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Consumers may self-indulge in luxury for several reasons. This research examines the effect of giving a gift on the
giver’s subsequent indulgence in affordable luxury and finds that the motivation underlying gift giving matters:
Consumers giving with an altruistic motivation (i.e., to voluntarily make the gift recipient happy) are more likely
to self-indulge in affordable luxury than consumers giving with a normative motivation (i.e., to follow a social
norm). This effect depends on perceived morality of indulgences, such that willingness to indulge increases to the
extent that altruistic gift givers perceive indulgences to be more morally acceptable.

1. Introduction

A study of the gifting market indicates that American shoppers
planned to spend an average of $648 on gifts even during the corona-
virus pandemic Christmas season (Inman, 2021). Another study suggests
that 55.8% of shoppers also splurge on themselves over the holidays,
spending an average of $131.59 on themselves when they are shopping
for their loved ones (National Retail Federation, 2015). Imagine that you
are shopping for a gift for a friend. After buying the gift, how would the
fact that you bought a gift for someone else influence what you subse-
quently purchase for yourself? Would your motive behind giving the gift
matter? Given the ubiquity of gift giving, we aim to better understand
the relation between gift shopping and subsequent self-indulgence. In
this research, we propose that the motives underlying gift giving influ-
ence willingness to buy affordable luxuries for oneself.

Specifically, we propose that giving a gift with an altruistic moti-
vation (i.e., when consumers voluntarily want to make the recipient
happy) affects willingness to self-indulge in affordable luxury to a
greater extent than giving a gift with a normative motivation (i.e., when
consumers are obliged to give to comply with a social norm). We also
propose that altruistic (but not normative) gift givers’ willingness to self-
indulge varies depending on how moral these givers perceive in-
dulgences to be. We report converging empirical evidence supporting
our predictions across a pilot study and three additional studies. Our
pilot study shows that altruistic (vs. normative) gift giving increases
givers’ self-indulgence. Study 1 shows the predicted interaction between
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gift-giving motives and perceived morality of indulgences in a lab
setting. Study 2 conceptually replicates the results with a manipulation
of gift-giving motivation where participants recall a recent gift and with
a culturally different participant pool to enhance generalizability. Study
3 provides external validity by again conceptually replicating the main
results in a more naturalistic setting where participants actually give a
gift. Our contributions are twofold. First, the observed effect contributes
to gift-giving research by showing that two motivations underlying gift
giving influence consumer psychology differently, and it contributes to
luxury research by revealing a new context influencing affordable lux-
ury consumption. Second, the findings contribute to research on altru-
istic behavior by highlighting the key role of consumers’ perceptions of
morality of indulgences in the relationship between altruism and
indulgence.

These results have implications for luxury retail and communica-
tions, particularly those concerning affordable luxury. As luxuries
became more accessible to the mass consumer, affordable luxuries
became a trend and then a solid market (De Barnier et al., 2012; Kas-
tanakis & Balabanis, 2012; Parguel et al., 2016; Silverstein & Fiske,
2003). We define affordable luxuries as 1) lower price-point products
(goods or services) from established, high-end luxury brands (e.g., when
traditional luxury brands expand into more affordable categories such as
beauty or accessories) and 2) products from accessible luxury brands (e.
g., when brands position themselves as “affordable luxury” or “mas-
stige” brands). Giorgio Armani is an example of a company that engages
in both types of affordable luxury. The brand has expanded into beauty,
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for example, and manages several labels, from Armani Privé to Armani
Exchange, which vary in affordability levels. When shopping for some-
one else, consumers might allow themselves to self-indulge. These self-
indulgences typically involve smaller, pleasure-laden purchases, such as
affordable luxury products (i.e., following gift giving, consumers might
not self-indulge in a new expensive watch but might self-indulge in a
bottle of fine wine). This research helps illustrate this process and offers
luxury retailers an opportunity to use these insights to manage their
offers and improve their outcomes in the context of gift-giving oppor-
tunities, such as established gifting holidays.

2. Theoretical background
2.1. Gift giving

Gift giving is an exchange process between donors and recipients
(Sherry, 1983) that reinforces relationships within society (Lowrey
et al., 2004; Otnes et al., 1993; Ruth et al., 1999). Such social exchange
includes a broad range of prosocial behaviors (Belk & Coon, 1993;
Sherry, 1983). For example, donating money (Frey & Meier, 2004),
engaging in volunteer work (Freeman, 1997), or donating blood (Pilia-
vin & Callero, 1991) can be regarded as forms of gift giving because
these prosocial behaviors involve a social exchange process that involves
helping or benefiting others (Weinstein & Ryan, 2010).

Examining the downstream consequences of gift giving is important
because the same behavior (i.e., giving a gift) may produce different
subsequent behaviors due to different underlying motivations. However,
research examining the motives underlying the same prosocial behav-
iors is relatively scant (Konrath, 2013). While some previous research
suggests that prosocial behaviors may increase indulgent consumption
(e.g., Khan & Dhar, 2006), we propose that different motives underlying
gift giving will lead to different levels of luxury indulgence.

Luxuries are closely associated with indulgence and hedonics
(Hagtvedt & Patrick, 2009; Kapferer & Valette-Florence, 2019; Kivetz &
Simonson, 2002). Luxury has many facets, and indulgence is one of them
(Kapferer, 2015), and luxury products are often a good example of
indulgent consumption because both luxury and indulgences are
emotional and pleasurable, and fall beyond the scope of typical behavior
(Hagtvedt & Patrick, 2009; Kapferer & Laurent, 2016; Kapferer &
Valette-Florence, 2016; Kivetz & Simonson, 2002). In this research, we
focus on willingness to buy affordable luxuries as a measure of self-
indulgence following gift giving. We define luxury products as those
that carry emotional benefits and that are nice to have but are not truly
necessary (Berry, 1994; Hagtvedt & Patrick, 2009; Kemp, 1998; Kivetz &
Simonson, 2002). We consider a variety of luxury brands in the research,
particularly affordable luxuries that a significant portion of consumers
could self-indulge in. Based on brand marketing, luxury covers three
domains: inaccessible, intermediate, and accessible (De Barnier et al.,
2012). Different consumers have their own personal definitions of lux-
ury (Hudders et al., 2013; Kapferer & Laurent, 2016); therefore, lower-
priced brands can be perceived as luxury brands for less privileged
consumers (Kapferer & Laurent, 2016). This approach adopts a more
democratic, consumer-based view of luxury (Pandelaere & Shrum,
2020), and it allows us to examine the proposed effects within a broader
population (e.g., a wider range of income levels), as a larger portion of
consumers is able to indulge in affordable luxury.

Our research compares the effects of two common gift-giving mo-
tives: altruistic (e.g., a person buys their friend a gift because they want
to make them happy) and normative (e.g., a person has to give a wed-
ding gift because this is expected according to social norms). Altruistic
gift giving involves aiming to voluntarily please the recipient (Sherry,
1983). Normative gift giving is motivated by a need to comply with
social norms or obligations, including those of reciprocity and ritual
(Goodwin et al., 1990; Kim & Kim, 2019). To examine the pervasiveness
of these motives, we asked 206 people via a research panel what their
most common reasons to give a gift in everyday life were (67% male;
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32% bachelor’s degree, and 52% master’s degree or above). More than
half of the respondents (53.88%) indicated that maximizing the re-
cipient’s well-being was their most common reason to give a gift
(altruistic motive), and approximately one-third of the respondents
(28.64%) stated that following a social norm was their most common
reason to give a gift (normative motive). Therefore, altruistic and
normative motives are conceptually different and common gift-giving
motives, making them good conditions to compare, even though natu-
rally, there are other motivations for gift giving (e.g., Givi & Galak,
2020).

2.2. Indulging in affordable luxury as a consequence of gift giving

To predict how gift-giving motives affect the willingness to indulge
in luxury, we consider the psychological consequences associated with
these motivations. Giving a gift, donating, or spending money on others,
especially with an altruistic motive, has been shown to enhance people’s
experience of positive feelings such as happiness and warm glow (Aknin
et al., 2012; Andreoni, 1989; Dunn et al., 2008; 2014; Dunn et al., 2011;
Meier & Stutzer, 2008). For example, “prosocial spending” (spending
money on other people) affects general happiness (Dunn et al., 2008),
even if the amount spent is as low as the cost of a coffee (Dunn et al.,
2014). Children and toddlers are happier when giving treats to others
than when receiving treats themselves, even if they have to forego their
own resources (Aknin et al., 2012). Employees who receive bonuses in
the form of charitable contributions report being more satisfied than
those receiving monetary payment (Anik et al., 2013). Once such posi-
tive feelings are activated, people generally tend to engage in behaviors
that will maintain this positive affect (Cohen & Andrade, 2004; Isen,
2000; Isen & Geva, 1987; Isen & Simmonds, 1978). Individuals experi-
encing happy (vs. neutral) feelings even learn to engage in activities that
will maintain their positive feelings (Wegener & Petty, 1994). Given that
indulging is a common way for consumers to maintain positive affect
(Andrade, 2005; Petersen & Heine, 2013), we expect altruistic gift giv-
ing to influence willingness to indulge in affordable luxury.

However, we do not expect the same for normative gift giving. There
is evidence that giving a gift with a normative motivation does not make
consumers feel the same way or provide the same emotional benefits.
For example, donors were found to be less satisfied following mandatory
donations for public goods than voluntary donations (Harbaugh et al.,
2007). When people’s prosocial behaviors (e.g., helping others) are not
autonomous (e.g., when they emanate from external or self-imposed
pressures), psychological benefits and subjective well-being associated
with these actions are eliminated (Weinstein & Ryan, 2010). People who
engage in prosocial actions “instrumentally” (e.g., expecting external
benefits or payoffs) do not experience the warm glow of giving, whereas
those who engage in these actions simply to help others are happier
(Meier & Stutzer, 2008). Such situations resemble giving a gift with a
normative motivation, where the giver is expected to give due to an
external social norm. Thus, we predict the following:

H1: Gift giving with an altruistic motive will influence givers’ willingness
to indulge in affordable luxury to a greater extent than gift giving with a
normative motive.

Importantly, however, consumers will only tend to indulge when
they perceive this behavior to help — and not hurt - their goal of
maintaining their positive affective state (e.g., Andrade, 2005; Chen &
Pham, 2019; Isen, 2000; Petersen & Heine, 2013). People in a positive
affective state will indulge more only when they believe that indulgent
consumption can maintain or improve their positive affective state
(Labroo & Mukhopadhyay, 2009). However, when indulgent behavior
threatens their positive state, they will refrain from indulging. For
example, people indulge in chocolate when they perceive chocolate to
help them improve their mood but refrain from indulging when they
perceive chocolate to threaten their mood (Andrade, 2005). Similarly,
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consumers prefer a luxury brand product over a standard product when
this indulgence does not have the potential to compromise their current
positive affective state (Petersen & Heine, 2013). Thus, positive affect
maintenance theory predicts that an altruistic giver will indulge in
luxury to maintain their feelings of warm glow (Cohen & Andrade, 2004;
Isen, 2000) as long as this behavior has the potential to maintain or
enhance their positive affect (Andrade, 2005; Petersen & Heine, 2013).
This is where perceived morality of indulgences will play a role.

2.3. Perceived morality of indulgences

Luxury indulgences often generate moral tension because, although
they are intrinsically pleasurable and can satisfy psychological needs,
they are often in conflict with personal values and may generate feelings
of guilt or inappropriateness for being “excessive” (Khan & Dhar, 2006;
Xu & Schwarz, 2009). Because of this ambivalence (Ramanathan &
Williams, 2007), consumers may perceive indulgences as moral (not
violating a moral standard) or immoral (violating a moral standard;
Perry et al., 1985). For example, previous research reveals that in-
dulgences are often construed as justified (and thus “moral”) when
viewed as a means of recovering from trauma, a reward for success, or a
deserved reward after effortful behaviors (Jia et al., 2017; Kivetz &
Simonson, 2002; Petersen et al., 2018; Xu & Schwarz, 2009).
Conversely, other research shows that indulgences are morally ques-
tionable because the money wasted on unnecessary products could have
gone to people in need (Merritt et al., 2010). Recent research has shown
that symbols of immorality (e.g., the devil) prime indulgent consump-
tion (such as using a rich, creamy shower gel; Ilicic et al., 2021). Thus,
given that the goal of indulgence is typically to obtain immediate
pleasure, potentially at the expense of other life goals (Kivetz & Zheng,
2006; Xu & Schwarz, 2009), morality is often mentioned in the context
of indulgences.

We argue that perceptions of morality of indulgences will interact
with gift-giving motives and be particularly important for altruistic gift
giving. This is because indulging in luxury might maintain or improve
positive affect when indulgences are perceived as moral but hurt posi-
tive affect when indulgences are perceived as immoral. Supporting this
notion, a study on self-gratification in children showed that happiness
led to more indulgence when children had no reason to believe that
excessive self-gratification was morally wrong, but happiness led to less
indulgence when children feared that excessive self-gratification would
violate a moral rule (Perry et al., 1985). Thus, morality of indulgences
should be key to determining when altruistic givers will be more willing
to indulge, but we do not expect the same for normative givers, as a
normative motive would not activate the desire to indulge to the same
extent. In sum, both gift-giving motives and perceived morality of in-
dulgences are important variables that interact to influence indulgence,
and we expect altruistic (but not normative) gift givers to be more
willing to self-indulge in luxury to the extent that their perceived mo-
rality of indulgences increases.

Based on this, we predict the following:

H2: Perceived morality of indulgences will interact with gift-giving mo-
tives to influence willingness to indulge such that the relationship between
morality and indulgence will be positive and stronger for altruistic (vs.
normative) givers.

3. Pilot study

Our pilot study aimed to examine the effect of gift-giving motives on
willingness to indulge in affordable luxury (H1). Another aim of this
study was to tease out the effects of altruistic giving and anonymous
altruistic giving. The purpose of the anonymous condition was to rule
out the possibility that an effect of altruistic motives on givers’ indul-
gence was due to factors potentially confounded with altruism (e.g.,
anticipating reciprocity or appreciation). With no significant difference
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between the altruistic and anonymous altruistic conditions, we could
more confidently conclude that an effect in the altruistic condition
occurred due to the altruistic motive and not confounds.

3.1. Sample, design, and measures

The study used a 1-factor between-subjects design with 3 gift-giving
motivations: altruistic vs. anonymous altruistic vs. normative. Seventy-
four participants (58.3% male; Mgg = 28.42) were recruited from a
subject pool managed by a business school and containing participants
drawn from the population of a large German city. Each participant
received €5 as a participation fee.

Participants in the altruistic motive condition read a hypothetical
gift-giving scenario emphasizing that the purpose of giving a birthday
present to a coworker was to make him or her happy. In the anonymous
altruistic motive condition, participants read a similar passage with a
short addition: “All of the gifts, including yours, were given -
anonymously on your coworker’s birthday.” In the normative motive
condition, the hypothetical scenario was similar with one exception: a
gift was to be given “because it is expected that everyone in the office
will give your coworker a present.” To reinforce the manipulations,
participants were asked to write a few words about the situation they
imagined and briefly describe what they would feel like and think about.
As a manipulation check, we measured participants’ altruistic motiva-
tion with four items (e.g., I was considerate of others’ feelings; a = 0.60;
see Table 1; adapted from Khan & Dhar, 2006) and their normative
motivation with three items (e.g., I felt that I had to comply; a = 0.88; see
Table 1), all ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

To measure willingness to indulge in affordable luxury, we created
an index based on participants’ willingness to buy each of sixteen brands
for themselves, which were presented with their logos in an ostensibly
unrelated survey (see Table 1; @ = 0.94). We chose luxury brands that
also offer products at more accessible price points (e.g., accessories or
beauty products), luxury brands that are in general more affordable, and
some premium brands that are considered “luxurious” by some con-
sumers. We also balanced the primary gender orientation of the brands
and chose brands that would be relevant for both female and male
participants. Answers were provided on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (I
would not be willing to purchase) to 7 (I would be willing to purchase).
Finally, we asked participants to freely guess the purpose of this study
and collected their demographic data. We tested for gender effects in
different ways. When including gender as a covariate, the effect of
gender was nonsignificant (p = .19), and the effect of gift-giving motives
on willingness to indulge remained significant (p = .012) and with the
same pattern. In addition, when reanalyzing the data considering only
unisex brands (brands that target both genders with their main product
lines), the effect of motives on willingness to indulge also held with the
same pattern (p = .016). Thus, gender was a nonsignificant covariate
and did not change the results. No participants guessed the purpose of
the study.

3.2. Results and discussion

Manipulation checks confirmed the validity of the manipulations.
Planned contrasts revealed that participants in both the altruistic (M =
4.60, SD = 0.66, n = 17) and anonymous altruistic motive conditions (M
=4.99, SD = 0.66, n = 25) perceived themselves as being more altruistic
than participants in the normative motive condition (M = 4.30, SD =
1.10; ¢(71) = 2.36, p = .021). Moreover, there was no difference between
the altruistic and anonymous altruistic motive conditions (t(71) =
—1.40, ns.). Participants in the normative motive condition (M = 4.69,
SD = 1.77, n = 32) reported following social norms to a greater extent
than participants in both the altruistic (M = 3.96, SD = 1.04) and
anonymous altruistic motive conditions (M = 4.09, SD = 0.95; t(71) =
—2.02, p = .047), while the difference between the altruistic and
anonymous altruistic motive conditions was not significant ((71) =
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Table 1
Overview of studies.

Study  Experimental conditions

Gift-giving motives/manipulation
checks

Morality perception

Willingness to indulge in affordable luxury

Pilot Hypothetical scenario (altruistic vs.
anonymous altruistic vs. normative gift-giving
motives)

1 Hypothetical scenario (altruistic vs.
normative gift-giving motives)

2 Recall and write down a gift-giving situation
(altruistic vs. normative gift-giving motives)

3 Altruistic motives following giving money
as a gift to refugees

1 = Strongly disagree
7 = Strongly agree

Altruistic motive:

I was caring.

I was helpful.

I was considerate of others’ feelings.
I was willing to make a sacrifice.
Adapted from Khan & Dhar
(2006)

Normative motive:

I'was simply complying with a social
norm.

I gave this gift just because I had to.
I felt that I had to comply.
Altruistic and normative motives
as above.

Altruistic and normative motives
as above.

Warm glow:

Giving a gift gives me a pleasant
feeling of personal satisfaction.
When giving a gift, I feel pleased to
be doing something for others.
When giving a gift, I feel happy
contributing to human wellbeing.
Giving a gift makes me feel satisfied.
Adapted from Hartmann et al.
(2017)

Measure of altruistic motive as
above.

1 = I think they are morally
inappropriate

7 = I think they are morally
appropriate

How do you perceive indulgences
(hedonic/luxurious behaviors)?

As above.

As above.

1 = I would not be willing to purchase
7 = I would be willing to purchase

Willingness to buy the following brands (16 items; brands were presented with their logos): Polo Ralph Lauren,
Longchamp, Tiffany & Co., Burberry, Jimmy Choo, Hugo Boss, Diesel, Seven for All Mankind, Ugg Australia,
BCBG, Louis Vuitton, Chanel, Clinique, Lacoste, Godiva, Giorgio Armani.

Willingness to buy the following brands (21 items; brands were presented with their logos): Polo Ralph Lauren,
Longchamp, Tiffany & Co., Burberry, Jimmy Choo, Calvin Klein, Diesel, Seven for All Mankind, Apple, Ugg
Australia, BCBG, Omega, Louis Vuitton, Chanel, Tommy Hilfiger, Clinique, Hennessy, Lacoste, Godiva, Giorgio
Armani, Hugo Boss.

Willingness to buy the following brands

(30 items; brands were presented with their logos): Polo Ralph Lauren, Longchamp, Tiffany & Co., Dior, Burberry,
Jimmy Choo, Calvin Klein, Gucci, Diesel, Seven for All Mankind, Apple, Prada, Ugg Australia, BCBG, Omega,
Rolex, Louis Vuitton, Chanel, Tommy Hilfiger, Cartier, Clinique, Hennessy, Lacoste, Audi, Godiva, Giorgio
Armani, Hugo Boss, Tesla, WMF, Lancome.

Willingness to buy affordable luxury brands (21 items as in Study 1).
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—0.31, ns.).

A one-way (3-level) ANOVA with gift-giving motivation as the in-
dependent variable and willingness to indulge in affordable luxury as
the dependent variable revealed that motivations affected givers’ in-
dulgence (F(2, 71) = 4.73, p = .012). Givers’ willingness to indulge was
the same across the altruistic (M = 3.82, SD = 0.77) and anonymous
altruistic (M = 3.63, SD = 1.44) motive conditions (t(71) = 0.46, ns.). A
t-test (t(71) = 3.08, p < .01) showed that participants with an altruistic
motive and with an anonymous altruistic motive were more willing to
indulge in affordable luxury than participants with a normative motive
(M = 2.77, SD = 1.40).

This pilot study supports H1 by showing that giving a gift with an
altruistic motive influences willingness to indulge in affordable luxury
to a greater extent than giving a gift with a normative motive. By
showing similar results between the altruistic and anonymous altruistic
motives, we control for the possibility that the effect of altruistic motives
on givers’ willingness to indulge was due to other potential factors that
could have existed in the altruistic motive condition (e.g., reciprocity).
In the next studies, we test the role of perceived morality of indulgences
(H2).

4. Study 1
4.1. Sample, design, and measures

The design included two independent variables: gift-giving motiva-
tions (altruistic vs. normative), which were manipulated, and perceived
morality of indulgences, which was measured continuously. One hun-
dred and one participants recruited from a subject pool managed by a
business school were paid for their participation (31.7% male; Mg =
23.15; 76.7% bachelor’s degree or above). This subject pool included
graduate and undergraduate students as well as people drawn from the
general population of a large city in Germany. The scenarios and
manipulation checks (see Table 1) used for the altruistic and normative
conditions were the same as those used in the pilot study. Given that the
results for the altruistic condition did not vary with anonymity, in this
and the next studies, we used the “altruistic” condition because it is more
externally valid than the anonymous condition, which is less common.

To measure perceived morality of indulgences, participants reported
the extent to which they perceive indulgences as moral (“How do you
perceive indulgences (hedonic/luxurious behaviors)?”) on a 7-point
scale ranging from 1 (I think they are morally inappropriate) to 7 (I think
they are morally appropriate; M = 4.36, SD = 1.66). To capture con-
sumers’ willingness to indulge in affordable luxury, we created an index
based on participants’ willingness to buy each of twenty-one brands (see
Table 1; a = 0.91). The measure was similar to the one used in the pilot
study (1 = I would not be willing to purchase and 7 = I would be willing to
purchase) with additional gender-balanced brands. Again, gender did not
change the significance or pattern of the results. When gender was
included as a covariate, its effect was nonsignificant (p = .79), and the
interaction between motives and morality remained significant (p =
.022). When reanalyzing the data considering only unisex brands, the
significant interaction between gift-giving motivations and perceived
morality of indulgences held (p = .024). None of the participants
guessed the real purpose of this research.

4.2. Results and discussion

Since altruistic motivation is crucial in this research, we screened for
outliers. The data selection rule across all studies was to eliminate the
participants whose scores for altruistic motivation were +/—3 standard
deviations beyond the mean. This elimination rule was decided a priori
and is a standard elimination rule (Hair et al., 1998). In this study, two
participants were eliminated. ANOVAs with the altruism and normative
manipulation checks as dependent variables suggest that the manipu-
lation of gift-giving motives worked well. As expected, participants in
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the altruistic condition (¢ = 0.77; M = 5.19, SD = 0.82) perceived
themselves as being more altruistic than participants in the normative
condition (M = 4.76, SD = 1.10; F(1, 95) = 4.78, p = .031). Participants
in the normative condition (o = 0.73; M = 4.76, SD = 1.78) perceived
themselves to be following social norms to a greater extent than par-
ticipants in the altruistic condition (M = 3.75, SD = 1.39; F(1, 95) =
10.23, p < .01).

To test the interactive effect of perceived morality of indulgences, we
conducted a regression using PROCESS (Hayes & Preacher, 2014). The
dependent variable was willingness to indulge in affordable luxury, and
the independent variables were contrast-coded gift-giving motivations
(—1 = normative condition, 1 = altruistic condition), mean-centered
perception of morality of indulgences, and their interaction. We added
income as a covariate (we considered income as a covariate in Study 3,
where it was important because participants actually gave a gift, and
therefore, we reanalyzed all of the studies with income as a covariate to
maintain consistency). Income was measured as a categorical variable
with 5 different levels (1—less than €20,000; 2—€20,000 to €49,999;
3—€50,000 to €74,999; 4—€75,000 to €99,999; and 5—€100,000 to
€149,999).

The results reveal a significant interaction between gift-giving mo-
tivations and perceived morality of indulgences (F(1,91) = 5.39, p =
.023; CI [0.050, 0.65]; all other effects p > .05). To interpret this
interaction according to our prediction, we analyzed the significance of
the regression slopes. Consistent with H2, we found a significant positive
regression slope in the altruistic motive condition (B = 0.29; t(91) =
2.90, p < 0.01), suggesting that as perceived morality of indulgences
increased, givers with an altruistic motive tended to indulge in afford-
able luxury more. In the normative motive condition, however, the
regression slope was not significant (B = —0.060; t(91) = —0.55, ns; see
Fig. 1), suggesting that the relationship between morality and indul-
gence was not significant in this condition.

Study 1 supports H2 by showing that the relationship between mo-
rality and indulgence is positive and stronger for altruistic (vs. norma-
tive) givers. This means that givers with an altruistic (but not normative)
motive were more willing to indulge in affordable luxury as morality of
indulgences increased (i.e., at higher levels). Whereas in this study gift
giving was hypothetical, in the next study we aimed at replicating the
results with a more externally valid manipulation of gift-giving motives.

w w
o 0

Willingness to indulge
w
N

3.2

3.0
Inappropriate (—1SD) Mean Appropriate (+1SD)
Perceived morality of indulgences

—— Altruistic Normative

Fig. 1. Gift-giving motives and perceived morality of indulgences interact to
predict willingness to indulge in affordable luxury (Study 1).
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5. Study 2

The goal of Study 2 was to conceptually replicate the results of Study
1 while enhancing their external validity by using a different sampled
population and an actual and recent recalled gift-giving situation. The
data were collected using a sample drawn from the general population in
China, also demonstrating generalizability across cultures. Approxi-
mately half of the luxury purchases around the world are made by Asian
tourists either shopping for themselves or for their friends and families
(Kapferer, 2015), so Chinese consumers are more acquainted with pur-
chasing luxuries.

5.1. Sample, design, and measures

We recruited 93 participants through a subject pool managed by a
university and containing general population participants living in
several cities in China (36.6% male; Mg = 29.25; 89.3% bachelor’s
degree or above). At the time of running this study, it was close to the
Chinese Lunar New Year, which is a time when most Chinese people give
gifts to their families, friends, and colleagues.

The design included two independent variables: gift-giving motives,
which were manipulated, and perceived morality of indulgences, which
was measured. We randomly assigned participants to one of two gift-
giving motivations (altruistic vs. normative). In the altruistic condi-
tion, participants were told to consider that the Chinese New Year was
near and were asked to recall the last time they had purchased any kind
of gift and to write down a gift-giving situation in which they wanted to
make the recipient happy. In the normative condition, following similar
instructions, participants were asked to recall and describe a gift-giving
situation in which they felt obligated to give a gift. Perceived morality of
indulgences was measured as in the previous study. In this study, in
addition to the manipulation check items used previously (altruism
scale: a = 0.91; normative scale: a = 0.77), we also measured warm glow
with four items (e.g., “Gift giving provides me a pleasant feeling of
personal satisfaction”; @ = 0.96; see Table 1) adapted from Hartmann
et al. (2017). Scale end-points ranged from 1 (Strongly disagree) to 7
(Strongly agree).

As in the previous studies, participants’ willingness to indulge in
affordable luxury was captured by measuring the extent to which par-
ticipants were willing to buy several brands for themselves on a scale
ranging from 1 (I would not be willing to purchase) to 7 (I would be willing to
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Fig. 2. Gift-giving motives and perceived morality of indulgences interact to
predict willingness to indulge in affordable luxury (Study 2).
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purchase). We adapted the willingness to indulge in affordable luxury to
this sample according to brands’ popularity in China. The final scale
consisted of thirty items (see Table 1; a = 0.98). Finally, participants
reported the extent to which they perceived indulgences as moral on a 7-
point scale (M = 4.69, SD = 1.58) as done previously. We also collected
participants’ demographic data. Household income was included as a
covariate. Gender was again a nonsignificant covariate (p = .77), and the
significant interaction between motives and morality held the same
pattern (p < .01). When reanalyzing the data considering only the unisex
brands, the significant interaction between motives and morality held
with the same pattern (p < .01). None of the participants guessed the
real purpose of this research.

5.2. Results and discussion

The gifts that participants recalled included a variety of product
categories and price points. They varied from small toys and flowers to
clothes, cosmetics, jewelry, and watches. An examination of the re-
sponses suggested the presence of outliers in the score of willingness to
indulge in affordable luxury. Thus, we eliminated four participants.

ANOVAs with the altruism and normative manipulation check items
suggest that participants in the altruistic condition (M = 5.72, SD =
0.99) perceived themselves as being more altruistic than participants in
the normative condition (M = 4.46, SD = 1.38; F(1, 85) = 5.19, p =
.025). The normative condition did not reach significance (F(1, 85) =
1.09, ns.), but participants (M = 4.58, SD 1.48) directionally
perceived themselves as obeying social norms to a greater extent than
participants in the altruistic condition (M = 3.24, SD = 1.25). An
ANOVA on the warm glow items showed that participants in the altru-
istic condition (M = 5.92, SD = 1.01) experienced more warm glow than
participants in the normative condition (M = 4.18, SD = 1.67; F(1, 85)
=10.45, p < .01).

We conducted the same regression analysis described in Study 1. In
this study, we found a main effect of perceived morality of indulgences
on consumers’ willingness to buy affordable luxuries (F(1, 79) = 20.40,
p < .01; CI [0.20, 0.51]). More importantly, the results also revealed a
predicted significant interaction (F(1, 79) = 11.67, p < .01; CI [0.22,
0.85]). As found previously, we found a significant positive regression
slope in the altruistic condition (B = 0.58; t(79) = 6.13, p < .01) and a
nonsignificant regression slope in the normative condition (B = 0.049; t
(79) = 0.38, ns; see Fig. 2).

With a manipulation of gift giving involving the recall of a recent
gifting situation, an adapted measure of willingness to indulge in
affordable luxury, and a Chinese sample, we again found an interaction
between gift-giving motives and perceived morality of indulgences such
that altruistic (but not normative) givers are more willing to indulge in
affordable luxury as perceived morality of indulgences increases. This
again supports H2. To further enhance external validity, the next study
was conducted in a more naturalistic environment in which participants
actually gave a gift.

6. Study 3

We conducted a quasi-experiment in the context of refugee migration
in Europe during one of the waves of migration to Europe. We provided
participants with an opportunity to give a gift to the refugees and
measured the extent of their altruistic motivation, their perceptions of
the morality of indulgences, and their subsequent willingness to indulge
in affordable luxury for themselves.

6.1. Sample, design, and measures

The design of this study included two independent variables: altru-
istic motivation to give a gift and perceived morality of indulgences,
which were both measured. We decided to measure the participants’
gift-giving motivation because people’s attitudes about refugees and
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their motivations to give were strong and very difficult to manipulate or
change in the field in the context of this migration wave. Following our
focus on altruistic motivation, we measured participants’ motivations
for giving a gift to the refugees using the altruistic motivation scale (a =
0.77; see Table 1; adapted from Khan & Dhar, 2006). Perceived morality
of indulgences was measured as in Studies 1 and 2. All scales had 7
points. Participants were 191 people (52.4% male; Myg = 25.90; 57.8%
bachelor’s degree or above) registered at a subject pool managed by a
university in Germany that includes both students and general popula-
tion members. The participants were paid €10 for their participation.

The procedure was as follows: In the first task, after mentioning the
context of refugee migration in Europe, we gave participants an op-
portunity to give a gift to the refugees and captured participants’ will-
ingness to give part of their participation fee. Participants indicated the
amount they wanted to give, which was collected when the research
session ended (we gave the amount obtained from this study to the Red
Cross, which was helping the refugees at the time of this migration
wave). The average amount was €3.67 (SD = 2.80), which is equivalent
to 36.7% of the compensation rate. We then measured the extent of
participants’ altruistic motivation.

In the second part of the study, the participants completed the same
measure of willingness to indulge in affordable luxury used in Study 1 («
= 0.93; see Table 1). Finally, participants indicated how moral they
perceived indulgences to be (M = 3.74, SD = 1.46), as in Studies 1 and 2.
We also collected participants’ demographic data. Income was measured
as a category variable with 6 different levels (1—less than €20,000;
2—€20,000 to £€49,999; 3—€50,000 to €74,999; 4—£75,000 to £€99,999;
5—€100,000 to €149,999; and 6—€150,000 to €199,999) and was
included as a covariate because the participants’ income was signifi-
cantly correlated with their willingness to indulge in affordable luxury
(r=0.19, p = .042). When gender was included as a covariate, its effect
was nonsignificant (p = .37), and the interaction between motives and
morality did not change (p = .12). When reanalyzing the data consid-
ering only the unisex brands, the interaction between giving motives
and perceived morality of indulgences was still marginally significant (p
=.059). The pattern of the results remained unchanged.

6.2. Results and discussion

Among the 191 recruited participants, 116 participants said they
would like to give a gift to the refugees. We considered only those
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Fig. 3. Gift-giving motives and perceived morality of indulgences interact to
predict willingness to indulge in affordable luxury (Study 3).
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participants who gave a gift in our analysis because gift-giving moti-
vations were only activated for those who chose to give. According to
our a priori elimination rule, two participants with outlier self-reported
altruistic motivation levels were eliminated. We used median splits to
dichotomize the mean altruistic motivation scores, generating two
groups of participants: with high and low levels of altruistic motive. We
expected to observe the pattern predicted by H2 for highly altruistic
givers.

As in Studies 1 and 2, we regressed participants’ willingness to
indulge in affordable luxury on contrast-coded giving motivation (-1 =
low altruistic motive; 1 = high altruistic motive), mean-centered
perception of morality of indulgences, the interaction between these
two variables, and income. The expected interaction effect between
altruistic gift giving and perceived morality of indulgences on givers’
willingness to indulge did not reach significance (B = 0.26; t(105) =
1.57,p=.12; CI[-0.067, 0.58]), but the pattern of the regression slopes
is consistent with the prediction of H2 and with the results of Studies 1
and 2 (see Fig. 3). We found that the regression slope for participants
with high altruistic motivation was positive and significant (B = 0.39; t
(105) = 2.97, p < .01), suggesting that these givers’ willingness to
indulge in affordable luxury increased as perceived morality of in-
dulgences increased. The regression slope for participants with low
altruistic motivation was not significant (B = 0.13; t(105) = 1.32,p =
.19).

This study reveals a pattern similar to that found in Studies 1 and 2,
but in a more naturalistic setting where participants actually gave a gift
to asylum seekers. This increases the external validity of our findings.
We found that for highly altruistic givers, the more they perceived in-
dulgences to be moral, the more willing they were to self-indulge in
affordable luxury.

7. General discussion

The contribution of this research lies in showing that the motives
underlying gift giving impact consumers’ subsequent willingness to
indulge in affordable luxury. The results reveal that altruistic (vs.
normative) gift giving increases givers’ subsequent self-indulgence in
affordable luxury, with an interactive effect of givers’ perceptions of
morality of indulgences. In sum, the current studies demonstrate that
altruistic givers (but not givers with a normative motivation) are more
willing to indulge in luxury to the extent that their perceptions of mo-
rality of indulgences increase.

In this research, in addition to several traditional luxury brands (e.g.,
Chanel, Gucci, and Louis Vuitton), most brands we used are “affordable
luxury brands” (e.g., Ralph Lauren, Apple, and Lacoste). This is in line
with a significant trend whereby luxury brands are becoming more
accessible to mass consumers (e.g., De Barnier et al., 2012; Kastanakis &
Balabanis, 2012; Parguel et al., 2016). Affordable luxury brands can
help increase brand awareness and extend market share, which results in
more revenues for luxury companies (Kastanakis & Balabanis, 2012).
Moreover, it has been shown that there is a luxury continuum on a
theoretical level (De Barnier et al., 2012), and engaging with affordable
luxury brands may make consumers more open to high-end luxury
brands in the future (i.e., we may think of affordable luxury brands as
“entry-level” luxury brands).

7.1. Theoretical implications

By revealing a novel effect, this research not only contributes to the
literature on prosocial behavior more generally and gift giving in
particular but also to the literature on luxury consumption. According to
a recent review (Konrath, 2013), there is only initial evidence for dif-
ferential effects of motivations underlying prosocial behavior. We
contribute evidence to this notion in consumer research by revealing
that altruistic giving affects consumers’ subsequent willingness to
indulge in affordable luxury to a greater extent than normative giving.
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With this, we show that the same prosocial behavior can affect subse-
quent decisions differently depending on the motivations underlying the
behavior. For luxury research, these results contribute by supporting the
link between gift giving and consumers’ subsequent self-indulgence in
luxury, which opens a plethora of opportunities for luxury brands to
better manage gift-giving contexts.

The interaction between gift-giving motives (altruistic, in particular)
and perceived morality of indulgences also contributes to research on
altruistic behavior (e.g., charity giving) and indulgent consumption (e.
g., frivolous luxuries; Strahilevitz & Myers, 1998): It reveals a condition
wherein altruistic givers are more likely to indulge (when morality of
indulgences is high) and sheds light on a potential psychological
mechanism, given that this interaction is consistent with a positive affect
maintenance account. Another possible explanation, given that altruistic
giving promotes emotional benefits for the giver (e.g., Dunn et al.,
2008), would be that this incidental affect may carry over to the sub-
sequent decision and thus increase indulgence. However, this incidental
affect, valence-based account would predict that positive affect should
increase the value of indulgences regardless of their moral attributes
(Andrade, 2005; Forgas, 2003). Our results are not consistent with this
account but with a positive affect maintenance account whereby
perceived morality of indulgences is important when givers have an
altruistic motive for giving.

Another alternative theory for the effect of altruistic giving on givers’
self-indulgence is the licensing effect. Research on the licensing effect
has shown that a virtuous act licenses consumers to engage in “immoral”
behavior such as indulging (Khan & Dhar, 2006). The licensing effect
occurs when past moral behavior makes people feel licensed to act
immorally (Jordan et al., 2011; Mukhopadhyay & Johar, 2009). At its
heart, the licensing effect theory argues that engaging in a virtuous
effort (e.g., donating to charities) presumably offsets the guilt or nega-
tive attributes associated with immoral behavior, liberating (i.e.,
providing a justification for) indulgent behavior (Khan & Dhar, 2006;
Kivetz & Zheng, 2006; Okada, 2005; Strahilevitz & Myers, 1998). This
happens because engaging in moral behaviors makes people feel suffi-
cient progress toward a “moral self” goal and helps establish a positive
self-concept, liberating people to pursue otherwise “immoral” goals
(Fishbach & Dhar, 2005; Khan & Dhar, 2006; Mukhopadhyay & Johar,
2009; Sachdeva et al., 2009).Based on this, if the licensing effect is at
play in the case of gift giving, we would not expect to find an interaction
with perceived morality of indulgences, or at least not with the same
pattern. If altruistic gift givers feel licensed to indulge in “immoral”
indulgences, we should see an increased willingness to indulge regard-
less of perceived morality of indulgences. Again, our results are not
consistent with this pattern. We suggest that future research clarify the
conditions under which a licensing effect (or affect maintenance) would
be at play in the gift-giving context.

Finally, perceived morality has not been incorporated into consumer
behavior studies examining indulgence, even though indulgences are
perceived as morally ambiguous (Merritt et al., 2010; Xu & Schwarz,
2009). This is an important step because perceived morality of in-
dulgences is a variable that can alter indulgent behavior and, conse-
quently, at least some of the previous research results on consumers’
indulgent tendencies. We observed these results in a lab setting and
following actual gift giving.

7.2. Limitations and future research

Based on previous work (e.g., Konrath, 2013), we expected altruistic
givers to experience positive feelings of warm glow to a greater extent
than givers with a normative motive. In this research, we used perceived
morality of indulgences as a way to test positive affect maintenance via a
moderation-of-process design (Spencer et al., 2005). In Study 2, we
measured warm glow and provide initial evidence for the notion that
altruistic (vs. normative) givers experience more warm glow. Our results
resonate with an interpretation based on positive affect maintenance,
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adopting a similar approach as other research in behavioral economics
(Strahilevitz & Myers, 1998) and economics (Andreoni, 1989).

However, a limitation is that we did not measure the goal of positive
affect maintenance, which would be one of the psychological conse-
quences of this enhanced warm glow associated with altruistic giving
(Isen, 2000). Future research can further verify the role of the positive
affect maintenance goal. One potential challenge when measuring this
goal is that it can be unconscious (Handley et al., 2004) and therefore
difficult to measure (Spencer et al., 2005). Measuring this goal may also
in and of itself influence the process and thus impact givers’ reported
behaviors (Timmermans & Cleeremans, 2015). Perhaps an alternative
approach would be to use a mood-freezing manipulation, which has
been shown to freeze the effects of affective states on indulgence (Tice
et al., 2001).

A second limitation of this research is that we measured consumers’
perceptions of the morality of indulgences. Future research may test
ways to manipulate this. For example, future research can use social
influence research approaches (Goldstein et al. 2008; e.g., “most people
around you believe that indulgences are moral/immoral™). If the results
are replicated with manipulated perceptions of indulgences, this can
increase our confidence that this is what is responsible for the effect as
opposed to its correlates (e.g., positive/negative attitudes toward in-
dulgences or familiarity with indulgences).

The results of this research generate intriguing questions for future
theory development. For example, it is important to delineate when an
altruistic act will activate positive affect maintenance or license con-
sumers to pursue other goals. There are many potential reasons why we
did not find a pattern of results completely consistent with licensing
consumers to indulge in “immoral” consumption. It is possible that
giving a gift to make the recipient happy is not sufficient to activate an
“altruistic self-concept” that would liberate consumers to self-indulge
(Khan & Dhar, 2006) but is enough to create positive feelings that are
worth maintaining. It is possible that altruistic giving is a natural and
spontaneous behavior for most people, and because people do not need
to exert great effort in this situation, their effort cannot help them justify
the negativity associated with indulgence (Kivetz & Simonson, 2002).
There may be a more complex and dynamic interaction of goals
(maintaining positive affect, being a moral person, pursuing indul-
gence/pleasure, etc.) that would predict when one or the other would
take place. For example, it is important to consider progress toward goal
achievement (Fishbach & Dhar, 2005), the role of deservingness
(Petersen et al. 2018), or personality-related factors (Ramanathan &
Williams, 2007), among others.

7.3. Managerial implications

In light of the results, their theoretical implications, and their limi-
tations, what can luxury brand managers do? These findings shed light
on potential marketing tactics for luxury brands. Our results suggest that
motivating consumers to give gifts altruistically may increase their
subsequent self-indulgence in affordable luxury. This may open possi-
bilities for retailers and marketers to emphasize or activate an altruistic
motivation for gift giving. For example, marketers may emphasize that
“gifts are given to make others happy” or use sales tactics that will help
consumers increase the recipient’s happiness. For example, a Red Cross
advertisement points out that “for someone, your blood is the best
holiday gift ever.” An advertisement by UTI Mutual Fund communicates
that “a gift becomes truly personal and thoughtful when it shows that
you care.” The ad continues, “choose a gift which empowers your loved
ones so that they can go ahead and realize their dreams.” Another
advertisement by The Education Plan reads “instead of cash or toys,
show your love with the gift of an education that is more affordable with
less debt with just a $1 minimum that can help cover most education
expenses in the future,” a contribution that is “a small gift that can make
a lasting difference.” Van Cleef & Arpels advertises its engagement rings
with the slogan “Like true love, a diamond is a precious gift, a treasure
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that will last a lifetime.” These ads put the interests of the recipient first.
Luxury brands could apply these principles more often, especially given
that many luxury brands, from affordable to high-end, are valued gifts
(Chandon et al., 2017; Kessous et al., 2017). For example, Patek Phil-
ippe’s famous line “you never actually own a Patek Philippe, you merely
look after it for the next generation” could be interpreted as an altruistic
act to loved ones. Tiffany & Co., which often runs advertisements in the
context of gifts, could emphasize the recipient’s happiness upon
receiving a “blue box” gift.

Often, retailers explore gifting opportunities by emphasizing a self-
interest motivation for the giver. The rationale seems to be that,
assuming that the giver is looking for a gift to buy, why not motivate
them by providing them with a self-directed incentive? For example, buy
“$100 in gift cards, receive a bonus $25.” Tactics that give something
back to the giver such as this one or the slogans “buy one, get one free”
and “free gift with a purchase” may instead activate a self-interest
motivation by providing an incentive that benefits the giver directly.
Although we did not study self-interest motivation in this research, the
literature suggests that warm glow may also be lower in this case (e.g.,
Konrath, 2013), and therefore, willingness to subsequently indulge
perhaps would be lower as well.

Given that such tactics seem to be common, we believe there is room
in practice for brands to explore altruistic motivations for gift giving
instead. For example, promoting a wedding gift by saying that “this vase
will beautifully decorate the bride’s new home” might be preferred over
motivating consumers to choose a gift to “express your style” or “give
the gift of good taste.” An interesting example is provided by
“NotAnotherBunchOfFlowers.com,” a business that was designed to
help gift givers find a gift that recipients will enjoy. The company’s
slogan “thoughtful gifts to show that you care” may implicitly activate
an altruistic motive to make the recipient happy. In any case, activating
an altruistic motivation would potentially make the giver experience
warm glow and be more likely to subsequently buy affordable luxuries
for him or herself.

Luxury companies often emphasize the moral aspect of consuming
luxuries, often to offset the known negative emotions, such as guilt,
associated with the purchase of luxury products. Our results provide
luxury marketers with another reason to engage in this strategy. For
example, in addition to emphasizing consumers’ altruistic motivations,
luxury marketers may emphasize the moral appropriateness of
consuming luxuries and eventually motivate consumers to buy a “moral”
indulgence for themselves after buying gifts for their friends and fam-
ilies. A possible way to emphasize the morality of luxury is to commu-
nicate corporate social responsibility (CSR) actions, such as by
informing consumers that part of the revenues generated from a product
will be directed to specific causes. For example, at some of its stores,
Gucci presents a purse along with a sign stating that part of the revenues
generated from the product go to UNICEF. Communication of social
responsibility is increasingly common among luxury companies (Hagt-
vedt & Patrick, 2016; Pinto et al., 2019). This could make consumers
shopping for a gift more likely to indulge in a purchase for themselves as
well, as luxuries would be perceived as more morally appropriate.
Indeed, communicating such actions at the point of sale has been shown
to be effective for luxury brands (Hagtvedt & Patrick, 2016).

However, luxury marketers should be vigilant in detecting con-
sumers’ actual perceptions of luxuries. Our measure of morality of in-
dulgences suggests that some consumers are, in general, more accepting
of indulgences, while others are less accepting. It might also be possible
that some product categories (e.g., very expensive bags made out of
exotic leather) or brands might be perceived as “less moral” than others
(e.g., brands of “small luxuries” or affordable luxury brands). If this is
the case, emphasizing the morality of indulgences might be ineffective.
Microtargeting of marketing strategies could be helpful in this case.
Marketers could target these strategies primarily at those consumers
who perceive indulgences as relatively more moral while avoiding
consumers whose negative perception of luxuries is stubborn and
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unlikely to change. As a result, it is crucial for luxury companies to
collect customer information and develop microtargeting tools that can
be used in sales efforts. That said, communications at the point of sale
tend to naturally target consumers who have, at least, a minimum level
of acceptance of luxury to be shopping at a luxury store. Thus, it is
advisable to direct communication to consumers who have more posi-
tive perceptions of luxury and would, therefore, be more willing to buy
luxuries.

CRediT authorship contribution statement

Ning Chen: Writing — review & editing, Writing — original draft,
Visualization, Validation, Software, Methodology, Investigation, Formal
analysis, Data curation, Conceptualization. Francine E. Petersen:
Writing — original draft, Writing — review & editing, Conceptualization,
Data curation, Formal analysis, Funding acquisition, Investigation,
Methodology, Project administration, Resources, Software, Supervision,
Validation, Visualization. Tina M. Lowrey: Writing — review & editing,
Validation, Resources, Methodology, Investigation, Conceptualization.

Declaration of Competing Interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial
interests or personal relationships that could have appeared to influence
the work reported in this paper.

Acknowledgements

Funding: This work was partly supported by the People Program
(Marie Curie Actions) of the European Union’s Seventh Framework
Program [FP7/2007-2013/ under REA grant agreement 290255] that
supported the Consumer Competence Research Training, of which the
three authors were members.

Note: This research is based on the first author’s dissertation, su-
pervised by the second author, mostly conducted while the first and
second authors were affiliated with ESMT Berlin (Germany) as a PhD
candidate and associate professor, respectively.

References

Aknin, L. B., Hamlin, J. K., & Dunn, E. W. (2012). Giving leads to happiness in young
children. PLoS one, 7(6), Article e39211. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.
pone.0039211

Andrade, E. B. (2005). Behavioral consequences of affect: Combining evaluative and
regulatory mechanisms. Journal of Consumer Research, 32(3), 355-362. https://doi.
org/10.1086/497546

Andreoni, J. (1989). Giving with impure altruism: Applications to charity and Ricardian
equivalence. Journal of Political Economy, 97(6), 1447-1458. https://doi.org/
10.1086/261662

Anik, L., Aknin, L. B., Norton, M. 1., Dunn, E. W., & Quoidbach, J. (2013). Prosocial
bonuses increase employee satisfaction and team performance. PLoS one, 8(9),
Article e75509. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0075509

Belk, R. W., & Coon, G. S. (1993). Gift giving as agapic love: An alternative to the
exchange paradigm based dating experiences. Journal of Consumer Research, 20(3),
393-417.

Berry, C. J. (1994). The idea of luxury: A conceptual and historical investigation. New York,
USA: Cambridge University Press.

Chandon, J. L., Laurent, G., & Valette-Florence, P. (2017). In search of new planets in the
luxury galaxy. Journal of Business Research, 77, 140-146. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jbusres.2017.04.006

Chen, C. Y., & Pham, M. T. (2019). Affect regulation and consumer behavior. Consumer
Psychology Review, 2(1), 114-144. https://doi.org/10.1002/arcp.1050

Cohen, J. B., & Andrade, E. B. (2004). Affective intuition and task-contingent affect
regulation. Journal of Consumer Research, 31(2), 358-367.

De Barnier, V., Falcy, S., & Valette-Florence, P. (2012). Do consumers perceive three
levels of luxury? A comparison of accessible, intermediate and inaccessible luxury
brands. Journal of Brand Management, 19(7), 623-636. https://doi.org/10.1057/
bm.2012.11

Dunn, E. W., Aknin, L. B., & Norton, M. I. (2008). Spending money on others promotes
happiness. Science, 319(5870), 1687-1688. https://doi.org/10.1126/
science.1150952

Dunn, E. W., Aknin, L. B., & Norton, M. I. (2014). Prosocial spending and happiness:
Using money to benefit others pays off. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 23
(1), 41-47.


http://NotAnotherBunchOfFlowers.com
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0039211
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0039211
https://doi.org/10.1086/497546
https://doi.org/10.1086/497546
https://doi.org/10.1086/261662
https://doi.org/10.1086/261662
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0075509
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2017.04.006
https://doi.org/10.1002/arcp.1050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0045
https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.2012.11
https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.2012.11
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1150952
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1150952
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0060

N. Chen et al.

Dunn, E. W., Gilbert, D. T., & Wilson, T. D. (2011). If money doesn’t make you happy,
then you probably aren’t spending it right. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 21(2),
115-125. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2011.02.002

Fishbach, A., & Dhar, R. (2005). Goals as excuses or guides: The liberating effect of
perceived goal progress on choice. Journal of Consumer Research, 32(3), 370-377.

Forgas, J. P. (2003). Affective influences on attitudes and judgments. In R. J. Davidson,
K. R. Scherer, & H. H. Goldsmith (Eds.), Handbook of affective sciences (pp. 596-618).
Oxford University Press.

Freeman, R. B. (1997). Working for nothing: The supply of volunteer labor. Journal of
Labor Economics, 15, 140-166. https://doi.org/10.1086,/209859

Frey, B. S., & Meier, S. (2004). Pro-social behavior in a natural setting. Journal of
Economic Behavior & Organization, 54(1), 65-88. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
j€b0.2003.10.001

Givi, J., & Galak, J. (2020). Selfish prosocial behavior: Gift-giving to feel unique. Journal
of the Association for Consumer Research, 5(1), 34-43.

Goldstein, N. J., Cialdini, R. B., & Griskevicius, V. (2008). A room with a viewpoint:
Using social norms to motivate environmental conservation in hotels. Journal of
consumer Research, 35(3), 472-482. https://doi.org/10.1086/586910

Goodwin, C., Smith, K. L., & Spiggle, S. (1990). Gift giving: Consumer motivation and the
gift purchase process. Advances in Consumer Research, 17, 690-699.

Hagtvedt, H., & Patrick, V. M. (2009). The broad embrace of luxury: Hedonic potential as
a driver of brand extendibility. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 19(4), 608-618.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2009.05.007

Hagtvedt, H., & Patrick, V. M. (2016). Gilt and guilt: Should luxury and charity partner at
the point of sale? Journal of Retailing, 92(1), 56-64. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jretai.2015.07.004

Hair, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J., Anderson, R. E., & Tatham, R. L. (1998). Multivariate
data analysis (Vol. 5, No. 3, pp. 207-219). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice hall.

Handley, I. M., Lassiter, G. D., Nickell, E. F., & Herchenroeder, L. M. (2004). Affect and
automatic mood maintenance. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 40(1),
106-112. https://doi.org/10.1016/50022-1031(03)00086-6

Harbaugh, W. T., Mayr, U., & Burghart, D. R. (2007). Neural responses to taxation and
voluntary giving reveal motives for charitable donations. Science, 316(5831),
1622-1625. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1140738

Hartmann, P., Eisend, M., Apaolaza, V., & D’Souza, C. (2017). Warm glow vs. altruistic
values: How important is intrinsic emotional reward in proenvironmental behavior?
Journal of Environmental Psychology, 52, 43-55. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jenvp.2017.05.006

Hayes, A. F., & Preacher, K. J. (2014). Statistical mediation analysis with a
multicategorical independent variable. British Journal of Mathematical and Statistical
Psychology, 67(3), 451-470. https://doi.org/10.1111/bmsp.12028

Hudders, L., Pandelaere, M., & Vyncke, P. (2013). Consumer meaning making: The
meaning of luxury brands in a democratised luxury world. International Journal of
Market Research, 55(3), 391-412. https://doi.org/10.2501/1JMR-2013-036

Ilicic, J., Brennan, S. M., & Kulczynski, A. (2021). Sinfully decadent: Priming effects of
immoral advertising symbols on indulgence. Marketing Letters, 32(1), 61-73. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s11002-020-09544-6

Inman, D. (2021). Holiday spending reflects continued consumer demand. National Retail
Federation. https://nrf.com/media-center/press-releases/holiday-spending-reflects-c
ontinued-consumer-demand/ Accessed 3 March 2022.

Isen, A. M., & Geva, N. (1987). The influence of positive affect on acceptable level of risk
: The person with a large canoe has a large worry. Organizational Behavior And
Human Decision Processes, 39(2), 145-154.

Isen, A. M., & Simmonds, S. F. (1978). The effect of feeling good on a helping task that is
incompatible with good mood. Social Psychology, 41(4), 346-349.

Isen, A. M. (2000). Some perspectives on positive affect and self-regulation. Psychological
Inquiry, 11(3), 184-187.

Jia, J. S., Jia, J., Hsee, C. K., & Shiv, B. (2017). The role of hedonic behavior in reducing
perceived risk: Evidence from postearthquake mobile-app data. Psychological Science,
28(1), 23-35. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616671712

Jordan, J., Mullen, E., & Murnighan, J. K. (2011). Striving for the moral self: The effects
of recalling past moral actions on future moral behavior. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 37(5), 701-713. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211400208

Kapferer, J. N. (2015). The future of luxury: Challenges and opportunities. Journal of
Brand Management, 21(9), 716-726. https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.2014.32

Kapferer, J. N., & Laurent, G. (2016). Where do consumers think luxury begins? A study
of perceived minimum price for 21 luxury goods in 7 countries. Journal of Business
Research, 69(1), 332-340. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jbusres.2015.08.005

Kapferer, J. N., & Valette-Florence, P. (2016). Beyond rarity: The paths of luxury desire.
How luxury brands grow yet remain desirable. Journal of Product and Brand
Management, 25(2), 120-133. https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-09-2015-0988

Kapferer, J. N., & Valette-Florence, P. (2019). How self-success drives luxury demand: An
integrated model of luxury growth and country comparisons. Journal of Business
Research, 102, 273-287. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jbusres.2019.02.002

Kastanakis, M. N., & Balabanis, G. (2012). Between the mass and the class: Antecedents
of the “bandwagon” luxury consumption behavior. Journal of Business Research, 65
(10), 1399-1407. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jbusres.2011.10.005

Kemp, S. (1998). Perceiving luxury and necessity. Journal of Economic Psychology, 19(5),
591-606. https://doi.org/10.1016/50167-4870(98)00026-9

Kessous, A., Valette-Florence, P., & De Barnier, V. (2017). Luxury watch possession and
dispossession from father to son: A poisoned gift? Journal of Business Research, 77,
212-222. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.12.006

Khan, U., & Dhar, R. (2006). Licensing effect in consumer choice. Journal of Marketing
Research, 43(2), 259-266.

93

Journal of Business Research 146 (2022) 84-94

Kim, N., & Kim, S. (2019). To whom and when to give: Effects of intimacy and obligation
on expressive motives, gift choice, and information search in gift giving. Journal of
Consumer Behaviour, 18(4), 301-312.

Kivetz, R., & Simonson, 1. (2002). Earning the right to indulge: Effort as a determinant of
customer preferences toward frequency program rewards. Journal of Marketing
Research, 39(2), 155-170.

Kivetz, R., & Zheng, Y. (2006). Determinants of justification and self-control. Journal of
Experimental Psychology. General, 135(4), 572-587. https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-
3445.135.4.572

Konrath, S. (2013). The power of philanthropy and volunteering. In Felicia A. Huppert
and Cary L. Cooper (Eds.), Wellbeing: A complete reference guide (Volume 6:
Interventions to create positive organizations and communities). John Wiley & Sons,
Inc. 10.1002/9781118539415.wbwell046.

Labroo, A. A., & Mukhopadhyay, A. (2009). Lay theories of emotion transience and the
search for happiness: A fresh perspective on affect regulation. Journal of Consumer
Research, 36(2), 242-254. https://doi.org/10.1086/597159

Lowrey, T. M., Otnes, C. C., & Ruth, J. A. (2004). Social influences on dyadic giving over
time : A taxonomy from the giver’s perspective. Journal of Consumer Research, 30(4),
547-558.

Meier, S., & Stutzer, A. (2008). Is volunteering rewarding in itself? Economica, 75(297),
39-59.

Merritt, A. C., Effron, D. A., & Monin, B. (2010). Moral self-licensing: When being good
frees us to be bad. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 4(5), 344-357. https://
doi.org/10.1111/4.1751-9004.2010.00263.x

Mukhopadhyay, A., & Johar, G. V. (2009). Indulgence as self-reward for prior shopping
restraint: A justification-based mechanism. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 19(3),
334-345. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2009.02.016

National Retail Federation. (2015). Retailers in for a very digital holiday season,
according to NRF survey. National Retail Federation. https://nrf.com/media/press-r
eleases/retailers-very-digital-holiday-season-according-nrf-survey/ Accessed 3
March 2022.

Okada, E. M. (2005). Justification effects on consumer choice of hedonic and utilitarian
goods. Journal of Marketing Research, 42(1), 43-53.

Otnes, C., Lowrey, T. M., & Kim, Y. C. (1993). Gift selection for easy and difficult
recipients: A social roles interpretation. Journal of Consumer Research, 20(2),
229-244.

Pandelaere, M., & Shrum, L. J. (2020). Fulfilling identity motives through luxury
consumption. In F. Morhart, K. Wilcox, & S. Czellar (Eds.), Research Handbook on
Luxury Branding (pp. 57-74). Edward Elgar Publishing.

Parguel, B., Delécolle, T., & Valette-Florence, P. (2016). How price display influences
consumer luxury perceptions. Journal of Business Research, 69(1), 341-348. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.08.006

Perry, L. C., Perry, D. G., & English, D. (1985). Happiness: When does it lead to self-
indulgence and when does it lead to self-denial? Journal of Experimental Child
Psychology, 39(2), 203-211. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965(85)90037-2

Petersen, F. E., Dretsch, H. J., & Loureiro, Y. K. (2018). Who needs a reason to indulge?
Happiness following reason-based indulgent consumption. International Journal of
Research in Marketing, 35(1), 170-184. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
ijresmar.2017.09.003

Petersen, F. E., & Heine, K. (2013). When do consumers indulge in luxury? Emotional
certainty signals when to indulge to regulate emotions. Marketing ZFP, 35(2), 79-90.

Piliavin, J. A., & Callero, P. L. (1991). Giving blood: The development of an altruistic
identity. Johns Hopkins University Press.

Pinto, D. C., Herter, M. M., Gongalves, D., & Sayin, E. (2019). Can luxury brands be
ethical? Reducing the sophistication liability of luxury brands. Journal of Cleaner
Production, 233, 1366-1376. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.06.094

Ramanathan, S., & Williams, P. (2007). Immediate and delayed emotional consequences
of indulgence: The moderating influence of personality type on mixed emotions.
Journal of Consumer Research, 34(2), 212-223. https://doi.org/10.1086/519149

Ruth, J. A, Otnes, C. C., & Brunel, F. F. (1999). Gift receipt and the reformulation of
interpersonal relationships. Journal of Consumer Research, 25(4), 385-402. https://
doi.org/10.1086,/209546

Sachdeva, S., Iliev, R., & Medin, D. L. (2009). Sinning saints and saintly sinners: The
paradox of moral self-regulation. Psychological Science, 20(4), 523-528. https://doi.
org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02326.x

Sherry, J. F., Jr (1983). Gift giving in anthropological perspective. Journal of Consumer
Research, 10(2), 157-168.

Silverstein, M. J., & Fiske, N. (2003). Luxury for the masses. Harvard business review, 81
(4), 48-59.

Spencer, S. J., Zanna, M. P., & Fong, G. T. (2005). Establishing a causal chain: Why
experiments are often more effective than mediational analyses in examining
psychological processes. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89(6), 845-851.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.845

Strahilevitz, M., & Myers, J. G. (1998). Donations to charity as purchase incentives: How
well they work may depend on what you are trying to sell. Journal of Consumer
Research, 24(4), 434-446. https://doi.org/10.1086/209519

Tice, D. M., Bratslavsky, E., & Baumeister, R. F. (2001). Emotional distress regulation
takes precedence over impulse control: If you feel bad, do it! Journal of Personality
and Social Psychology, 80(1), 53-67. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.80.1.53

Timmermans, B., & Cleeremans, A. (2015). How can we measure awareness ? An
overview of current methods. Behavioural Methods in Consciousness Research, 21-46.
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780199688890.003.0003


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2011.02.002
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0075
https://doi.org/10.1086/209859
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2003.10.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2003.10.001
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0090
https://doi.org/10.1086/586910
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0100
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2009.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2015.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2015.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-1031(03)00086-6
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1140738
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvp.2017.05.006
https://doi.org/10.1111/bmsp.12028
https://doi.org/10.2501/IJMR-2013-036
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11002-020-09544-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11002-020-09544-6
https://nrf.com/media-center/press-releases/holiday-spending-reflects-continued-consumer-demand/
https://nrf.com/media-center/press-releases/holiday-spending-reflects-continued-consumer-demand/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0165
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616671712
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211400208
https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.2014.32
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-09-2015-0988
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-4870(98)00026-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.12.006
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0215
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0225
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.135.4.572
https://doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.135.4.572
https://doi.org/10.1086/597159
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0245
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0250
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0250
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2010.00263.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1751-9004.2010.00263.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2009.02.016
https://nrf.com/media/press-releases/retailers-very-digital-holiday-season-according-nrf-survey/
https://nrf.com/media/press-releases/retailers-very-digital-holiday-season-according-nrf-survey/
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0275
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0275
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-0965(85)90037-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2017.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2017.09.003
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0300
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0300
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.06.094
https://doi.org/10.1086/519149
https://doi.org/10.1086/209546
https://doi.org/10.1086/209546
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02326.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02326.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0335
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0335
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.845
https://doi.org/10.1086/209519
https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.80.1.53
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199688890.003.0003

N. Chen et al.

Wegener, D. T., & Petty, R. E. (1994). Mood management across affective states: The
hedonic contingency hypothesis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 66(6),
1034-1048.

Weinstein, N., & Ryan, R. M. (2010). When helping helps: Autonomous motivation for
prosocial behavior and its influence on well-being for the helper and recipient.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 98(2), 222. https://doi.org/10.1037/
20016984

Xu, J., & Schwarz, N. (2009). Do we really need a reason to indulge? Journal of Marketing
Research, 46(1), 25-36. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.46.1.25

Ning Chen is an assistant professor at the Zhejiang University of Finance and Economics,
Hangzhou, China. She was awarded a doctoral degree from ESMT (Berlin, Germany) in
2018. Previously she was an Early Stage Researcher for the CONCORT project, funded by
Marie Curie Actions-Research Fellowship Program. Ning’s research interests are consumer
psychology and behaviors, focusing on indulgent consumption, sustainable consumption,
and prosocial behaviors. Her research aims to better understand consumers and increase
consumers’ welfare such as helping them make better decisions for themselves and for
society.

Francine E. Petersen is Associate Professor of Marketing at HEC Lausanne, University of
Lausanne, Switzerland. Her research focuses on consumer emotions and well-being. Her
work aims at improving consumption experiences such as retail shopping, luxury and
indulgent consumption or sustainable consumption and deliver value via consumer

94

Journal of Business Research 146 (2022) 84-94

experience and consumer happiness. Given that marketers often underestimate the impact
of emotional experiences, she seeks to better understand these processes and help com-
panies design marketing strategies that are both more effective and more respectful of
consumers’ and society’s well-being. She holds a PhD from the University of Maryland,
was an associate professor at ESMT, visiting scholar at Columbia Business School and
INSEAD, and has experience as a marketing manager and marketing research consultant.
Currently she teaches seminars related to consumer behavior, retailing and luxury expe-
rience, and happiness and well-being. Contact information: HEC Lausanne, University of
Lausanne, Anthropole 3056, 1015 Lausanne, Switzerland, francine.petersen@unil.ch

Tina M. Lowrey (Ph.D., University of Illinois) is Professor of Marketing at HEC Paris. Her
research interests include children’s consumer behavior, materialism, the application of
psycholinguistic theory to marketing communications, and gift-giving and ritualistic
consumption. Her work has appeared in numerous journals, including Journal of Con-
sumer Research (JCR), Journal of Consumer Psychology, and Journal of Advertising. She is
currently serving on the JCR Policy Board. She edited Brick & Mortar Shopping in the 21st
Century and Psycholinguistic Phenomena in Marketing Communications (both Erlbaum).
She co-edited The Routledge Companion to Consumer Behavior (with Mike Solomon), and
The APA Handbook of Consumer Psychology (with Lynn Kahle and Joel Huber). She
teaches Consumer Behavior & Decision-Making to masters’ students, and two doctoral
seminars: Research Methods, and Consumer Behavior. She has served as ACR Treasurer,
co-chaired three European and Latin American ACR conferences, co-chaired Paris ACR
2020 (1%%-ever virtual ACR), and is President Elect of ACR.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0360
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0148-2963(22)00287-9/h0360
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016984
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016984
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkr.46.1.25

	The effect of altruistic gift giving on self-indulgence in affordable luxury
	1 Introduction
	2 Theoretical background
	2.1 Gift giving
	2.2 Indulging in affordable luxury as a consequence of gift giving
	2.3 Perceived morality of indulgences

	3 Pilot study
	3.1 Sample, design, and measures
	3.2 Results and discussion

	4 Study 1
	4.1 Sample, design, and measures
	4.2 Results and discussion

	5 Study 2
	5.1 Sample, design, and measures
	5.2 Results and discussion

	6 Study 3
	6.1 Sample, design, and measures
	6.2 Results and discussion

	7 General discussion
	7.1 Theoretical implications
	7.2 Limitations and future research
	7.3 Managerial implications
	CRediT authorship contribution statement


	Declaration of Competing Interest
	Acknowledgements
	References


