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This research investigates individuals' motivations to pass gifts on to other people, a practice known as re-gifting.
In three studies, we develop and test a tridimensional scale of re-gifting motivations that encompasses: an indi-
vidualistic motivation, whereby the re-gifter tries to maximize his/her personal utility; a detachment motivation,
whereby the re-gifter seeks to preserve his or her relational distance from the re-giftee and/or the first giver;
and a virtuous motivation, which captures the re-gifter's morally and socially desirable intent to benefit the re-
giftee and/or preserve thematerial value of the gift. The individualistic and detachment motivations are stronger
when the re-giftee is a distant other, whereas the virtuous motivation is stronger when the re-giftee is a close
other. These results shed light on the social function of re-gifting and suggest that, despite oftenbeing stigmatized
as a censurable behavior, this practice can sometimes be driven by a morally acceptable motivation.

© 2016 Elsevier Inc. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

Re-gifting is a “form of gift giving where the gift is second-hand and
that fact may or may not be concealed from the recipient” (Swilley,
Cowart, & Flynn, 2014, p. 259). This practice is common in today's soci-
ety: in the U.S., more than 30% of people engage in re-gifting during the
holiday season (American Express, 2013). In doing so, people who pass
their gifts on (i.e., re-gifters) to other people (i.e., re-giftees) may con-
tribute to reducing a considerable waste of economic value. In 2013,
for instance, the average American spent over $700 on Christmas gifts
(Gallup, 2013). However, estimates indicate that up to one third of gift
spending is wasted because many gifts do not match the recipients'
preferences and are thus unused or discarded (Waldfogel, 1993).

Re-gifting gives unwanted gifts a second chance of being used and,
as such, could help people reduce waste and consume fewer material
resources for new gifts. In accordance with this view, several voluntary
initiatives, such as the National Re-gifting Day in the U.S. and Le Grand
Don in Europe, have been undertaken in order to promote re-gifting as
a desirable behavior. Re-gifting has also been encouraged by major
media (e.g., ABC News, 2014; CBS, 2015), which try to inform con-
sumers about its etiquette (Ertimur, Muñoz, & Hutton, 2015; Swilley
et al., 2014), as well as by mobile technology experts, who have devel-
oped new applications aimed at facilitating re-gifting (Adweek, 2012).

However, companies may consider this behavior economically un-
sustainable, insofar as it reduces new gift sales, and thus oppose it—for
example, by adding options to customize their products and make
ido), giovanni.pino@unisalento.
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them less suitable for re-gifting (Ertimur et al., 2015). Moreover, while
consumersmight look at re-gifting as an economically and environmen-
tally sustainable practice (Green America, 2016; Mansvelt & Robbins,
2011), they may also think that second-hand gifts are undesirable
items and therefore consider re-gifting an offensive behavior (Adams,
Flynn, & Norton, 2012). Indeed, although re-gifting may occur in an
overt way by informing re-giftees about the second-hand nature of
the re-gifts, re-gifters might engage in a covert behavior by pretending
that the re-gifts are new. Covert re-gifting is generally considered de-
ceitful and disrespectful to the re-giftee (Swilley et al., 2014), as well
as to the first giver, that is, the person who bought the gift and gave it
first. Indeed, a gift is generally regarded as inalienable because it repre-
sents a part of the first giver's self (Mauss, 1925). For these reasons, re-
gifting continues to be stigmatized as a socially censurable behavior in
the majority of Western societies.

Given this complex situation, understanding themotivations behind
individuals' decisions to engage in re-gifting may help to clarify its role
in social relationships. The few studies published on this topic have ex-
plored such motivations, but only via qualitative techniques. For in-
stance, Ertimur et al. (2015) proposed four different re-gifting modes
associated with different re-gifters' goals: a pragmatic mode, whereby
the re-gifter passes on a gift in order to accomplish a gift-giving obliga-
tion in a timely and efficient way; a retaliatory mode, whereby the re-
gifter seeks to affirm his/her selfhood and teach social norms to the
re-giftee; an altruistic mode, whereby the re-gifter aims to please the
re-giftee and express care for him/her; and a playful mode, whereby
the re-gifter engages in this behavior for fun. However, research on re-
gifting motivations is still in its infancy. In particular, very little effort
has beenmade to empirically assesswhether andhow suchmotivations
change on the basis of the relational closeness between re-gifters and re-
giftees.
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The present work contributes to this area of inquiry by developing a
measurement scale that quantitatively assesses re-gifting motivations
in order to better explain why people engage in re-gifting. This work
adopts a mixed research approach that combines both qualitative and
quantitative techniques across three different studies. Study 1 deter-
mines an initial set of motivations by qualitatively exploring why con-
sumers engage in re-gifting. Study 2 develops and validates a scale
based on Study 1's results. Study 3 provides an experimental test of
the scale's predictive validity, using real re-gifting situations to show
that the assessed motivations vary in intensity according to whether
the re-giftee is a close or distant other. Through such findings, the pres-
ent research proposes a new and comprehensive interpretative frame-
work of re-gifting motivations that could pave the way for further
investigations.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: The next section
briefly reviews the previous literature on re-gifting. The following sec-
tions present the three empirical studies and then discuss their results
and implications. The final section details the limitations of this research
alongside directions for future studies.
2. Conceptualizing the re-gifting behavior

Previous literature defined re-gifting as a practice throughwhich the
re-gifter disposes of his or her gifts by passing them on to other people
(Sherry, 1983; see also Cruz-Cárdenas, González, & del Val Núñez,
2015). Several tactics can be employed to enact re-gifting (Ertimur
et al., 2015), such as “decontaminating” the gift (i.e., removing tags
and greeting cards) in order to make it appear as a new item; personal-
izing the gift (e.g., by adding a name); or dividing it in multiple parts or
transforming it in order to disguise its second-hand nature. However,
people might also pass unwanted gifts on to others exactly as they
were originally received from the first giver.

It is commonly believed that items being re-gifted represent careless
gifts that people pass on to others towhom they are not particularly tied
and that do not create any obligation to reciprocate (Ormandy, 2011;
Swilley et al., 2014). However, in particular situations, re-gifts have a
strong symbolic meaning. Thismay happenwhen such items are partic-
ularly desired by the re-giftee or when they represent family heirlooms
that are handed down from one generation to another (Curasi, Price, &
Arnould, 2004; Ertimur et al., 2015; Guido, 2014; Swilley et al., 2014).
Intergenerational re-gifts are normally considered highly sentimental,
inalienable and “pure” gifts (Malinowski, 1978) because they cannot
be given to people other than family members.

The variety of situations inwhich re-giftingmay occur can elicit pos-
itive emotions (e.g., amusement and fun) or negative emotions
(e.g., regret and guilt) in re-gifters and re-giftees. Specifically, gifts that
are highly desired by or meaningful to re-giftees (such as family heir-
looms) normally arouse positive emotions in both re-gifters and re-
giftees. Such gifts are passed on overtly and solidify familial ties
(Ertimur et al., 2015). Similarly, gifts that are passed on purely for fun,
such as during the re-gifting parties that are quite popular in the U.S.
(e.g., the white elephant exchange or Secret Santa), also arouse positive
emotions. In such special occasions, re-giftees are aware that the gifts
are repurposed items, and the principal aim of re-gifting is to build or
strengthen a sense of community among people partaking in these
events. At the same time, re-gifters and re-giftees may experience neg-
ative emotions (e.g., fear, shame), especially when re-gifting occurs co-
vertly (Swilley et al., 2014). Re-gifters may resort to this deceitful form
of re-gifting for pragmatic reasons, although it could undermine their
social relationship with re-giftees. Re-giftees might indeed realize the
second-handnature of the re-gift(s) and thus judge this gesture as a dis-
respectful act (Ruth, Otnes, & Brunel, 1999). Re-gifters, realizing the op-
portunity to use re-gifts for retaliatory purposes, might even reveal the
gift's second-hand nature to re-giftees in a deliberate attempt to teach
them a lesson (Ertimur et al., 2015).
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2.1. Re-gifting motivations

Because re-gifting can be construed as a particular type of gift-giving
(Swilley et al., 2014), some of the motivations associated with gift-
giving may also apply. Such motivations might be broadly classified
as: altruistic (i.e., other-focused) motivations; and egoistic (i.e., self-
focused) motivations (Belk & Coon, 1993; Otnes & Beltramini, 1996;
Paolacci, Straeter, & de Hooge, 2015; Sherry, 1983). Altruistic motiva-
tions lead people to give gifts to genuinely please the recipients, express
esteem and/or love for them, and ultimately increase their happiness
and well-being without expecting any reward in return (Belk & Coon,
1993; Malinowski, 1978). In contrast, egoistic motivations lead people
to give gifts to ingratiate themselves with the recipients (Ruth et al.,
1999; Waterman, 1981), obligate them to reciprocate with gifts of at
least the same value (Gouldner, 1960; Mauss, 1925), enhance their
own social position (Segev, Shoham, & Ruvio, 2012; Sherry, 1983), or
simply establish new social bonds (Belk & Coon, 1993; Caplow, 1982;
Cheal, 1988; Lowrey, Otnes, & Ruth, 2004).

The relative strength of altruistic versus egoistic motivations de-
pends on the nature of the relationship between gift-givers and recipi-
ents (Ruth et al., 1999). Altruistic motivations are stronger when
recipients are emotionally close to gift-givers (Joy, 2001). In support of
this notion, past research has shown that individuals exchange gifts
more frequentlywhen they are in close rather than distant relationships
(Belk, 1979) and the gifts exchanged within close relationships are
more expensive than those exchanged within distant relationships
(Caplow, 1982; Saad&Gill, 2003). In contrast, when recipients are emo-
tionally distant from gift-givers, gift-giving tends to be driven by egois-
tic motivations and aimed at increasing the gift-givers' utility (Joy,
2001).

These principles can be extended to re-gifting. Exploratory research
indeed suggests that re-giftersmay engage in this behavior for either al-
truistic or egoistic motivations. Re-gifters are driven by altruistic moti-
vations when they pass on unwanted gifts in order to express their
care for re-giftees, especially when they are friends or loved ones who
desire the re-gifters' gifts (Ertimur et al., 2015; Swilley et al., 2014).
On the opposite end, re-gifters are moved by egoistic motivations
when they pass on unwanted gifts for the following reasons: to quickly
alleviate the problems connected with gift-giving (e.g., devoting time
and money to the selection and purchase of gifts, being unaware of
the recipient's tastes and desires, or dealing with an unexpected invita-
tion; known as pragmatic re-gifting); to affirm their selfhood and/or
avenge an offense by the re-giftee (retaliatory re-gifting), or just to
amuse themselves by participating in the playful exchange of second-
hand gifts (playful re-gifting). Previous studies (Homick, 2007;
Ormandy, 2011; Swilley et al., 2014) suggest that re-gifting is a gener-
ally acceptable behaviorwhen the relationship between two individuals
is distant, but could be considered disrespectful when it occurs among
closely tied individuals.

Despite the relevance of such qualitative findings, no study to date
has quantitatively assessed how re-gifting motivations relate to the
type of relationship between re-gifters and re-giftees. The present re-
search aims to fill this gap by developing a multidimensional scale of
re-gifting motivations. To this end, we embraced a consolidated ap-
proach (Churchill, 1979; Gerbing & Anderson, 1988; see also Blankson,
2008; Malcarne, Chavira, Fernandez, & Liu, 2006; Russell, Norman, &
Heckler, 2004; Van Dun, Bloemer, & Henseler, 2011), which entails
using a qualitative inquiry to develop an initial set of items for a mea-
surement scale; quantitatively implementing the scale to assess its di-
mensional structure; and then validating the detected structure. Thus,
we performed an exploratory study (Study 1) with two focus groups
to devise the items for our scale, followed by a survey study (Study
2) to test the scale's dimensionality. Then, to obtain evidence of the
scale's external validity, we employed another survey study (Study
3) that assessed whether the relational closeness between re-gifters
and re-giftees moderates the strength of re-gifting motivations.
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3. Study 1: qualitative investigation into the re-gifting motivations

In contrast to previous studies, which have investigated re-gifting in
a North American cultural context, the present research focused on Ital-
ian consumers. Re-gifting is quite popular in Italy and the number of
Italian consumers who pass their gifts on to other people increases
year after year (Coldiretti, 2014, 2015). Because of this focus on Italian
consumers, we first needed to develop an initial set of items that fully
reflect what Italian consumers think about re-gifting. To this end, we
employed the focus group technique (Carson, Gilmore, Perry, &
Gronhaug, 2001; Stewart, Shamdasani, & Rook, 2006), which past stud-
ies have used to explore re-gifting motivations (Swilley et al., 2014).
Focus groups stimulate the comparison of participants' different points
of view (Carrigan&Attalla, 2001), thus allowing a richer and deeper un-
derstanding of the social dimension of the examined construct.We con-
ducted two focus groups using the same procedure. Our aim with the
first focus group was to delineate a preliminary set of motivations,
whereas the second one served a confirmatory purpose, assessing
whether the initial data was sufficiently encompassing. Each focus
group occurred in a different medium-sized Italian city and was
attended by 16 participants.

3.1. Procedure

Participants in the first focus group (mean age= 33, SD=7.10, 50%
females) were recruited through a snowball sampling procedure and
had different occupations (see Table 1 for details). A professional mod-
erator stimulated group interaction and discussion during the meeting.
Themoderator introduced the topic by describing re-gifting as a behav-
ior that, despite sometimes being taboo for many people, is so popular
that anyone, at least once, has passed a gift on to another person. This
brief introduction served to encourage participants to talk as openly as
Table 1
Focus group participants' demographic data.

Participant Job Gender Age

Focus group 1
1 Chiropractic Male 25
2 Technician Male 26
3 Counselor Female 32
4 Engineer Male 38
5 Physician Female 45
6 Technician Male 27
7 Policeman Male 27
8 Surgeon Male 42
9 Area manager Female 36
10 Sales manager Female 34
11 Optician Female 30
12 Undergraduate Female 25
13 Executive Male 43
14 Nurse Female 41
15 Teacher Female 28
16 Student Male 26

Focus group 2
17 Student Male 26
18 Photographer Male 32
19 Architect Male 41
20 Clerk Male 29
21 Lecturer Male 35
22 Biologist Female 40
23 Lawyer Female 35
24 Home-maker Female 31
25 Shop assistant Female 26
26 Nurse Female 29
27 Teacher Female 44
28 Executive Male 49
29 Interpreter Male 30
30 Librarian Female 50
31 Physiotherapist Male 26
32 Caregiver Female 32
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possible about re-gifting. The moderator provided participants with a
blank paper and asked them to recall whether they had ever engaged
in re-gifting, the object that they re-gifted, and the recipient of their
re-gift. Participants who acknowledged that they had passed on gifts
were asked to write a short description of at least one situation in
which they engaged in re-gifting and why they did so. Seven partici-
pants stated that they never engaged in re-gifting. Therefore, they
were instructed to report why they thought people in general engage
in re-gifting by writing a short description of the motivations behind
this behavior. Afterward, the moderator invited all participants to dis-
cuss their notes in order to understand what may drive people to en-
gage in re-gifting. The discussion lasted about 90 min.

This same focus group procedure was employed two weeks later
with a different sample of 16 Italian consumers (mean age = 35,
SD = 7.90, 50% females). For the second focus group, six participants
stated that they never engaged in re-gifting and the discussion lasted
about one hour.

3.2. Results

The group discussions were audio recorded, transcribed verbatim,
and coded without the aid of software tools by two trained research as-
sistants who followed the established inductive coding procedure
(Mayring, 2000; see also Kassarjian, 1977; Spiggle, 1994). Following
this procedure, they repeatedly read all data: namely, the audio file tran-
scripts from both recordings along with participants' pre-discussion
notes. Then, they sought to identify key concepts and set out a list of
propositions, each capturing a re-gifting motivation, from participants'
responses. The coders then compared their lists and discussed all the
propositions in order to clarify the ambiguous ones or merge those
that captured the same motivation, thereby creating an initial coding
scheme of eighteen propositions. Each coder independently tested this
scheme on one half of the data and then compared their results in
order to reconcile divergent interpretations through discussion. After
eliminating two redundant propositions and slightly revising the re-
maining ones, they independently applied a finalized coding scheme
of sixteen propositions to all data (see Table 2) and reached complete
agreement on 91% of the codified re-gifting motivations.

In a subsequent step, the coders grouped the propositions based on
their conceptual similarity and identified three main categories of re-
gifting motivations (see also Table 2) that reflect and conceptually ex-
pand those detected by previous research (i.e., Ertimur et al., 2015).
The first category reflected individuals' willingness to engage in re-
gifting to maximize their personal utility. The second category reflected
individuals' willingness to engage in re-gifting to maintain or increase
Table 2
Re-gifting motivations.

Individualistic
motivations

Detachment motivations Virtuous motivations

▪ Scarcity of eco-
nomic resources

▪ Scarcity of time
▪ Possibility to

avoid the efforts
needed to buy a
new gift

▪ Availability of
wrapped gifts

▪ Indecision in the
choice of a gift

▪ Entitlement of
freely disposing of
one's own gifts

▪ Lack of concern
about the conse-
quence of
re-gifting

▪ Reciprocation of re-
gifting

▪ Loose relationship with
the re-giftee

▪ Loose relationship with
the first giver

▪ Desire to rid oneself of
gifts that have lost their
affective meaning

▪ Opportunity to accom-
plish a sense of social
obligation

▪ Availability of gifts
likely to be appreci-
ated by the re-giftee

▪ Availability of highly
valuable gifts

▪ Availability of dupli-
cate gifts

▪ Possibility to pre-
serve the economic
value of a disliked
gift
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the relational distance from the re-giftee and/or the first giver. The third
category reflected individuals' willingness to engage in re-gifting to act
in a morally desirable way, by benefitting others and/or minimizing the
waste of unwanted gifts. Hence, thesemotivationswere respectively la-
beled as individualistic, detachment, and virtuous.

3.2.1. Individualistic motivations
The content analysis revealed that re-gifting can be enacted for prac-

tical reasons. Re-giftersmight choose to engage in this behavior because
they might not have enough money and/or time to devote to the pur-
chase of a new gift or might wish to avoid the psychological effort re-
quired by a new gift purchase. These utilitarian motivations have also
been detected in the gift-giving literature (Otnes, Lowrey, & Kim,
1993) and, as noted in prior studies (Ertimur et al., 2015), reflect a
“pragmatic” side of re-gifting (see also Homick, 2007):

Participant 16: “I passed on a gift four years ago. It was Christmas
time. I had to buy a gift for a colleague of mine, but I didn't want to
go out and look for it. At Christmas, shops are crowded and it takes
such a long time to purchase something. I didn't have much money
either. So, I decided to pass on to him a wallet that I had received
for my eighteenth birthday.”

Participant 21: “A few months ago, I re-gifted a post-shave balm to
my roommate. He invited me to his birthday party, but I was too
tired to go out and purchase a gift for him.”

The re-gifter might be further incentivized to re-gift if his or her gift
is alreadywrapped. Recipients normally expect to receivewrapped gifts
during gift exchanges, so these gifts are suitable to be passed on
(Caplow, 1984). Furthermore, participants were more likely to re-gift
when they felt uncertainty about choosing the right gift for the recipient
(Ertimur et al., 2015; Otnes et al., 1993):

Participant 14: “A few years ago, I arranged a party for Mother's Day.
I received three potted plants: the first was given to me by my
brother, the second bymy friendMary, and the third bymy daughter
Sonia. At the end of the party, the one Sonia gave to me remained
wrapped. I decided to take it to my mother-in-law.”

Participant 17: “Someone introducedme a new fellow student at the
beginning of this semester. Twomonths later, this guy invitedme to
his graduation party. I really did not knowwhat to buy for him aswe
had been out together just a couple of times. Eventually, I decided to
give him a belt thatmy parents had givenme formy 24th birthday. It
was new. I wrapped it in a gift box and gave it to the guy.”

However, re-gifters might pass on their gifts simply because they
feel entitled to freely dispose of these items and are unconcerned with
the consequences of this gesture. From this perspective, re-gifting may
be seen as a peculiar type of giver-centered gift-giving that serves as
an expression of personal freedom (Ruth et al., 1999):

Participant 15: “Many people pass on gifts when they feel free to do
whatever theywantwith their belongings. You know, itmay happen
that one feels free to dispose of his/her gifts in the same way he/she
disposes of money, clothes, or other stuff.”

Participant 16: “I know a lot of people who are used to passing on
their gifts. They do it because they do not care about the conse-
quences of this choice. They simply donot care aboutwhat the recip-
ient might think about them.”

Collectively, these motivations clearly denote re-gifters' individual-
istic orientation, reflecting their focus on both pragmatism (Ertimur
et al., 2015) and personal utility.
Please cite this article as: Guido, G., et al., Assessing individuals' re-giftin
10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.05.008
3.2.2. Detachment motivations
People might engage in re-gifting to reciprocate another person's

use of the same behavior. As noted by Ertimur et al. (2015), in such a
case, re-gifting becomes a sort of vengeful behavior aimed at expressing
the sense of hostility that re-gifters feel for re-giftees:

Participant 20: “It may happen that you engage in re-gifting when
you receive a second-hand gift from a certain person. It is not so dif-
ficult to understand if someone is re-gifting you. So, when you have
the opportunity, you'll do the same with that person.”

Likewise, re-giftingmight serve to express the re-gifters' weak affec-
tive commitment—or even unfriendliness (Schwartz, 1967) and distaste
(Ruth et al., 1999)—for re-giftees or first givers. Thisfinding is consistent
with gift-giving studies suggesting that gifts may symbolize group
membership and relational intimacy (and hence social integration) or,
on the opposite end, affective distance (Sherry, 1983).

Participant 10: “[...] much depends on the person who gives you the
gift. If this person annoys you, it's normal that you may want to rid
yourself from his/her gifts. Or you may want to give him/her a
second-hand gift. In this way you will tell that person how much
you care for him/her.”

Participant 11:“[...] People pass on gifts when they do not care about
the recipients. A second-hand gift is not meant for the person to
whom you give it. It's a ‘quick’ gift: you give it because you do not
care about that person.”

Following this line of reasoning, we also found that people may pass
on the gifts of others for whom they no longer feel affection, such as ex-
partners, in order to rid themselves of objects that have lost their initial
affective meaning:

Participant 12: “I have passed on many of the gifts that my ex-
boyfriend gave me for Christmas and on other occasions. I did
not want to see those things any more as they reminded me of
him.”

Moreover, people might engage in re-gifting to satisfy a sense of ob-
ligation imposed by social conventions (Swilley et al., 2014; see also
Marcoux, 2009). Re-gifters may adopt this attitude when they pass un-
wanted gifts on to acquaintances, colleagues, distant relatives, and any
other person to whom they do not feel closely tied. In doing so, they
avoid generating a sense of indebtedness in re-giftees and maintain a
certain relational distance:

Participant 8: “Once a colleague ofmywife Lisa invited us to a barbe-
cue at his country house. I did not know this person and felt a bit un-
comfortable going therewithout bringing something. So, I suggested
bringing him a box of chocolates that our neighbor had given us a
couple of days before and thatwas still closed.We did this just to ful-
fil the sense of obligation that I felt in that moment.”

Hence, these findings enrich previous research by suggesting that,
beyond a purely vindictive and antagonistic aim (cf. Ertimur et al.,
2015), re-giftingmight be enacted tomaintain or increase the relational
distance between re-gifters and re-giftees, as well as between re-gifters
and first givers, thus reflecting a broader detachment intent.

3.2.3. Virtuous motivations
In line with previous research (Ertimur et al., 2015; Swilley et al.,

2014), we found that people are motivated to pass on unwanted gifts
when they are confident that such gifts are desired and will be appreci-
ated by re-giftees. In other cases, these objects are considered too valu-
able to keep for oneself, as they belonged to one's ancestors and hence
are handed down through generations. As noted by prior studies
(Ertimur et al., 2015; Swilley et al., 2014), such situations imbue
g motivations, Journal of Business Research (2016), http://dx.doi.org/
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second-hand giftswith a strong symbolicmeaning and serve to enhance
the relationship between the re-gifter, the re-giftee, and the first giver
(cf. Belk & Coon, 1993; Curasi et al., 2004):

Participant 18: “A couple of years ago I gave a blue sweater that I
have never worn to my brother-in-law. I was sure he would appre-
ciate it because blue is his favourite color. The style of the jumper
was very simple and similar to those he is used to wear. Fortunately,
also the size was the right one.”

Participant 26: “Last year my niece Marika invited me to her 18th

birthday party. I decided to give her the earrings that my uncle had
given me for my 25th birthday. I kept them for so many years and
wore them only on two or three occasions. I'm sure I made the right
choice. In that moment I only thought that themost important thing
was to make Marika happy.”

However, people might also feel motivated to engage in re-gifting
when they have duplicate gifts or when they want to consciously
avoid throwing unwanted gifts away. In doing so, they may wish to
share their wealth with other persons and/or preserve the utility and
economic value of their gifts. Such motivations denote re-gifters' clear
intent to behave in a morally sound and environmentally friendly
manner:

Participant 27: “I received three silver trays for my wedding and
honestly I did not know what to do with all of them. I recycled the
third one as a gift for an acquaintance's wedding. Why keep them
all for me? It is a shame to spendmoney to purchase new gifts while
keeping at home so many things that could be used by other per-
sons.”

Participant 22: “Throwing gifts away ismore distasteful than passing
them on to others. All gifts have a value and utility. Even those that
one does not like. I have barely thrown away my gifts. It's a pity. In-
stead I have passed them on to other people.”

In line with Ertimur et al. (2014), these results confirm that re-
gifting might be triggered by altruistic intents and, at the same time,
might be inspired by a deeper desire to act in an ethically correct way.
Based on this finding, re-gifting can be considered a virtuous behavior.
Table 3
Likelihood to engage in re-gifting across the possible categories of re-giftees.

Categories of re-giftees M SD Loadings

Close others:
Siblings 2.20 1.98 0.94⁎

Parents 2.13 1.96 0.93⁎

Grandparents 2.18 1.95 0.87⁎

Partner 1.99 1.95 0.86⁎

Close friends 2.15 1.91 0.85⁎

Distant others:
Acquaintances 3.85 2.11 0.95⁎

Colleagues 3.56 2.07 0.94⁎

Employers 3.40 2.09 0.83⁎

N = 171.
⁎ Significance equal to 0.001.
4. Study 2: quantitative assessment of the re-gifting motivations

Building on Study 1's qualitative findings, Study 2 develops and tests
ameasurement scale that quantitatively assesses re-giftingmotivations.
Sixteen different items were derived from the re-gifting motivations
that emerged in Study 1 (e.g., “If I had two identical gifts, I would pass
on one of them”, “If I needed to save time, I would pass on one of my
gifts”; 1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Two researchers,
whowere blind to the study's aim, checked these sixteen items for read-
ability and clarity, providing suggestions on how to better capture the
various motivations to engage in re-gifting. After revising some items
based on these suggestions, we included the whole list of items in a
closed-ended questionnaire.

To better understand the social domain of re-gifting, we included an
additional set of eleven questions thatwere designed to reveal the types
of persons who are more likely to receive second-hand gifts (e.g., “I
would pass one ofmy gifts on to a colleague ofmine”, 1= very unlikely,
7 = very likely). Some of these persons are those to whom one is typi-
cally tied by a loose relationship (e.g., acquaintances and colleagues),
whereas others are persons to whom one is closely tied (e.g., partners,
close friends, parents, and siblings) (Caplow, 1982; Joy, 2001; Ruth
et al., 1999, Saad & Gill, 2003). Finally, the questionnaire gathered re-
spondents' gender and age.
Please cite this article as: Guido, G., et al., Assessing individuals' re-giftin
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4.1. Procedure

Weadministered an online questionnaire to a sample of 300 respon-
dents recruited from a national pool of Italian consumers. Of these, 171
individuals (mean age=30, SD=11.18, 74% female) accepted a formal
invitation to take part in the survey and completed the questionnaire.

4.2. Results

4.2.1. Exploratory analyses
Table 3 reports the mean scores of the items regarding the types of

persons who are more likely to receive second-hand gifts. Such scores
indicate that people are more inclined to engage in re-gifting when
re-giftees are distant others (i.e., acquaintances, colleagues, and em-
ployers) rather than close others (i.e., siblings, parents, grandparents,
and partner). To support this argument, we performed a principal com-
ponent analysis (with Varimax rotation) on the items regarding the
types of persons who are likely to be re-giftees. The analysis yielded a
two-factor solution. Specifically, five items associated with types of per-
sons typically regarded as close others (i.e., siblings, parents, grandpar-
ents, partners, close friends) mainly loaded on the first factor with
loadings higher than 0.80, and loadings lower than 0.40 on the second
factor. Three items associated with types of persons that could be typi-
cally qualified as distant others (i.e., colleagues, acquaintances, and em-
ployers) mainly loaded on the second factor with loadings higher than
0.80, and loadings lower than 0.40 on the first factor. Three items re-
garding types of persons who can be both distant and close others
(i.e., partners' parents, friends and relatives in general) loaded on both
factors, with loadings higher than 0.40, and were dropped. Therefore,
the factor analysis was re-run on the remaining eight items obtaining
the factor loadings reported in Table 3. Based on thesefindings,we com-
bined the items that respectively loaded on the two distinct factors to
obtain two indexes that reflected the likelihood to engage in re-gifting
when re-giftees are either close or distant others. A paired sample t-
test confirmed that respondents are more inclined to engage in re-
gifting when the potential re-giftees are distant others (M = 3.60,
SD = 1.91) rather than close others (M = 2.13, SD = 1.75, t
(170) = −8.57; p b .001, Cohen's d = 0.66). This finding reaffirms
that individuals tend to pass their gifts on to relatively distant persons
to whom they are loosely tied (Homick, 2007; Ormandy, 2011;
Swilley et al., 2014).

4.2.2. Dimensions of the re-gifting motivation scale
We ran an exploratory factor analysis (maximum likelihoodmethod

and Oblimin rotation) on the collected data, aiming to explore the di-
mensional structure of the initial set of items denoting re-gifting moti-
vations and eliminate inconsistent items. The analysis yielded a three-
factor solution capable of explaining 50% of the variance. However,
three items were dropped from the analysis, namely: “If someone
gave me something he/she already has, I think I would do the same
with him/her”, which exhibited a factor loading lower than 0.40, and
g motivations, Journal of Business Research (2016), http://dx.doi.org/
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the items “If I had a gift that I did not unwrap, I would use it again as a
gift” and “I would pass on a gift if I had to give it just to accomplish a so-
cial obligation”, as they exhibited cross-loadings close to 0.30 (Hair,
Anderson, Tatham, & Black, 1998).

Another exploratory factor analysis, conducted on the refined set of
items, returned a three-factor solution that explained 62% of the vari-
ance. Each itemmainly loaded one of the three dimensions, with factor
loadings equal to or greater than 0.40. Only one item (i.e., “If I received a
highly valuable gift, I would give it to someone that is very important to
me”) exhibited a factor loading slightly lower than 0.40. However, we
decided to retain this item in the scale because it captured a peculiar
facet of re-gifting that emerged in previous literature (Swilley et al.,
2014), and because the relatively low factor loading associated with
this item was counterbalanced by loadings on the other two factors
that were very close to zero.

Each of the three dimensions exhibited an adequate level of internal
consistency as assessed by Cronbach’s α coefficients. Given the robust-
ness of the dimensional structure that emerged from this exploratory
analysis, the extracted factors were interpreted before running a confir-
matory test. Consistent with Study 1's findings, the first factor (α =
0.86) was mainly loaded by items that capture re-gifters' aim to maxi-
mize their personal utility (e.g., “If I needed to save money I would
pass on one of my gifts”) and was therefore named individualistic moti-
vation. The second factor (α = 0.81) was mainly loaded by items that
capture re-gifters' willingness to maintain or increase their distance
from a potentially disliked re-giftee (e.g., “I would pass on a gift to
give it to a person I dislike”) or first giver (“I would pass on a gift re-
ceived from a person whom I dislike”). It was therefore named detach-
ment motivation. The third factor (α = 0.70) was mainly loaded by
items that capture the re-gifters' willingness to pass on their gifts to
benefit others (e.g., “I would pass on one of my gifts if I were sure that
it would be appreciated”) and, in more general terms, act in a morally
acceptableway by putting unwanted gifts to use (e.g., “If I had two iden-
tical gifts, I would pass on one of them”). Thus, it was named virtuous
motivation.

A confirmatory factor analysis provided definitive support for the di-
mensional structure that emerged in the exploratory test. The results
summarized in Table 4 support the validity of the tridimensional
model. Fit statistics were acceptable. The factor loadings were adequate
Table 4
Results of the confirmatory factor analysis: a scale to measure the re-gifting motivations.

Latent factors and indicators FL SE

Individualistic motivation (CR = 0.81; AVE = 0.44)
If I needed to save time, I would pass on my gifts. 0.82n.a. –
I would pass on one of my gifts because I am free to do whatever I
want with them.

0.67* 0.11

If I did not know what to give to someone, I would pass on one of
my gifts.

0.69* 0.09

If I needed to save money, I would pass on one of my gifts. 0.77* 0.10
I would pass on a gift because I do not care about what the
recipient will do with it.

0.53* 0.10

I would pass on one of my gifts If I felt too tired to buy a new one. 0.40* 0.07
Detachment motivation of re-gifting (CR = 0.79; AVE = 0.56)

I would pass on one of my gifts to a person I dislike. 0.83n.a –
I would pass on a gift received from a person I dislike. 0.71* 0.10
I would pass on one of my gifts to a person to whom I am not
particularly tied.

0.69* 0.10

Virtuous motivation (CR = 0.65; AVE = 0.34)
If I had two identical gifts, I would pass on one of them. 0.69n.a –
I would pass on one of my gifts rather than throw it away. 0.67* 0.15
I would pass on one of my gifts if I were sure that it would be
appreciated.

0.60* 0.15

If I received a highly valuable gift, I would give it to someone that
is very important to me.

0.30* 0.12

N= 171; n.a.=Not applicable; *= level of significance equal to 0.001; FL= Factor Load-
ings; SE = Standard Error; χ2(64) = 107.773, p b 0.001; χ2/g.d.l. = 1.684; GFI = 0.913;
AGFI = 0.876; CFI = 0.952; RMSEA = 0.063 (p = 0.15); SRMR = 0.054; CR =
Construct Reliability; AVE = Average Variance Extracted.
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except for one item within the Virtuous motivation (“If I received a
highly valuable gift, I would give it to someone that is very important
to me”), which, as mentioned above, was retained in the scale. We
checked the construct reliability for each of the three motivations fol-
lowing Fornell and Larcker's (1981) suggestions. The adequate results
(construct reliability indexes N0.60; Hair et al., 1998) provide evidence
of convergent validity. We then checked discriminant validity by fol-
lowing the procedure recommended by Anderson and Gerbing
(1988). This entailed constraining the tridimensional model against a
series of alternative models with pairwise restrictions on inter-factor
covariances, which were fixed at 1.0. The χ2 difference tests confirmed
that the original model with three distinct latent factors performed bet-
ter than the alternative models with pairwise restrictions. Hence, these
results affirm the validity of the proposed tridimensional scale as amea-
surement tool to quantitatively assess the main re-gifting motivations.

5. Study 3: validation of the tridimensional nature of re-gifting
motivations

Study 3 examines the predictive validity of the scale by assessing
how each of the three re-gifting motivations identified in Studies 1
and 2 varies in intensity depending on whether the re-giftee is a close
or a distant other.

The results of Studies 1 and 2 suggest that the individualistic and de-
tachment motivations represent egoistic drivers that might lead re-
gifters to pursue self-interestwhen re-gifting, whereas the virtuousmo-
tivation expresses re-gifters' altruistic intent to care for re-giftees and, in
general, act in amorally desirableway. Concurrently, previous literature
(Small & Simonsohn, 2008; Ward & Broniarczyk, 2011) suggests that
people normally adopt a more egoistic perspective when interacting
with distant others, thus prioritizing their self-interest, and a more al-
truistic perspectivewhen interacting with close others, thus prioritizing
greater generosity. Based on this reasoning, we tested whether the
three re-giftingmotivations vary as a function of the re-giftees' distance
or closeness. In particular, we expected that the individualistic and de-
tachment motivations would be stronger when re-giftees are distant
rather than close others, whereas the virtuous motivation would be
stronger when re-giftees are close rather than distant others.

5.1. Procedure

A different sample of 400 people, drawn from another pool of Italian
consumers, received an invitation to participate in an online survey on
re-gifting. The invitation featured a link to the survey and specified
that the survey was intended only for people who had passed on a gift
to someone else at least once in their life. Those who accessed the elec-
tronic questionnaire were asked to briefly describe a real occasion in
which they passed on their gift, who the first giver was, and what
item they re-gifted. Then, respondents were asked to rate how expen-
sive that gift was compared to how much they usually spend for gifts
using a seven-point scale (1=not expensive at all, 7= very expensive)
and how relevant that gift was to themselves (1 = not relevant at all,
7 = very relevant). Next, they were asked to think of the person to
whom they passed on the gift and rate their relationship with that per-
son along four items, which were drawn from Sedikides, Capbell,
Reeder, and Elliott (1999) and assessed on seven-point scales. Specifi-
cally, those four items asked respondents to indicate how close they
felt to that person (1 = not close at all, 7 = very close), how similar
they felt to that person (1 = not similar at all, 7 = very similar), how
much they liked that person (1 = not at all, 7 = very much), and how
likely they would be to maintain the relationship with that person in
the future (1 = not likely at all, 7 = very likely). Respondents then in-
dicated the motivations that led them to pass on their gifts in the
recalled occasion by completing the scale as developed in Study 2
(e.g., “I passed on my gift because...” “...doing so allowed me to save
money”, “...I was sure that that gift would have been appreciated”, “...I
g motivations, Journal of Business Research (2016), http://dx.doi.org/
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did not feel linked to the person to whom I gave that gift”; 1 = strongly
disagree, 7 = strongly agree). Finally, respondents indicated their gen-
der, age, and annual income.
5.2. Results

One hundred and seventy individuals (mean age = 35, SD= 12.18,
50% females) completed the full questionnaire. A frequency analysis of
the recalled re-gifting occasions revealed that the most frequent re-
gifting occasions were Christmas (48% of all recalled occasions) and
birthdays (30%). In the majority of cases (55%), respondents received
the gift they passed on from a person they generically defined as
“friend”, whereas the objects re-gifted were most often clothes (12%)
and gift cards (7%).

The data were analyzed using a mixed ANOVA, with type of re-
gifting motivation set as a within-subjects factor on three levels
(i.e., individualistic, detachment, and virtuous re-gifting motivation)
and relational closeness set as a continuous covariate. Relational close-
ness was computed by averaging the scores of the four items regarding
perceived closeness, similarity, liking for the re-giftee, and likelihood of
maintaining the relationship with that person (α = .89). The analysis
returned a significantmain effect for both the type of re-giftingmotiva-
tion (F(2, 336)=28.21, p b .001,η2= .11) and relational closeness (F(1,
168)= 23.76, p b .001, η2 = .12). More importantly, these effects were
qualified by a significant interaction between type of re-gifting motiva-
tion and relational closeness (F(2, 336)=52.35, p b .001, η2= .21). This
interaction effect remained significant (p b .001) even after controlling
for the other two product-related covariates (i.e., the gift's expensive-
ness and relevance) and the three socio-demographic characteristics
(i.e., age, gender, and annual income).

To probe the nature of this interaction, we computed the correlation
between relational closeness and each type of motivation, finding that
relational closeness is negatively correlated with both individualistic
(r = −.44, p b .001) and detachment motivations (r = −.47,
p b .001), and positively correlated with the virtuous motivation (r =
.30, p b .001). For illustrative reasons, we repeated the analysis using a
dichotomized version of the relational closeness variable. This dichoto-
mous variable was computed based on median-split (Mdn = 5.00),
which defined two groups of respondents depending on whether their
relational closeness score was lower or higher than the median value:
one group re-gifted a relatively distant other, whereas the other group
re-gifted a closer other. Contrasts revealed that the individualistic re-
gifting motivation was stronger for respondents who re-gifted a distant
other (M=4.17, SD=1.25) than a closer one (M=3.12, SD=1.29), F
(1, 168) = 29.31, p b .001, η2 = .15 (see Fig. 1). Similarly, the detach-
ment motivation was stronger for respondents who re-gifted a distant
other (M = 2.67, SD= 1.42) than a closer one (M = 1.56, SD= 1.10),
F(1, 168) = 32.60, p b .001, η2 = .16. Conversely, the virtuous re-
Fig. 1.Re-giftingmotivations as a function of the relational distancebetween re-gifters and
re-giftees.
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gifting motivation was weaker for respondents who re-gifted a distant
other (M = 3.65, SD = .94) than a closer one (M = 4.27, SD = 1.04),
F(1, 168) = 16.33, p b .001, η2 = .09. Such results confirm that the re-
gifting motivations vary in intensity depending on the relational close-
ness between re-gifters and re-giftees.
6. Discussion and conclusions

Despite the growing acceptance of re-gifting (e.g., American Express,
2013), current research still lacks a parsimonious interpretative model
of re-gifting motivations and a measurement scale that assesses such
motivations. To address this gap, the present work adopted amixed ap-
proach that combines qualitative and quantitative research techniques
to develop a measurement scale of re-gifting motivations. The obtained
results support a tridimensional conceptualization of such motivations
and suggest that individuals might engage in re-gifting to maximize
their personal utility (individualistic motivation), distance themselves
from other persons (detachment motivation), or act in a morally desir-
able way by pleasing others and/or putting unwanted gifts to use
(virtuous motivation).

Theproposed tridimensionalmodel of consumers' re-giftingmotiva-
tions appears more inclusive than other relevant models proposed in
previous seminal studies (Ertimur et al., 2015). Capturing the pragmatic
side of re-gifting, the individualistic motivation denotes re-gifters' pri-
mary focus on their self-interest and hence their view of re-gifting as a
type of selfish behavior. Consistent with Ertimur et al. (2015) study,
the detachment motivation captures re-gifters' willingness to signal
their relational distance from re-giftees (orfirst givers),which, in partic-
ular cases, might arise from a desire to retaliate against previous un-
friendly or hostile actions by re-giftees. Finally, the virtuous
motivation not only encompasses the altruistic mode of re-gifting, in
that it reflects re-gifters' willingness to benefit re-giftees, but also re-
flects re-gifters' consciousness about the economic and environmental
sustainability of their decisions to pass along second-hand gifts. This lat-
ter motivation, which did not clearly emerge from prior research, fur-
ther evidences that re-gifting cannot always be considered as a merely
deceitful behavior.

We did not identify the playful re-gifting motivation that was found
in U.S.-based studies (Ertimur et al., 2015; see also Swilley et al., 2014).
Our use of an Italian context might have affected this outcome, which
suggests that cultural factors may impact re-gifting motivations, even
across modern Western societies (Ertimur et al., 2014). Furthermore,
we empirically show that the relative strength of re-gifting motivations
significantly changes depending on the relational closeness between re-
gifters and re-giftees. Specifically, close relations more strongly activate
the virtuous motivation, while distant relations more strongly activate
the individualistic and detachment motivations.

This research features some limitations that present fruitful areas for
future investigations. The scale used here to assess re-gifting motiva-
tions was developed by surveying a sample of relatively young con-
sumers living in Italy, a country where re-gifting is commonly
accepted (Coldiretti, 2015). Future research could try to generalize the
validity of this scale by applying it to samples from other countries
where re-gifting might be more or less socially acceptable (Swilley
et al., 2014; also Beatty, Kahle, & Homer, 1991). Likewise, future studies
could also examine possible relationships between re-gifting motiva-
tions and cultural factors (e.g., individualism versus collectivism;
Hofstede, Hofstede, & Minkov, 2010; Park, 1998). Finally, researchers
could also investigate how re-giftingmotivationsmight vary across par-
ticular market segments. Frugal consumers (Ballantine & Creery, 2010),
for instance, might be mainly driven by the virtuous motivation,
whereas older consumers (Guido, 2014; Moschis, 2003), limited by fac-
tors such as personalmobility or inertia,might bemore driven by the in-
dividualistic motivation. Such investigations might further increase our
understanding of the significance of this under-researched behavior.
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