondents, they were provided with information
about the voluntary nature of the study and the respondents’ rights (e.g., the right to withdraw
or refuse to answer questions at any time). Furthermore, the survey contained no questions that
could identify people and assured that information stayed within the university, which assured
confidentiality, anonymity and privacy. The goal of the protocol was reducing risk for the
respondents and providing a comfortable feeling, thus increasing their willingness to participate
in the survey. At the end of the introduction page, the researcher gave full disclosure about her
identity. Finally, ending the survey, the participant got the chance to request debriefing (i.e.
report of the research findings) or ask questions concerning the survey by providing the
researcher’s contact information.
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Chapter 4: Results
The following part of the study gives the results of the field study conducted. The chapter starts
off with the results of the pilot study and continues with the results of the experiment.
Subsequently, the statistical analyses are presented.
4.1

Results pilot study

Prior to the experiment, a pilot study was conducted as a manipulation check. This pilot study
was distributed to contacts of the car dealer who were registered as volunteers in ongoing
investigations of the organisation. A total of 24 respondents were included. Respondents were
presented with a list of gifts which they had to rate on two different 7-point semantic differential
scales:
-

Degree of congruence with the car dealer, ranging from 1 (strongly congruent) to 7
(strongly incongruent);

-

Whether it was a gift of social or economic nature, ranging from 1 (economic gift) to 7
(social gift).
The results were analysed using SPSS descriptive statistics (Appendix I, Table 10). The

gift dimension consisted of two types of gifts (economic vs. social), which were presented on
a bipolar scale. To assess the gift-type based on the results, the mid-point of the scale was used
to divide economic gifts from social gifts. The congruence of the gifts with the gift-giving
organisation consisted of three dimensions: incongruence, moderate congruence and
congruence. The scores were divided into three score groups to assess the dimension of
congruence of the evaluated gift. As a result, two gifts were chosen which best represented a
social moderate congruence gift and an economic moderate congruence gift. The results of the
pilot study showed a bottle of wine as a social gift and a Buscaglione coffee starters package as
an economic gift, with both a level of moderate congruence. More specifically, a bottle of wine
had a mean of 4.79 on the gift-dimension scale, and a mean of 4.29 on the gift-congruence
scale; Buscaglione coffee starters package had a mean of 3.04 on the gift-dimension scale, and
a 4.64 on the gift-congruence scale. Accordingly, these gifts were chosen as the gifts to use in
the experiment (Appendix II and III).
4.2

Results data collection

At the end of the data collection period, the sample of respondents that took part in the
experiment included a total of 116 participants. By making use of the program IBM SPSS
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Statistics 25 (IBM Corp., 2017), the data was analysed. The data was checked for missing
values and outliers before starting the main analysis. In total 12 missing cases were identified
which contained partially completed records. Since this is below the threshold of 10%, a
missing data analysis was not required (Field, 2018). The 12 cases were excluded from further
analysis. Subsequently, boxplots were checked to identify outliers, which resulted in further
examination of five suspicious cases. Since the cases show extreme values on variables
measured with a Likert scale, the scores were not considered as meaningful outliers because
answering one of the extremes of a Likert-scale is not considered as a representative outlier.
Consequently, no cases were excluded because of outliers. By reducing the total number of
respondents (116) by the missing cases (12), the resulting dataset contained 102 valid cases.
The experiment involves a 2 × 2 between-subjects design of which a minimum sample size
of 25 observations per group was established. All four groups were checked for their number
of valid cases, of which the results are presented in Table 2. Results show that the groups of all
four manipulations contained a sufficient sample size to proceed to further analysis.
Furthermore, the frequencies of the Customer Group moderator variable are presented in Table
3. The variable Customer Group was measured in three levels: prospective customers (14
cases), current customers (8 cases) and loyal customers (4 cases). However, as the groups
differed in sample size, current and loyal customers were combined into one group in further
analysis.
Table 2: Valid cases manipulations
Gift-receiving moment

Gift-type

Search Phase (1)

Purchase Phase (2)

Coffee (1)

25

26

Wine (2)

26

28

Table 3: Distribution of buying frequency of the Customer Group
I have bought a car at Louwman Exclusive...

Valid

4.3

Frequency

Percent

0 times (prospective customers)

14

53.8

538

53.8

1 - 2 times (current customers)

8

30.8

30.8

84.6

3 times or more (loyal customers)

4

15.4

15.4

100.0

Total

26

100.0

100.0

Factor analyses
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Factor analyses were performed for each of the two dependent variables Attitude towards the
Organisation and Reciprocal Behaviour to ensure that the various items loaded on the two
factors as a priori expected (Appendix V). The factor analysis required that the variables were
of metric measurement level, which was met in the dataset since the items concerning the
dependent variables were measured on a 7-point semantic differential (Attitude towards the
Organisation) and a 7-point Likert scale (Reciprocal Behaviour). Hence, consistency in the
units of measurement was acquired – i.e., differences between any two points on the scales
were equal (Hair et al., 2014). The purpose of the analysis was to reduce the data to a minimum
number of factors that explained maximum variance and enhanced the interpretability of the
data. Principal component analysis was chosen as a suitable approach to reach this goal.
Outcomes of the KMO-tests showed values above 0.5, indicating adequate item
structures for each of the variables (Field, 2018). Moreover, Bartlett’s tests of sphericity were
significant (p < .05). Next, the communalities after extraction were examined to calculate the
initial factor structure. According to Hair et al. (2014), variables have sufficient levels of
explanatory power in case communalities exceed the threshold of 0.5. The eigenvalues,
explained variances and the scree plots were examined and compared accordingly to determine
the number of distinct factors in the data. To determine the initial number of factors to retain,
Hair et al. (2014) give the thresholds of factors with a minimum eigenvalue of 1.0, factors that
together explain 60% variance or more, and/or the number of factors before the inflexion-point
of the scree plot, indicating sufficient common variance.
First, a factor analysis was conducted to examine the items that were a priori set to form
the construct Reciprocal Behaviour. The outcomes of this analysis are reported in Appendix
V.I. The results of the analysis showed sufficient values for both the KMO-test (0.775) and
Bartlett’s test of sphericity (significant at p < 0.001). Hence, both thresholds were met.
Accordingly, communalities after extraction were examined in case any items had to be
excluded from further analysis. With no values lower than the threshold of 0.5, it could be
concluded that all variables could be retained in the dataset. As for the next step, establishing
the number of factors, the scree-plot indicated one factor to be retained. Examination of the
total variance explained, however, indicated two factors with an eigenvalue greater than 1
explaining 67.88% of the variance instead of the single expected factor. The problem was
detected in the factor loadings since one item (“In the future, I am likely to visit the store and/or
online shop of organisation X”) did not load on the same factor as the remaining five items. A
possible explanation for this finding is the sector in which the research was conducted. Since
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only one item loaded on the second factor, this item was excluded from further analysis and a
second analysis was performed on the remaining five items.
The outcomes of the second iteration are reported in Appendix V.I.II. Results show a
slightly increased KMO-value of 0.795 and a significant Bartlett’s test of sphericity at p <
0.001, meaning both thresholds were met. Communalities after extractions were examined
accordingly, after which no items had to be excluded from the analysis since no values lower
than 0.502 were found. Looking at the total variance explained by the items, one factor was
extracted from the data with an eigenvalue of 3.029 (threshold >1) which explained 60.57% of
the total variance (threshold >60%). Moreover, the scree plot indicated one factor to be
extracted from the data. The conclusion could be drawn that the single component represented
by the five items formed the construct Reciprocal Behaviour, as determined a priori.
The second factor analysis concerned the dependent variable Attitude towards the
Organisation, of which the outcomes are reported in Appendix V.II. The results indicated a
KMO-value of 0.689 and a significant value of Bartlett’s test of sphericity at p < 0.00,
respectively. Hence, both thresholds were met. Communalities after extractions showed no
values lower than .677, so all items were retained in the analysis. After examination of the total
percentage of variance explained, eigenvalues and the scree plot, only one factor was extracted
from the data. The factor showed an eigenvalue of 2.361 (threshold >1) and explained 78.702%
of the total variance (threshold >60%). Hence, it could be concluded that the items this factor
represented formed the construct Attitude towards the Organisation, meeting the expectations
set a priori.
4.4

Reliability analysis

The subsequent step in the process was to conduct a reliability analysis to measure internal
consistency, which is measured with Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient. For both the constructs
Reciprocal Behaviour and Attitude towards the Organisation a reliability analysis was
conducted. According to Hair et al. (2014), Cronbach’s Alpha values between 0.6 and 0.7 are
considered minimal values of acceptability. Field (2018) indicates that an item should be
excluded from further analysis in case a coefficient will increase Cronbach’s Alpha by than
0.05 when deleted.
Initially, a reliability analysis was conducted for the items belonging to the construct
Reciprocal Behaviour. Looking at the results (Appendix VI.I), the overall reliability statistic of
the five items had a value of 0.867. Cronbach’s Alpha could not be increased by removing any
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of the items, so all items were included in further analysis. Next,

the

construct

Attitude

towards the Organisation was examined by executing a reliability analysis. The results
(Appendix VI.II) showed an overall reliability statistic of 0.897 for the three items belonging
to the construct. Cronbach’s Alpha could not be increased by removing any of the items, so all
three items were included in further analysis.
Hence, it could be concluded that internal consistency was established for both factors
Attitude towards the Organisation and Reciprocal Behaviour. To include both factors in further
analysis, two new variables were created by computing mean scores for the items loading on
the factors.
4.5

Model

4.5.1 Assumptions
The hypotheses were tested by conducting two two-way ANOVA analyses for each dependent
variable. When carrying out such an analysis, there are various assumptions that must be met.
Field (2018) states that any analysis belonging to the general linear model has equivalent
potential sources of bias. The addition of covariates has no influence on this requirement,
however, it does add several considerations to take into account.
The analyses included two dependent variables of metric measurement level, two
independent variables (factors) of categorical measurement level (2 × 2 between-subjects
design) and one covariate of categorical measurement level (three levels of which two levels
were combined). The general assumptions for ANOVA include: random sampling; univariate
normality for all variables; homogeneity of the variances between the treatments (Field, 2018;
Hair et al., 2014).
To meet the assumption of random sampling, the research design was arranged such that
independence among observations and groups was established. To rule out time-ordered effects
that could cause variation in the dependent variables, it was made sure that once a respondent
in the search phase (manipulations 1 and 2) was collected, a respondent in the purchase phase
(manipulations 3 and 4) was contacted. Following this procedure made sure that respondents in
both groups took part in the experiment at about the same time. Moreover, no respondents had
been gathered in group settings, meaning that no subset of respondents could produce correlated
answers due to a common experience.
To determine whether the joint effect of the variables was normally distributed,
univariate normality was assessed for the independent metric variables included in the analysis.
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Normality in the sample of the two dependent variables (Attitude towards the Organisation and
Reciprocal Behaviour) was assessed by interpretation of two statistical tests for normality,
Shapiro-Wilks test and the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test (Hair et al., 2014; Field, 2018). Both tests
gave significant values for the two variables (p < 0.001), meaning that both variables
significantly differed from a normal distribution (Appendix VII.I). The departure of normality
of the two distributions was confirmed by converting the values of kurtosis and skewness to zscores for both variables (z > 1.96; p > 0.05). As the mean was slightly greater than the median
for both variables, both distributions were positively skewed. To combat non-normality,
multiple transformation procedures were executed and compared. No transformation, however,
yielded the intended results of normality. According to Hair et al. (2014), violation of the
assumption of non-normality has minimal impact in case the groups are of approximately equal
sample sizes. Since this was the case in the dataset (i.e. largest group size (25)/ smallest group
size (25) < 1.5 (1.12)), and departures of normality were minimal, the analysis proceeded with
the original variables.
The assumption of homogeneity of variances concerned the assessment of possible
differences in covariance matrices across the groups (i.e. differences in the amount of variance
between groups for the dependent variables (Hair et al., 2014). To conduct a test for equality of
covariance matrices, outcomes of Box’s M test were interpreted (Appendix VII.II). Box’s M
test tests the null-hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices for the dependent variables
are equal for all groups. Hair et al. (2014) recommend the usage of conservative significance
levels (e.g. p < 0.01) when assessing potential differences given the sensitivity of the Box’s M
test to the size of covariance matrices and the number of groups in the analysis. Since a
significant outcome (p = 0.000 at p < 0.01) has been ascertained, the null-hypothesis was not
rejected. This can be attributed to the sensitivity of Box’s M test to departures of normality in
the dataset (Field p.753; Hair et al., 2014). However, given the equal group sizes in the current
study, Hotelling’s and Pillai’s statistics could be considered robust nevertheless (Field, 2018).
Therefore, Box’s test could be disregarded.
Additional considerations when including a covariate to the analysis involve:
independence of the covariate and the treatment effect; a correlation between the covariate and
the dependent variables; homogeneity of the regression slopes (Field, 2018). Given the criterion
of a covariate of metric measurement level, a dummy variable has been constructed of the
categorical moderator variable Customer Group in order to include it in further analysis. The
group chosen as reference category, Prospective Customers, contained most observations. The
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choice of the baseline group was substantiated by the ability to compare the other group to the
majority.
The assumption of independence of the covariate and the treatment effect has been
checked by conducting two t-tests for both factors which each included two groups (Appendix
VII.III). To establish that there was no relationship between the covariate and the levels of the
independent variables, the aim was to maintain the null-hypothesis that the means of the groups
on the covariate were equal to each other. Results show significant results (p < 0.05) for most
of the groups, meaning that the null-hypothesis was retained (i.e., factors differ on the covariate
so the assumption is not met). More specifically, results were significant for the groups Loyal
Customers (p = 0.000) and Prospective Customers (p = 0.000) for the factor Gift-moment, and
for the group Prospective Customers (p = 0.006) for the factor Gift-type. Given the low number
of observations in two categories of the moderator variable Customer Group (Table 3), the two
groups Current Customers and Loyal Customers were combined (Table 4) and the assumption
was retested.
Table 4: Revised distribution of buying frequency of the Customer Group
I have bought a car at Louwman Exclusive...
Frequency
0 times (prospective customers)

14

1 time or more (current customers)

12

Total

26

Again, two t-tests were conducted for both independent variables (Appendix VII.III).
Significant results were observed for both Prospective Customers (p = 0.006) and Current
Customers (p = 0.006) for the factor Gift-type, as well as for Prospective Customers (p = 0.000)
and Current Customers (p = 0.000) for the factor Gift-moment. Hence, the null-hypothesis was
retained and the assumption was not met. Given the requirement that all assumptions must be
met for the use of the covariate to be appropriate, the covariate Customer Group could not be
included in further analysis (Hair et al., 2014). As a result, hypotheses 7–10 could not be
checked and the conceptual model was revised (Appendix VII.IV, Figure 11).
4.5.2 Hypothesis 1
H1: Economic (social) gift-receiving leads to higher (lower) reciprocal behaviour by the
recipient than social (economic) gift-receiving.
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Hypotheses 1, 3 and 5 were tested by conducting a two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) to
test whether group means differed for the dependent variable Reciprocal Behaviour (Field,
2018). First, the effect of the type of gift on the degree of reciprocal behaviour was examined.
The descriptive statistics were interpreted (Table 4), which showed that, in terms of reciprocal
behaviour, the economic gift was evaluated as more positive (M = 2.401, SD = 0.669) in
comparison with the social gift (M = 2.341, SD = 1.089). Subsequently, the results of Levene’s
test (Table 5) were interpreted, which turned out to be significant at p < 0.05 (F (3, 101) =
3.046, p = 0.032). As a consequence, the assumption of homogeneity of the variances was not
met. However, as discussed in Section 4.4.5, violation of this assumption could do no harm for
further analysis because of equal group sizes in the dataset and was therefore disregarded. As
discussed earlier, departures of normality of the dependent variable were negligible. The results
of the ANOVA (Table 6) showed that no significant value had been found for the effect of gift
type (F (1, 101) = 0.182, p = 0.670), meaning that the null-hypothesis could not be rejected.
Hence, no differential effect was found between the gift-types in their effect on the dependent
variable Reciprocal Behaviour.

2,42
2,4
2,38
2,36
2,34
2,32
2,3
Economic gift

Social gift
Mean

Figure 3: Histogram for Reciprocal Behaviour, Hypothesis 1

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics of the two-way ANOVA testing hypotheses 1, 3, 5a and 5b
Dependent Variable Reciprocal Behaviour
I have received the gift when...

I have received the following gift:Mean

Std. Deviation

N

(After) I was searching for (a)

Buscaglione coffee starters

.786

25

car(s) I am interested in

package

2.504
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A bottle of wine

2.154

.703

26

Total

2.326

.758

51

2.315

.531

26

A bottle of wine

2.514

1.34

28

Total

2.419

1.03

54

Buscaglione coffee starters

2.408

.668

51

A bottle of wine

2.341

1.089

54

Total

2.373

.906

105

I was purchasing/had purchased a Buscaglione coffee starters
car

package

Total

package

Table 5: Levene’s test of Equality of Error Variances statistics of the two-way ANOVA, testing hypotheses 1, 3, 5a and 5b
Dependent Variable: Reciprocal_Behaviour
F

df1

df2

Sig.

3.046

3

101

.032

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.
a. Design: Intercept + Gift_Moment + Gift_Type + Gift_Moment * Gift_Type
Table 6: Tests of Between Subjects Effects statistics of the two-way ANOVA testing hypotheses 1, 3, 5a and 5b
Dependent Variable: Reciprocal_Behaviour
Type III Sum of
Source

Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Corrected Model

2.323a

3

.774

.943

.423

Intercept

589.718

1

589.718

717.934

.000

Gift_Moment

.193

1

.193

.235

.629

Gift_Type

.150

1

.150

.182

.670

Gift_Moment * Gift_Type

1.975

1

1.975

2.404

.124

Error

82.962

101

.821

Total

676.720

105

Corrected Total

85.285

104

a. R Squared = .027 (Adjusted R Squared = -.002)

4.5.3 Hypothesis 2
H2: Social (economic) gift-receiving leads to higher (lower) attitude towards the organisation
by the recipient than economic (social) gift-receiving.
To test hypotheses 2, 4 and 6, a two-way analysis of variances (ANOVA) was conducted as
well for the dependent variable Attitude towards the Organisation. First, the effect of the
different gift-types on the dependent variable Attitude towards the Organisation was examined.
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Looking at the descriptive statistics (Table 7), it was concluded that the social gift was evaluated
more positively (M = 6.234, SD = 0.875) than the economic gift (M = 6.006, SD = 0.913) in
terms of attitude towards the organisation. The outcomes of the Levene’s test (Table 8) showed
significant results at p < 0.05 (F (3, 101) = 3.463, p = 0.019), which meant a violation of the
assumption of homogeneity of variances. As this violation turns out to be no problem for further
analysis due to the equal group sample sizes, the violation was disregarded (Hair, 2014; Field,
2018). For the dependent variable Attitude towards the Organisation non-normality of the
distribution was negligible as well. As the outcomes of the ANOVA (Table 9) were not
significant (F (1, 101) = 1.779, p = 0.185) at p < 0.05, the null-hypothesis was not rejected.
Hence, it was concluded that the different gift-types did not differ in their effect on Attitude
towards the Organisation.

6,3
6,25
6,2
6,15
6,1
6,05
6
5,95
5,9
5,85
Economic gift

Social gift
Mean

Figure 4: Histogram Attitude towards the Organisation, Hypothesis 2

Table 7: Descriptive Statistics of the two-way ANOVA testing hypotheses 2, 4, 6a and 6b
Dependent Variable: Attitude_Organisation
I have received the

Std.

I have received the gift when...

following gift:

Mean

Deviation

N

(After) I was searching for (a)

Buscaglione coffee

5.920

.783

25

car(s) I am interested in

starters package

0
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A bottle of wine

6.346

.715

26

.772

51

1.031

26

1.003

28

1.007

54

.913

51

.875

54

.897

105

2
Total

6.137
3

I was purchasing/had purchased a

Buscaglione coffee

6.089

car

starters package

7

A bottle of wine

6.131
0

Total

6.111
1

Total

Buscaglione coffee

6.006

starters package

5

A bottle of wine

6.234
6

Total

6.123
8

Table 8: Levene’s test of Equality of Eerror Variances statistics of the two-way ANOVA, testing hypotheses 2, 4, 6a and 6b
Dependent Variable: Attitude_Organisation
F

df1

df2

Sig.

3.463

3

101

.019

Tests the null hypothesis that the error variance of the dependent variable is equal across groups.
a. Design: Intercept + Gift_Moment + Gift_Type + Gift_Moment * Gift_Type

Table 9: Tests of Between Subjects Effects statistics of the two-way ANOVA testing hypotheses 2, 4, 6a and 6b
Dependent Variable: Attitude_Organisation
Type III Sum of
Source

Squares

df

Mean Square

F

Sig.

Corrected Model

2.355a

3

.785

.976

.407

Intercept

3928.303

1

3928.303

4882.746

.000

Gift_Moment

.014

1

.014

.017

.897
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Gift_Type

1.431

1

1.431

1.779

.185

Gift_Moment * Gift_Type

.971

1

.971

1.207

.275

Error

81.257

101

.805

Total

4021.222

105

Corrected Total

83.613

104

a. R Squared = .028 (Adjusted R Squared = -.001)

4.5.4 Hypothesis 3
H3: Receiving gifts lead to more reciprocal behaviour by the recipient in the purchase phase
than in the search phase.
The third hypothesis was tested by examining whether the different gift-moments had a
differential effect on the dependent variable Reciprocal Behaviour. As seen in the descriptive
statistics (Table 4), gifts were evaluated as more positive in the purchase phase (M = 2.419, SD
= 1.031) than in the search phase (M = 2.326, SD = 0.758) in terms of reciprocal behaviour.
Looking at the outcomes of the ANOVA, there was no difference in the effect of the two giftmoments on the dependent variable Reciprocal Behaviour since no significant effect was found
at p < 0.05 (F (1, 101) = 0.235, p = 0.629). Hence, the null-hypothesis was retained.

2,44
2,42
2,4
2,38
2,36
2,34
2,32
2,3
2,28
2,26
Search phase

Purchase phase
Mean

Figure 5: Histogram Reciprocal Behaviour, Hypothesis 3

4.5.5 Hypothesis 4
H4: Receiving gifts leads to a more positive attitude towards the organisation by the recipient
in the purchase phase than in the search phase.
The fourth hypothesis was tested by assessing whether any differences existed between the giftmoments in their effect on the dependent variable Attitude towards the Organisation. The
descriptive statistics reveal that gifts were evaluated more positively in the search phase (M =
6.137, SD = 0.772) than in the purchase phase (M = 6.111, SD = 1.007) in terms of attitude
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towards the organisation. The outcomes of the ANOVA showed that no significant values were
found at p < 0.05 (F (1, 101) = 0.017, p = 0.897), preserving the null-hypothesis. Hence, no
differential effects were found between the two gift-moments (purchase phase vs. search phase)
in their effect on the dependent variable Attitude towards the Organisation.

6,14
6,135
6,13
6,125
6,12
6,115
6,11
6,105
6,1
6,095
Search phase

Purchase phase
Mean

Figure 6: Histogram Attitude towards the Organisation, Hypothesis 4

4.5.6 Hypothesis 5
H5: Receiving economic (social) gifts lead to…
a. more (less) reciprocal behaviour than receiving social (economic) gifts in the
search phase; and
b. less (more) reciprocal behaviour than receiving social (economic) gifts in the
purchase phase.
As to hypotheses 5a and 5b, the groups of the two independent factors were compared in their
interaction effect on the dependent variable Reciprocal Behaviour. As can be seen in the
descriptive statistics (Table 4) when looking at the search phase (hypothesis 5a) as the giftmoment, the outcomes showed an economic gift as being more positively evaluated (M = 2.500,
SD = 0.786) in terms of reciprocal behaviour in comparison with a social gift (M = 2.154, SD
= 0.703). Moreover, looking at the purchase phase (hypothesis 5b) as the gift moment, the
results showed a social gift (M = 2.514, SD = 1.344) as more positively evaluated than an
economic gift (M = 2.315, SD = 0.531).
Next, the results of the ANOVA were interpreted. The test of Between-Subject Effects
shows that no significant interaction effect was found at p < 0.05 (F (1, 101) = 2.404, p = 0.124).
Due to the fact that no significant results have been found, the null-hypothesis could not be
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rejected for both hypothesis 5a and 5b. Hence, no difference has been found in the degree of
reciprocal behaviour of the customer dependent on the categories of the independent variables
type of gift and the gift-moment.

2,6
2,5
2,4
2,3
2,2
2,1
2
1,9
Economic gift

Social gift
Mean

Figure 7: Histogram Reciprocal Behaviour, Hypothesis 5a

2,55
2,5
2,45
2,4
2,35
2,3
2,25
2,2
Economic gift

Social gift
Mean

Figure 8: Histogram Reciprocal Behaviour, Hypothesis 5b

4.5.7 Hypothesis 6
H6: Receiving economic (social) gifts lead to…
c. more (less) positive attitude towards the organisation by the recipient than
receiving social (economic) gifts in the search phase; and
d. less (more) positive attitude towards the organisation by the recipient than
receiving social (economic) gifts in the purchase phase.

44

S1030931
Hypotheses, 6a and 6b were tested examining whether there were any differences between the
groups of the two independent variables (Gift-type and Gift-moment) in their interaction effect
on the dependent variable Attitude towards the Organisation. The descriptive statistics were
interpreted (Table 5). Looking at the search phase (hypothesis 6a), the social gift was evaluated
as more positive (M = 6.346, SD = 0.715) in comparison with the economic gift (M = 5.920,
SD = 0.784) in terms of attitude towards the organisation. Moreover, in the purchase phase
(hypothesis 6b) the results were alike, since the social gift was evaluated more positive (M =
6.131, SD = 1.001) than the economic gift (M = 6.089, SD = 1.031) in terms of attitude towards
the organisation.
The results of the ANOVA were interpreted accordingly. Looking at the test of
Between-Subject Effects, the results appear to be nonsignificant (p < 0.05) for both main effects
of Gift_Moment (F (1, 101) = 0.017, p = 0.897) and Gift_Type (F (1, 101) = 1.779, p = 0.185)
and their interaction effect (F (1, 101) = 1.207, p = 0.275). Since no significant effect was found
in the data, the null-hypothesis was retained for hypothesis 6a and 6b. Thus, no difference has
been found between the different categories of the independent variables and their interaction
effect on the dependent variable Attitude towards the Organisation.

6,4
6,3
6,2
6,1
6
5,9
5,8
5,7
Economic gift

Social gift
Mean

Figure 9: Histogram Attitude towards the Organisation, Hypothesis 6a
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6,14
6,13
6,12
6,11
6,1
6,09
6,08
6,07
6,06
Economic gift

Social gift
Mean

Figure 10: Histogram Attitude towards the Organisation, Hypothesis 6b

Table 10 provides a summarization of all hypotheses evaluated in previous sections. As
shown, all hypotheses are rejected in favour of the null-hypothesis. Hence, no sufficient
evidence is found to prove that the effects under study exist. A further elaboration upon the
outcomes can be found in the discussion, Section 5.1.
Table 10: Overview outcome hypotheses
Hypothesis
H1

Outcome

Economic (social) gift-receiving leads to higher (lower) reciprocal behaviour by the recipient

Rejected

than social (economic) gift-receiving.
H2

Social (economic) gift-receiving leads to higher (lower) attitude towards the organisation by the

Rejected

recipient than economic (social) gift-receiving.
H3

Receiving gifts lead to more reciprocal behaviour by the recipient in the purchase phase than in

Rejected

the search phase.
H4

Receiving gifts leads to a more positive attitude towards the organisation by the recipient in the
purchase phase than in the search phase.

H5a Receiving economic (social) gifts lead to more (less) reciprocal behaviour than receiving social
(economic) gifts in the search phase.
H5b Receiving economic (social) gifts lead to less (more) reciprocal behaviour than receiving social
(economic) gifts in the purchase phase.
H6a Receiving economic (social) gifts lead to more (less) positive attitude towards the organisation
by the recipient than receiving social (economic) gifts in the search phase.
H6b Receiving economic (social) gifts lead to less (more) positive attitude towards the organisation
by the recipient than receiving social (economic) gifts in the purchase phase.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
In this last section of the study, the discussion centres on providing an answer to the central
research question “Does the type of gift (social versus economic) elicit different levels of
reciprocal behaviour and attitude towards the organisation from the recipient at different giftexchange moments in the customer journey (search phase versus purchase phase)?” Therefore,
the discussion, theoretical and managerial implications are discussed. Limitations to the present
study with suggestions for future research are provided accordingly and, finally, the conclusions
are presented.
5.1

Discussion
Ever since the relational aspect became more apparent in business practices, concurrent

with the rise of relationship marketing, gift-exchange became a significant element of
commercial practices. Among businesses’ motives for the use of gifts are the establishment of
social and economic value in the business–customer relationship and thereby developing a
sustainable competitive advantage accordingly. Although previous studies found evidence for
the effectiveness of gift-exchange in general (e.g., Marchand et al., 2017; Bodur & Grohmann,
2005; Kulkarni et al., 2008; Sherry, 1983), the body of knowledge on gift-receiving (i.e., the
receiver side of gift-exchange) remains relatively unknown. The purpose of the present research
was to examine possible differences associated with methods of gift-giving in their effects on
the recipients’ behaviour (i.e., customer behaviour). Understanding the customers’ feelings
after receiving gifts is critical in optimizing gift-exchange and allocation of budgets for this
purpose.
The current research was aimed at providing insight into the relationships between the
type of gift (economic vs. social gift) and the gift-receiving moment (search vs. purchase phase)
and the two outcome variables attitude towards the organisation and reciprocal behaviour,
thereby expanding the current body of knowledge regarding gift-receiving behaviour in a
business-to-consumer context. It was of interest to investigate customer behaviour in giftreceiving as only a limited amount of previous studies provided insight into this concept, while
businesses continue to invest in gift-giving even though the recipients’ perspective remains
relatively unknown.
The field experiment with a sample of 112 observations distributed over four groups
showed no statistically significant, valid relationships between the variables examined while
controlling for gift-relatedness and product involvement. Thus, the results were not sufficient
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to draw conclusions from the current study. Nevertheless, minor differences were noted in the
effects of the independent variables (Gift-type and Gift-moment) on the dependent variables
(Attitude towards the Organisation and Reciprocal Behaviour). It is worth discussing the
findings revealed by the statistical output nonetheless, especially because some outcomes
turned out to be somewhat counterintuitive. To illustrate the experimental results, the
hypotheses examined are discussed accordingly.
Hypothesis 1, which tested whether economic gift-receiving has a greater impact on
reciprocal behaviour than social gift-receiving, is not supported. Despite the fact that the
evaluation of the two types of gifts (μeconomic = 2.401, μsocial = 2.341) is in line with the
expectations set a priori, the fact that the result has proven to be insignificant is surprising. It is
all the more surprising because Marchand et al. (2017) reported the essential impact of the type
of gift (social vs. economic) on the effectiveness of gift-giving in terms of reciprocal behaviour.
Hypothesis 2, which tested whether social gift-receiving has a bigger impact on the
recipients’ attitude towards the organisation than economic gift-receiving, was not supported.
The evaluations of the gifts (μeconomic = 6.006, μsocial = 6.234) on the items measuring the
recipients’ attitude towards the organisation are in line with the literature presented in Section
2.3.2. More explicitly, research shows that gifts have a substantial impact on the attitude of the
recipient towards the organisation (Bodur & Grohmann, 2005; Kulkarni et al., 2008), which is
a concept found to be closely linked to reciprocal behaviour (Marchand et al., 2017). Besides,
social gifts have a more substantial impact on the relationship between the gift-giver and the
recipient in comparison with economic gifts (Marchand et al., (2017).
Hypothesis 3, which tested whether gifts overall have a more significant effect on the
recipients’ reciprocal behaviour when received in the purchase phase in comparison with
receiving gifts in the search phase, was not supported. Besides, no support was found for
hypothesis 4, which tested whether gifts in their effect on the recipients’ attitude towards the
organisation overall have a more significant effect when received in the purchase phase when
compared with receiving gifts in the search phase. Although non-significant, it is remarkable
that the direction of the results of hypotheses 3 are in line with the theory discussed in Section
2.4, while this is not the case for hypothesis 4 (H3 μsearch = 2.326, μpurchase = 2.419; H4 μsearch =
6.137, μpurchase = 6.111). The hypotheses were based on the increase in loyalty customers
experience when moving through the phases of the customer journey (i.e. higher degree of
loyalty in the purchase phase) (Duffy, 1998), creating the expectation that recipients evaluate
gifts in general more positive in later phases of the customer journey. The results of hypothesis
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4, therefore, might indicate that gifts are possibly more effective in terms of recipients’ attitude
towards the organisation when received in the search stage (vs. purchase stage).
Last, hypotheses 5a, 5b, 6a and 6b are discussed. Hypothesis 5a and 5b, which tested
(H5a) whether in the search phase economic gift-receiving is more effective in terms of
reciprocal behaviour by the recipient and (H5b) whether in the purchase phase, social giftreceiving is more effective, were not supported. Although nonsignificant, it is noteworthy that
the results of hypothesis 5a were in line with set expectations (H5a μeconomic = 2.500, μsocial =
2.154), while this was not the case for hypothesis 5b (H5b μeconomic = 2.315, μsocial = 2.514).
Moreover, hypothesis 6a and 6b, which tested (H6a) whether economic gifts have a greater
impact on reciprocal behaviour in the search phase and (H6b) whether social gifts have a more
significant impact on attitude towards the organisation in the purchase phase, were both not
supported. Both of hypothesis 6a and 6b, results were intuitive and in line with prior
expectations, although nonsignificant (H6a μeconomic = 5.920, μsocial = 6.346; H6b μeconomic =
6,089, μsocial = 6.131).
The nonsignificant results might be related to several possible causes. A first possible
explanations for the nonsignificant results might relate to the fact that gift-relatedness was held
constant in the present study. Future research should take gift-relatedness into account in the
model under study to examine its effect. Second, the difference between the social gift and the
economic gift was potentially not evident enough. Including a greater number of gifts in the
pilot study than did the present study might yield outcomes of two gifts being evaluated as more
strongly of either social or economic nature, making the difference more explicit. A third
possible explanation might relate to the subjectivity of the outcome variables. As the constructs
were measured with several items measuring the degree of agreement (relying on the
interpretation of the respondent), no explicit behaviour was determined. As a consequence, the
study may have failed to comprehend a full context of the experience of a recipient by missing
important influential factors. Therefore, the collection of data might have suffered from
potential measurement bias. Fourth, the sector in which the research was conducted might
explain the nonsignificant results. As no prior study on gift-exchange has collected data in the
(exclusive) automotive sector, results might show that prior findings do not hold for this specific
sector. Hence, the robustness of prior findings may be questionable.
Elaborating upon the theoretical framework, the following arguments were made in
Section 2.4: (1) the relationship between the business and the customer is likely to be more
robust in the purchase phase (vs. the search phase); (2) economic gifts are more focused on the
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economical contribution of the customer; (3) social gifts focus more on the business–customer
relationship. Building on this notion, it was hypothesised that for both reciprocal behaviour and
attitude towards the organisation, economic gifts elicit a more significant effect in the search
phase while social gifts elicit a more significant effect in the purchase phase. The conclusion
was made that the results of hypotheses 4 and 6a go against its predictions. More specifically,
hypothesis 4 showed that, although the business–customer relationship is expected to be
stronger in the purchase phase, gifts-receiving in the search stage (vs. purchase stage) might
yield a stronger effect on the recipients’ attitude towards the organisation. As to hypothesis 6a,
results show that, when it comes to attitude towards the organisation, social gift-receiving elicits
the most favourable reaction by the recipient despite the gift-receiving moment. From this
standpoint, it can be reasoned that examining the effects of the gift-receiving moment and the
gift-type and their interaction might be a fruitful avenue for future research, since their effect
can potentially be of influence in the effect of gift-exchange on outcome variables (e.g.,
reciprocal behaviour and attitude towards the organisation).
5.2

Theoretical implications

The present study delivers no significant contributions to the literature on customer behaviour,
since all hypotheses under study were found nonsignificant. An explanation for these results
possibly relates to the still relatively limited research conducted in the field of gift-exchange,
especially in a business-to-consumer context. To the knowledge of the researcher, no previous
study on gift-exchange was conducted in the automotive sector; this might indicate that
previous findings do not hold in the sector under study in the present research. However, while
significant levels were not reached in the present study, it does not mean that gift-giving is
ineffective in the automotive sector. To gain knowledge about the effectiveness of giftexchange in the automotive sector, further research must replicate the present study and add a
control group which includes respondents who do not receive any gift. This will allow for
comparison of two groups (no gifts vs. gifts) in their measurements of the outcome variables.
Overall, more research on gift-exchange must be conducted in diverse sectors to determine
whether effects found in previous studies hold under various circumstances.
In addition, the specific gifts used in the experiment (i.e., a bottle of wine and a coffee
package) may explain the nonsignificant findings. The possibility exists that the evaluation of
the gifts by the respondents of the experiment differed from the evaluations by the sample of
the pilot study (n = 24). Future research might increase the size of the sample in the pilot study
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to increase the level of consistency in the evaluation of gifts being of either social or economic
nature.
5.3

Managerial implications

As discussed in Section 2.1, previous reports have laid the foundation for the growth in the act
of gift-exchange in a business context. Ultimately, this development has ensured the significant
role of gift-exchange in relationship marketing. Based on the facts revealed by previous studies
(e.g., Marchand et al., 2017; Bodur & Grohmann, 2005; Kulkarni et al., 2008), gift-exchange
has proven to be an effective means to stimulate the development and management of
relationships between exchange-partners. However, this study does not reveal any significant
relationships between the variables under study. Therefore, results show that to the present
knowledge, practitioners do not have to take into account the type of gift or the gift-receiving
moment in optimizing the effect of gifts on the recipients’ attitude towards the organisation. As
a consequence, it leaves the practitioner with more room for flexibility in determining the gift
and the moment of gift-exchange. Moreover, the possibility exists that findings in previous
studies do not seem robust in different settings. Future studies must examine gift-exchange and
its possible influential variables to gain more detailed knowledge about the effectiveness of
gift-exchange in different situations.
5.4

Limitations of the study and suggestions for future research

The research had several limitations which provided fruitful avenues for further research. First,
reproducing the study with a higher sample size per group might yield different results than
found in the present research (n = 102). Besides, including groups in which respondents do not
receive a gift will create the opportunity to examine whether receiving a gift in general
influences the recipients’ attitude towards the organisation or reciprocal behaviour.
Second, the present research left out the concept of gift-relatedness due to the
complexity of the model. Since gift-relatedness had proven to be a construct of value in giftexchange literature, further research might take this opportunity to include and examine giftrelatedness in the model studied in this research.
Third, reliance on a sample from the sector in which the study was conducted,
automotive, allowed to collect the data well, but perhaps limits the generalizability of the study
to other sectors. A possible explanation for this is the degree of product involvement in
comparison with other sectors, as this is regarded as high in the current product group (i.e.,
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luxurious cars) (Section 3.4.1). Future research may replicate this study in other sectors to
examine the effects of gift-receiving in different contexts.
Fourth, the relationships examined in this study might have been moderated by other
situational or environmental factors. The degree of satisfaction of prior experiences with the
organisation, for example, might have affected the relationships examined in this study since
the degree of reliance on prior experiences possibly differed between different customer groups
(high experienced customers vs. low experienced customers). The present study does not take
these differences into consideration since it did not examine customer groups specified on
experiences with the company. The moderator variable Customer Group did not account for
differences in experiences of the customer since items asked for purchase frequency only.
Fifth, different cultures may have shown different degrees of reciprocal behaviour or
changes in attitude toward the organisation as a reaction to gift-receiving. Differences in gift
exchange behaviour between cultures may occur due to differing norms, values and overt
behaviour. Those differences can lead to misinterpretations of another’s behaviour which has
an effect on interpersonal relationships and the likeliness to engage in reciprocal behaviour
(Green & Alden, 1988; Shen, Wan & Wyer, 2011).
5.5

Conclusion

No evidence could be provided for the influence of the two independent variables gift-type and
gift-moment and their interaction effect on the outcome variables reciprocal behaviour and
attitude towards the organisation. This is substantiated by the fact that no significant values
have been found for all relationships examined, hence, no valid relationships are found.
Besides, the decision was made to drop the covariate (Customer Group) because it could not
meet the requirements needed to conduct the analysis. Therefore, business–customer
relationship strength could not be examined in its effect on the relationships under study. Hence,
the sub-question complementing the main research question could not examined. In summary,
the central research question is answered by the statement that no differential effects have been
found between the type of gift (social vs. economic) and the gift-exchange moment (search vs.
purchase phase) in their effects on reciprocal behaviour and attitude towards the organisation
from the recipient. More research should be done to gift-receiving behaviour to get more
detailed knowledge about customer behaviour and the factors driving it when gifts are received.
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Appendices
I

Results pilot study

Table 11: Descriptive statistics outcome pilot study
Descriptive Statistics
N

Mean

"model car" - economic gift:social gift

24

3.79

"model car" - related to Organisation X:unrelated to Organisation X

24

1.54

"Happy socks" - economic gift:social gift

24

4.88

"Happy socks" - related to Organisation X:unrelated to Organisation X

24

5.79

"a bottle of wine" - economic gift:social gift

24

4.79

"a bottle of wine" - related to Organisation X:unrelated to Organisation X

24

4.29

"an invitation to one of the events of Organisation X " - economic gift:social gift

24

5.21

"an invitation to one of the events of Organisation X " - related to Organisation

24

1.21

"the X Magazine" - economic gift:social gift

24

4.13

"the X Magazine" - related to Organisation X:unrelated to Organisation X

24

1.79

"X Museum package (parking, entrance and lunch for two persons)" - economic gift:social

24

5.50

24

1.71

"wine tasting experience at home for 4 persons" - economic gift:social gift

24

4.83

"wine tasting experience at home for 4 persons" - related to Organisation X:unrelated to

24

5.21

"participation try-out rally" - economic gift:social gift

24

5.21

"participation try-out rally" - related to Organisation X:unrelated to Organisation X

24

1.71

"Holland Casino VIP night entrance" - economic gift:social gift

24

4.83

"Holland Casino VIP night entrance" - related to Organisation X:unrelated to Organisation

24

5.71

"Buscaglione coffee starters package" - economic gift:social gift

24

3.04

"Buscaglione coffee starters package" - related to Organisation X:unrelated to

24

4.63

X:unrelated to Organisation X

gift
"X Museum package (parking, entrance and lunch for two persons)" - related to
Organisation X:unrelated to Organisation X

Organisation X

X

Organisation X
Valid N (listwise)

24
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II

Social gift

III

Economic gift
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IV

The survey of the experiment
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V

Factor analyses

V.I

Factor analysis Reciprocal Behaviour

V.I.I

First iteration

Table 12: Correlation matrix Factor Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 1th iteration
Correlation Matrix
In the
future, I
In the future, I
will be more

In the future, I

attentive towards am likely to
I am

In the future, I

am likely

am likely to

to

consider

recommen

the

visit the store

In the future, I organisation X d

interested in communication

and/or online

am likely to

when I think

organisation of organisation

shop of

purchase at

about buying a on X to a

X.

X.

organisation X. organisation X. car.

friend.

Correlation I am interested in organisation X. 1.000

.443

.100

.396

.451

.555

In the future, I will be more

.443

1.000

.086

.341

.366

.638

.100

.086

1.000

-.059

.115

.008

.396

.341

-.059

1.000

.640

.587

.451

.366

.115

.640

1.000

.612

.555

.638

.008

.587

.612

1.000

organisati

attentive towards the
communication of organisation X.
In the future, I am likely to visit
the store and/or online shop of
organisation X.
In the future, I am likely to
purchase at organisation X.
In the future, I am likely to
consider organisation X when I
think about buying a car.
In the future, I am likely to
recommend organisation X to a
friend.

Table 13: KMO and Bartlett’s Test Factor Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 1th iteration
KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

.775
Approx. Chi-Square

46.896

df

15

Sig.

.000
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Table 14: Communalities outcome Factor Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 1th iteration
Communalities
Initial

Extraction

I am interested in organisation X.

1.000

.541

In the future, I will be more attentive towards the communication of organisation X.

1.000

.517

In the future, I am likely to visit the store and/or online shop of organisation X.

1.000

.945

In the future, I am likely to purchase at organisation X.

1.000

.651

In the future, I am likely to consider organisation X when I think about buying a car.

1.000

.638

In the future, I am likely to recommend organisation X to a friend.

1.000

.781

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Table 15: Total variance Explained Factor Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 1th iteration
Total Variance Explained
Rotation Sums of Squared
Initial Eigenvalues

Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Loadings

% of

Cumulative

% of

Cumulative

% of

Cumulative

Component

Total

Variance

%

Total

Variance

%

Total

Variance

%

1

3.034

50.570

50.570

3.034

50.570

50.570

3.029

50.483

50.483

2

1.038

17.308

67.878

1.038

17.308

67.878

1.044

17.395

67.878

3

.768

12.794

80.672

4

.557

9.286

89.958

5

.337

5.623

95.580

6

.265

4.420

100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Figure 3: Scree Plot Factor Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 1th iteration
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Table 16: Component Matrix Factor Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 1th iteration
Component Matrixa
Component
1

2

I am interested in organisation X.

.725

.125

In the future, I will be more attentive towards the communication of organisation X.

.710

.116

In the future, I am likely to visit the store and/or online shop of organisation X.

.092

.968

In the future, I am likely to purchase at organisation X.

.763

-.261

In the future, I am likely to consider organisation X when I think about buying a car.

.799

-.001

In the future, I am likely to recommend organisation X to a friend.

.881

-.071

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
a. 2 components extracted.

Table 17: Rotated component Matrix Factor Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 1th iteration
Rotated Component Matrixa
Component
1

2

I am interested in organisation X.

.718

.162

In the future, I will be more attentive towards the communication of organisation X.

.703

.152

In the future, I am likely to visit the store and/or online shop of organisation X.

.043

.971

In the future, I am likely to purchase at organisation X.

.776

-.222

In the future, I am likely to consider organisation X when I think about buying a car.

.798

.040

In the future, I am likely to recommend organisation X to a friend.

.884

-.025

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 3 iterations.
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V.I.II Second iteration
Table 18: Correlation Matrix Factor Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 2th iteration
Correlation Matrix
In the future, I

In the future, I

will be more

am likely to

attentive
towards the

In the future, I consider
In the future, I am likely to

I am

Organisation X interested

communication am likely to

recommend

when I think

in

of Organisation purchase at

Organisation X about buying a Organisa

X.

Organisation X. to a friend.

car.

tion X.

1.000

.341

.638

.366

.443

.341

1.000

.587

.640

.396

.638

.587

1.000

.612

.555

.366

.640

.612

1.000

.451

I am interested in Organisation .443

.396

.555

.451

1.000

Correlation In the future, I will be more
attentive towards the
communication of Organisation
X.
In the future, I am likely to
purchase at Organisation X.
In the future, I am likely to
recommend Organisation X to a
friend.
In the future, I am likely to
consider Organisation X when I
think about buying a car.
X.

Table 19: KMO and Bartlett’s Test Factor Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 2th iteration
KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.

.795

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

Approx. Chi-Square

46.169

df

10

Sig.

.000
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Table 20: Communalities Factor Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 2th iteration
Communalities
Initial

Extraction

In the future, I will be more attentive towards the communication of Organisation X.

1.000

.502

In the future, I am likely to purchase at Organisation X.

1.000

.589

In the future, I am likely to recommend Organisation X to a friend.

1.000

.780

In the future, I am likely to consider Organisation X when I think about buying a car.

1.000

.635

I am interested in Organisation X.

1.000

.523

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Table 21: Total Variance Explained Factor Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 2th iteration
Total Variance Explained
Initial Eigenvalues

Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
Cumulative

Component

Total

% of Variance

Cumulative %

Total

% of Variance

%

1

3.029

60.570

60.570

3.029

60.570

60.570

2

.782

15.645

76.215

3

.562

11.249

87.465

4

.356

7.114

94.578

5

.271

5.422

100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Figure 4: Scree Plot Factor Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 2th iteration
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Table 22: Component Matrix Factor Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 2th iteration
Component Matrixa
Component
1
In the future, I will be more attentive towards the communication of Organisation X.

.708

In the future, I am likely to purchase at Organisation X.

.767

In the future, I am likely to recommend Organisation X to a friend.

.883

In the future, I am likely to consider Organisation X when I think about buying a car.

.797

I am interested in Organisation X.

.723

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
a. 1 components extracted.

V.II

Factor analysis Attitude towards the Organisation

Table 23: Correlation Matrix Factor Analysis Attitude towards the Organisation
Correlation Matrix
After receiving the After receiving the
gift, do you find

gift, do you find

After receiving the gift, do

organisation X.... - organisation X.... - you find organisation X....
Correlation After receiving the gift, do you find

Bad:Good

Dislikable:Likeable - Unfavourable:Favourable

1.000

.585

.814

.585

1.000

.636

.814

.636

1.000

organisation X... - Bad:Good
After receiving the gift, do you find
organisation X.... - Dislikable:Likeable
After receiving the gift, do you find
organisation X.... - Unfavourable:Favourable

Table 24: KMO and Bartlett’s Test Factor Analysis Attitude towards the Organisation
KMO and Bartlett's Test
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy.
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

.689
Approx. Chi-Square

37.656

df

3

Sig.

.000
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Table 25: Communalities Factor Analysis Attitude towards the Organisation
Communalities
Initial

Extraction

After receiving the gift, do you find organisation X.... - Bad:Good

1.000

.824

After receiving the gift, do you find organisation X.... - Dislikable:Likeable

1.000

.677

After receiving the gift, do you find organisation X.... - Unfavourable:Favourable

1.000

.860

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Table 26: Total Variance Explained Factor Analysis Attitude towards the Organisation
Total Variance Explained
Initial Eigenvalues

Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Component

Total

% of Variance

Cumulative %

Total

% of Variance

Cumulative %

1

2.361

78.702

78.702

2.361

78.702

78.702

2

.456

15.207

93.909

3

.183

6.091

100.000

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Figure 5: Scree Plot Factor Analysis Attitude towards the Organisation

Table 27: Component Matrix Factor Analysis Attitude towards the Organisation
Component Matrixa
Component
1
After receiving the gift, do you find organisation X.... - Bad:Good

.908

After receiving the gift, do you find organisation X.... - Dislikable:Likeable

.823

After receiving the gift, do you find organisation X.... - Unfavourable:Favourable

.927

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
a. 1 components extracted.
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VI

Reliability analyses

VI.I

Reliability analysis Reciprocal Behaviour

VI.I.I First iteration
Table 28: Reliability Statistics Reliability Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 1th iteration
Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's Alpha

N of Items

.867

5

Table 29: Item-Total Statistics Reliability Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 1th iteration
Item-Total Statistics
Scale Mean if Scale Variance if Corrected Item-

Cronbach's Alpha

Item Deleted

Item Deleted

Total Correlation if Item Deleted

9.86

14.239

.721

.835

In the future, I will be more attentive towards the 8.98

13.519

.613

.861

9.12

12.629

.699

.839

In the future, I am likely to consider organisation 9.75

14.130

.702

.838

13.265

.749

.825

I am interested in organisation X.
communication of organisation X.
In the future, I am likely to purchase at
organisation X.
X when I think about buying a car.
In the future, I am likely to recommend

9.75

organisation X to a friend.

Table 30: Item Statistics Reliability Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 1th iteration
Item Statistics
Mean

Std. Deviation

N

I am interested in organisation X.

2.01

.976

105

In the future, I will be more attentive towards the communication of organisation X.

2.89

1.219

105

In the future, I am likely to purchase at organisation X.

2.74

1.264

105

In the future, I am likely to consider organisation X when I think about buying a car.

2.11

1.013

105

In the future, I am likely to recommend organisation X to a friend.

2.11

1.103

105

Table 31: Scale Statistics Reliability Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 1th iteration
Scale Statistics
Mean

Variance

Std. Deviation

N of Items

11.87

20.501

4.528

5
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VI.I.II Second iteration
Table 32: Reliability Statistics Reliability Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 2th iteration
Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's
Alpha

N of Items

.861

4

Table 33: Item-Total Statistics Reliability Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 2th iteration
Item-Total Statistics
Scale Mean if Item

Scale Variance if

Corrected Item-Total Cronbach's Alpha

Deleted

Item Deleted

Correlation

if Item Deleted

6.97

8.605

.692

.831

In the future, I am likely to purchase 6.24

7.068

.723

.822

8.367

.705

.825

7.790

.732

.812

I am interested in organisation X.
at organisation X.

In the future, I am likely to consider 6.87
organisation X when I think about
buying a car.
In the future, I am likely to

6.87

recommend organisation X to a
friend.
Table 34: Item Statistics Reliability Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 2th iteration
Item Statistics
Mean Std. Deviation

N

I am interested in organisation X.

2.01

.976

105

In the future, I am likely to purchase at organisation X.

2.74

1.264

105

In the future, I am likely to consider organisation X when I think about buying a car.

2.11

1.013

105

In the future, I am likely to recommend organisation X to a friend.

2.11

1.103

105

Table 35: Scale Statistics Reliability Analysis Reciprocal Behaviour 2th iteration
Scale Statistics
Mean

Variance

Std. Deviation

N of Items

8.98

13.519

3.677

4

VI.II

Reliability analysis Attitude towards the Organisation

Table 36: Reliability Statistics Reliability Analysis Attitude towards the Organisation
Reliability Statistics
Cronbach's Alpha

N of Items
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.897

3

Table 37: Item Statistics Reliability Analysis Attitude towards the Organisation
Item Statistics
Mean

Std. Deviation

N

After receiving the gift, do you find organisation X... - Bad:Good

6.12

.958

105

After receiving the gift, do you find organisation X... - Unfavourable:Favourable

5.93

1.085

105

After receiving the gift, do you find organisation X... - Dislikable:Likeable

6.31

.902

105

Table 38: Item-Total Statistics Reliability Analysis Attitude towards the Organisation
Item-Total Statistics
Scale Mean if Scale Variance Corrected Item- Cronbach's Alpha
Item Deleted
After receiving the gift, do you find organisation X... -12.25

if Item Deleted Total Correlation if Item Deleted
3.265

.882

.780

3.075

.783

.874

3.804

.744

.898

Bad:Good
After receiving the gift, do you find organisation X... -12.44
Unfavourable:Favourable
After receiving the gift, do you find organisation X... -12.06
Dislikable:Likeable
Table 39: Scale Statistics Reliability Analysis Attitude towards the Organisation
Scale Statistics
Mean

Variance

Std. Deviation

N of Items

18.37

7.236

2.690

3

VII

Main analysis

VII.I

Assumption of normality

Table 40: Test of Normality Assumption of Normality
Tests of Normality
Kolmogorov-Smirnova

Shapiro-Wilk

Statistic

df

Sig.

Statistic

df

Sig.

Attitude_Organisation

.226

105

.000

.851

105

.000

Reciprocal_Behaviour

.117

105

.001

.851

105

.000

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction
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Table 41: Descriptives Assumption of Normality
Descriptives

Attitude_Organisation

Reciprocal_Behaviour

Mean

Statistic

Std. Error

6.124

.088

95% Confidence Interval for

Lower Bound

5.950

Mean

Upper Bound

6.297

5% Trimmed Mean

6.193

Median

6.000

Variance

.804

Std. Deviation

.897

Minimum

4.00

Maximum

7.00

Range

3.00

Interquartile Range

1.33

Skewness

-.762

.236

Kurtosis

-.275

.467

Mean

2.373

.088

95% Confidence Interval for

Lower Bound

2.198

Mean

Upper Bound

2.549

5% Trimmed Mean

2.301

Median

2.200

Variance

.820

Std. Deviation

.906

Minimum

1.00

Maximum

6.60

Range

5.60

Interquartile Range

1.00

Skewness

1.976

.236

Kurtosis

7.463

.467
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Figure 6: Q-Q Plot Attitude towards the Organisation Assumption of Normality

Figure 7: Q-Q Plot Reciprocal Behaviour Assumption of Normality

VII.II Assumption of homogeneity of variances
Table 42: Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices Assumption of Equality of Variance-Covariance matrices
Box's Test of Equality of Covariance Matricesa
Box's M

32.297

F

3.460

df1

9

df2

113774.591

Sig.

.000

Tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups.
a. Design: Intercept + Gift_Moment + Gift_Type + Gift_Moment * Gift_Type
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VII.III Assumption of independence of the covariate and treatment effect
VII.III.I

T-Test Covariate (3 categories) and Gift-type

Table 43: Group Statistics 1th t-test Gift-Type Assumption of Independence of the Covariate and Treatment Effect
Group Statistics
I have received the following
Current_Customer

Std.

gift:

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Mean

Buscaglione coffee starters

54

.39

.492

.067

A bottle of wine

57

.58

.498

.066

Buscaglione coffee starters

54

.19

.392

.053

A bottle of wine

57

.12

.331

.044

Buscaglione coffee starters

54

.37

.487

.066

57

.25

.434

.058

Error

package

Loyal_Customer

package
Prospective_Customer

package
A bottle of wine

Table 44: Independent Samples Test Gift-Type 1th t-test Assumption of Independence of the Covariate and Treatment Effect
Independent Samples Test
Levene's

Test

for

Equality of Variancest-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Sig.
F
Current_Customer Equal variances .461

Sig.

t

df

.499

-2.021 109

(2-Mean

Std. ErrorDifference

tailed)

Difference Difference Lower

Upper

.046

-.190

.094

-.376

-.004

-2.022 108.805 .046

-.190

.094

-.376

-.004

.907

109

.366

.062

.069

-.074

.199

.903

103.918 .369

.062

.069

-.075

.199

1.425

109

.157

.125

.088

-.049

.298

1.421

105.968 .158

.125

.088

-.049

.299

assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Loyal_Customer

Equal variances 3.350

.070

assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Prospective_Custo Equal variances 7.751
mer

.006

assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
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VII.III.II

T-Test Covariate (3 categories) and Gift-moment

Table 44: Group Statistics 1th t-test Gift-Moment Assumption of Independence of the Covariate and Treatment Effect
Group Statistics
Std.
Current_Customer

I have received the gift when... N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Mean

(After) I was searching for (a)51

.25

.440

.062

.68

.469

.061

.08

.272

.038

.22

.415

.054

.67

.476

.067

.00

.000

.000

Error

car(s) I am interested in
I was purchasing/had purchased60
a car
Loyal_Customer

(After) I was searching for (a)51
car(s) I am interested in
I was purchasing/had purchased60
a car

Prospective_Customer

(After) I was searching for (a)51
car(s) I am interested in
I was purchasing/had purchased60
a car

Table 45: Independent Samples Test 1th t-test Gift-Moment Assumption of Independence of the Covariate and Treatment
Effect
Independent Samples Test
Levene's

Test

for

Equality of Variancest-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Difference
Sig.
F
Current_Custome Equal
r

variances2.066

Sig.

t

df

.153

-4.933 109

(2-Mean

Std. Error

Uppe

tailed)

Difference Difference Lower

r

.000

-.428

.087

-.601

-.256

-4.958 107.911 .000

-.428

.086

-.600

-.257

-2.035 109

.044

-.138

.068

-.273

-.004

-2.103 102.619 .038

-.138

.066

-.269

-.008

10.855 109

.000

.667

.061

.545

.788

10.000 50.000

.000

.667

.067

.533

.801

assumed
Equal

variances

not assumed
Loyal_Customer Equal

variances19.374

.000

assumed
Equal

variances

not assumed
Prospective_Cust Equal
omer

variances471.351

.000

assumed
Equal

variances

not assumed
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VII.III.III

T-Test Covariate (2 categories) and Gift-type

Table 48: Group Statistics 2th t-test Gift-Type Assumption of Independence of the Covariate and Treatment Effect
Group Statistics
Pros_Cust

I have received the following gift: N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

Buscaglione coffee starters

54

.37

.487

.066

A bottle of wine

57

.25

.434

.058

Buscaglione coffee starters

51

.61

.493

.069

54

.74

.442

.060

package

Cur_Loy_Cust

package
A bottle of wine

Table 49: Independent Samples Test 2th t-test Gift-Type Assumption of Independence of the Covariate and Treatment Effect
Independent Samples Test
Levene's

Test

for

Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Sig.
Pros_Cust

Equal variances

(2-Mean

Std. ErrorDifference

F

Sig.

t

df

tailed)

Difference Difference Lower

Upper

7.751

.006

1.425

109

.157

.125

.088

-.049

.298

1.421

105.968 .158

.125

.088

-.049

.299

.149

-.133

.091

-.314

.048

-1.451 100.253 .150

-.133

.092

-.315

.049

assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Cur_Loy_Cus Equal variances
t

7.809

.006

-1.455 103

assumed
Equal variances
not assumed

VII.III.IV

T-Test Covariate (2 categories) and Gift-moment

Table 46: Group Statistics 2th t-test Gift-Moment Assumption of Independence of the Covariate and Treatment Effect
Group Statistics

Pros_Cust

I have received the gift when...

N

Mean

Std. Deviation

Std. Error Mean

(After) I was searching for (a)

51

.67

.476

.067

I was purchasing/had purchased a 60

.00

.000

.000

.33

.476

.067

1.00

.000

.000

car(s) I am interested in
car
Cur_Loy_Cust

(After) I was searching for (a)

51

car(s) I am interested in
I was purchasing/had purchased a 54
car
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Table 47: Independent Samples Test 2th t-test Gift-Moment Assumption of Independence of the Covariate and Treatment
Effect
Independent Samples Test
Levene's

Test

for

Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Sig.
Pros_Cust

Equal variances

(2-Mean

Std. ErrorDifference

F

Sig.

t

df

tailed)

Difference Difference Lower

Upper

471.351

.000

10.855

109

.000

.667

.061

.545

.788

10.000

50.000 .000

.667

.067

.533

.801

.000

-.667

.065

-.795

-.538

-10.000 50.000 .000

-.667

.067

-.801

-.533

assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Cur_Loy_Cus Equal variances
t

423.771

.000

-10.293 103

assumed
Equal variances
not assumed

VII.IV Revised conceptual model

Figure 11: Revised Conceptual Model
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