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Understanding Involvement of Luxury Gift Givers 

 

ABSTRACT 

Givers of luxury gifts face recipients with different levels of expertise and have choices of gifts 

that can range from experiential to enduring in nature. Inspired by a study undertaken by Belk 

(1982), the current research seeks to develop a framework that allows the classification of different 

levels of involvement of the gift-giver, based on their conjectures about the expertise of the 

recipients and the enduring nature of the gift. Modifying Berthon et al.’s (2009) Aesthetics and 

Ontology framework classifying luxury brands, we develop four specific recipient categories 

(Classic Collector, Skillful User, Neophyte Consumer, Paying Magpie) and assign different levels 

of product and task involvement to each category. In doing this, we add detail to the perspective 

taken in Belk’s original study on the separate aspects of involvement. We also present numerous 

implications to practice, and provide insights into modifications to the marketing mix that luxury 

goods marketers may consider. We conclude with several suggestions for further validation of the 

framework and related research that may arise out of this work. 

 

Luxury Marketing, Gift-Giving, Product Involvement, Task Involvement, Expert, Novice, 

Experience, Enduring Goods, Aesthetics, Ontology 

1. Introduction 

Gifting is an important aspect of the economy, with US consumers spending 2.2 percent of their 

disposable income on gifts every year (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2013). In 2016, the average 

American spent $929 on holiday gifts alone, representing an increase of 10 percent from 2015 

(Backman, 2016). Gifting holds significant monetary, individual and symbolic value for both 

giver and receiver, and luxury goods are well established as significant gifting objects (e.g. 

Ertimur & Sandikci, 2005). Consequently, the worldwide luxury goods market has tripled in 20 

years to the point that 330m global buyers purchase US$1.8 trillion in luxury goods per year 

(Unger, 2014). 

 

The existing literature mainly deals with luxury goods and gifts from a product perspective, with 

a lens on a narrow set of offerings (e.g. Reyneke et al., 2011). The present research adds an 

activity perspective and focuses on gift giving of luxury items. More specifically, the activity of 

gift selection will be researched by examining if and how the involvement of the gift-giver 

shapes their purchasing decision process. In this context, involvement summarizes the 

importance that the gift giver ascribes to the purchase outcome, or in other words, the value the 

gift giver expects the gift recipient will see in the gift (Belk, 1982). The research question this 

paper intends to answer is:  

 

RQ: “In a luxury gift giving context, how does the involvement of the gift-giver change, based on  

a) his/her perceptions of the recipients’ level of sophistication, and 

b) the lasting or experiential quality of the intended gift.” 

 

To answer the question, we intend to adapt Berthon et al’s (2009) AO framework of classifying 

luxury brands in aesthetic and onthological modes. However, instead of focusing on brands, we 

will follow a precedent set by Paschen et al. (2016), and use the framework to categorize four 

types of recipients of luxury gifts. Based on the resultant modified AO framework, we will 

explore the involvement of the purchasing decision of the gift giver, who makes inferences about 
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the perceived placement of the intended recipient in the AO framework’s four quadrants. This 

research will be influenced by Belk (1982), who undertook a similar investigation in a more 

general, lower-value gift-giving context. 

 

2. Gifting, Involvement and Luxury Product Purchases 

2.1. Gifting  

 

The practice of gift giving has been part of the human experience dating back to primitive 

societies (Mauss, 1924). From the cultural practices associated with gifts (Malinowski, 1922), to 

the motivations and expectations of givers and receivers (Baskin, Wakslak, Trope & Novemsky, 

2014; Goodwin, Smith & Spiggle, 1990; Wolfinbarger, 1990), the phenomenon of gifting has 

received notable attention from scholars. Gifts have served many functions over time, from 

signaling wealth, to catalyzing relations between two groups (Mauss, 1924). Some have viewed 

gift giving as an altruistic act (Leeds, 1963), while others contend that there are social, economic 

and personal factors that influence the giver (Sherry, 1983). Over time, various other 

characteristics of gifting have emerged: Homans (1958) argued that gifts serve to tighten social 

bonds; Schwartz (1967) examined the psychological aspects of gifts including how they can be 

used to express identity in others; and Cosmides & Tooby (1992) described gifting as a way to 

enforce social order. Regardless of the impetus for giving, it is evident that gifts have historical 

and cultural importance in society. 

 

In social science, gift-giving has been studied in a broad range of fields over the last several 

decades. Early on, studies examining gift giving in anthropology and sociology explored the 

phenomenon through the lens of social exchange norms (e.g. Gouldner, 1960; Levi-Strauss, 

1965). In particular, these works delved into the expectation of reciprocity implicit in giving. As 

the field matured, later work assessed attitudes about gift-giving (Belk, 1984), how personal 

values affect gift giving behavior (Beatty, Kahle & Homer, 1988), and even the darker side of 

giving and receiving that prompts anxiety and conflict (Sherry, McGrath & Levy, 1993). In an 

effort to add more consistency to the literature and to encourage more empirical studies, Macklin 

& Walker (1988) proposed a scale for measuring attitudes about gift giving. In this work, they 

defined giving as “the selection, transfer, and evaluation of material and immaterial (intangible) 

objects offered 1) in fulfillment of a traditional social obligation, such as a birthday, and 2) in a 

spontaneous mode not marked by a traditional social obligation” (Macklin & Walker, 1988, pg. 

28). 

 

Though much of the early work on gifting originates in the sociology and psychology fields, 

seminal works on gifting from a marketing and consumer behaviour context began to emerge in 

the 1970’s. One early study looked into the frequency of gift giving for various occasions and the 

corresponding amount spent by the buyer (Lowes, Turner & Wills, 1971). In an effort to better 

understand gift selection, Belk (1976) assessed giver preferences as well as the giver’s 

perceptions of the receiver’s preferences. Later, in his 1979 work, Belk describes what he calls 

the four interrelated functions of the gift: communication, socialization, economic exchange and 

social exchange, which are key to interpreting the purchase process. In 1982, Belk was also 

instrumental in examining different gift-giving situations with respect to the purchaser’s 

involvement in the decision. This study built on earlier studies that examined involvement in 
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purchases intended as gifts versus purchases intended for own consumption. In her review of the 

literature, Banks (1979) proposed a paradigm that outlined the stages of gift giving: from 

purchase to interaction to consumption and finally communication. Within each stage, both the 

giver and receiver are interpreting information related to the exchange. Extending this consumer 

behavior approach, Sherry (1983), posited a descriptive model for gift exchange in which the 

donor and receiver are linked in an ongoing relationship influenced by personal, social and 

economic factors.  The emergence of a consumer behavior focus on gifting has generated interest 

in numerous other research streams. Recent work has explored the ethical issues related to 

bribery in developing countries (Steidlmeier, 1999), how the desire to be unique can lead givers 

to select poor gifts (Galak & Givi, 2015), and socially responsible gift-giving (Green, Tinson & 

Peloza, 2016).      

 

One area of the gifting literature that has received particular attention is the giving of luxury 

items. The very nature of luxury items may make them particularly appropriate as gifts: not only 

does the expense of the gift validate the status of the giver, but it also symbolizes to the receiver 

that they are worthy of such an extravagant item (Wong & Ahuvia, 1998). Global tourism has 

also played a role in the surge for luxury gifts. In Japanese culture for example, there is the 

notion of omiyage, which are gifts purchased abroad and given to others in an attempt at sharing 

in the travel experience (Nitta, 1992).  Luxury gifts are also prevalent in intimate relationships. A 

1996 study by Dubois and Laurent explored the selection of luxury items in various contexts 

including as ‘self-gifts’ and as gifts from significant others. Several studies have shown that men 

spend considerable resources to attract and retain romantic partners, with gifts featuring 

prominently in this context (Belk & Coon, 1993; Griskevicius et al., 2007). Conversely, women 

may seek luxury gifts from their mate as a means to deter other women (Wang & Griskevicius, 

2013). Studies such as these at the confluence of gift giving and luxury items, seem particularly 

relevant for marketing practitioners as the market for luxury products continually expands.   

 

2.2. Involvement in Gift Selection  

 

Involvement is widely recognized as a central motivator in consumer decision making processes 

(e.g. Clarke & Belk, 1979; Laurent & Kapferer, 1985; Zaichkowsky, 1985) and is used with a 

variety of different meanings. In one context, the term is used to describe the emotional 

closeness of the gift-giver’s and recipient’s relationship (Wagner et al., 1990), while most other 

research views involvement as a state that applies to the individual as an “internal state variable 

that indicates the amount of arousal, interest or drive evoked by a particular stimulus or 

situation” (Mitchell, 1979, p. 195).  

 

Following a considerable body of work, we define involvement with two different aspects. The 

first aspect is an item-specific form of involvement described by Howard and Sheth (1969) as the 

importance of the purchase, which has also been described as enduring involvement (Rothschild, 

1977) or product involvement (Clarke & Belk, 1979). Such involvement is an ongoing concern 

for a particular product class and essentially results from the ability of the product to satisfy 

consumers’ enduring, self‐identity‐related needs (Dholakia, 2001). Separate from this aspect is 

the situationally oriented task involvement (Belk, 1975) or situational involvement, which in its 

nature is temporary rather than ongoing, and based on the purchaser’s desire to reach particularly 

favorable outcomes with the purchased product (Block & Richins, 1983). Because of high task 
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involvement, purchasers of gifts are seen to consider more alternatives both in the product they 

choose and the retail outlet they use to arrive at their choice, while gathering more advice and 

general information than purchasers engaged in similar activities for their own consumption 

(Gronhaug, 1972). As a consequence of the importance to the gift purchase process, involvement 

has received considerable scholarly attention in the gift-giving context. Some of the researched 

aspects range from interpersonal influences like the relationship between the donor and the 

recipient (Wagner et al., 1990; Baskin et al., 2014) to a study that measures involvement in gift-

giving situations (Belk, 1982). 

 

In Belk’s 1982 research, product and task involvement were expected to co-vary to a large 

degree, so the phenomena were not investigated separately. In the study, the effect of 

involvement on the gift-giving strategies of adult women was examined by rating 87 gift 

attributes with respect to their importance to the gift purchase decision. In four sets of 

experimental conditions, involvement was manipulated by intimacy of the relationship (close 

friend, casual friend, or close relative) and gift-giving occasion that deviated in their level of 

formality (thank-you, birthday, or wedding). The level of involvement was hypothesized to differ 

by price, quality of the gift, and convenience of purchase. The results showed that high 

involvement was associated with the importance of quality, the perceived need to purchase 

comparatively high-priced items, and for the most formal of the gift-giving occasions, quick and 

convenient purchases were regarded as inappropriate, with Belk noting that “…it appears that 

gift-giving situations do differ in involvement and that this affects the amount of care and money 

devoted to the purchase, but other factors play a role as well” (Belk 1982, p. 411). As outlined in 

the following section, high product quality and high price are two of the accepted markers of 

luxury goods. Our study therefore proposes a framework that may help discern what other 

factors may help explain involvement specifically for luxury gift-giving. 

 

2.3. The notion of luxury 

 

The word luxury originates from the Latin luxus (excess, extravagance, vicious indulgence) and 

the French luxurie, which means "lasciviousness, sinful self-indulgence" (www.merriam-

webster.com). Today, luxury is associated with opulence, something nonessential or indulgent 

(Barber et al., 2006) and a commonly held perspective is that luxury is an absolute concept, 

rather than being dependent on an individual or social context (Reyneke et al., 2011). In the 

marketing literature, one prominent view holds that luxury goods appeal to the consumer on a 

psychological level (see Dubois & Duquesne, 1993; Kemp, 1998). Another research stream 

conceptualizes luxury brands and products according to their specific attributes, such as quality, 

beauty, sensuality, exclusivity, history, high price and uniqueness (Kapferer, 1997). Similarly, 

Beverland (2004) defines luxury brands by four characteristics: exclusivity, renowned brand 

identity, customer loyalty, and high sales levels. Another stream of literature suggests that luxury 

goods can be understood in terms of the benefits consumers accrue from their merits as signals of 

social status (e.g., Bourdieu, 1979; Hirsch, 1976; Nelissen & Meijers, 2011). 

In contrast, Berthon et al. (2009, p. 47) suggest that luxury is better understood as a multi-

dimensional concept, encompassing an objective (material), subjective (individual) and 

collective (social) component. This perspective is similar to Keller's (2003), who posits that 

consumers gain personal value and meaning from the functional, symbolic or experiential nature 

of a brand. We explain each of these characteristics in more detail below.  

http://www.merriam-webster.com)/
http://www.merriam-webster.com)/
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2.3.1. Dimensions of luxury products 

 

The functional dimension refers to the product's material element, i.e., what an item does as 

opposed to what it presents (Berthon et al., 2009). An example of this would be a Breitling 

watch, which is widely recognized as being a highly accurate timepiece (Swithinbank, 2014). 

The experiential dimension is the sphere of individual taste - what is a luxury to one consumer 

might not be valuable, but rather useless to another (Berthon et al., 2009). Designer Stuart 

Hughes offered a TV for $2.25 million, called the PrestigeHD Supreme Rose Edition. The 55-

inch set has a base and shell made of 18 carat rose gold, an outer frame featuring 72 diamonds, 

and an inner frame made from hand-sewn alligator skin (McEntegart, 2010). Praised as the most 

expensive TV in the world, this piece of electronics might appeal to some wealthy consumers, 

while the majority might see it as superfluous and a waste of money. The symbolic dimension 

refers to the social collective, i.e., the symbolic value a luxury item signifies to oneself and to 

others (Berthon et al., 2009). A bottle of 1942 Matheson Dalmore Scotch for $58,000 does 

indeed signal wealth, prestige and status to others and may reinforce the owner’s self-image.  

 

2.3.2. Conceptualizing Luxury Products: The Aesthetics and Ontology (AO) Framework 

 

Working from these dimensions, Berthon et al. (2009) offer a framework for conceptualizing 

luxury products or brands along two aspects: aesthetics and ontology. 

The Greek term aesthetics, meaning ‘perception by the senses’ (www.oxforddictionaries.com) 

refers to a domain in philosophy that is concerned with the appreciation of beauty (Zangwill, 

2001). Aesthetic judgment describes a person's ability to differentiate value or quality in an 

object (Kant, 2013). For example, in the case of a luxury whiskey, one would develop an 

appreciation of its flavor, beauty and quality with experience. Ontology, also Greek in origin, 

refers to a branch in philosophy concerned with existence and "being" (Griswold, 2010). 

According to this domain, the nature of reality is either permanence or flux, being or becoming. 

These states are important for the understanding of luxury items, which are typically seen as 

items with enduring qualities, and have less frequently been associated with transience (Berthon 

et al., 2009). Berthon et al. (2009) distinguish the endpoints of each dimension as the novice 

versus expert in the aesthetic dimension and the enduring versus transient in the ontological 

dimension. Thus, the typology delineates four modes in which luxury brands can be classified.  

This framework has been chosen by us as suitable for our purposes, as it has been successfully 

used in several studies to segment luxury consumption (e.g. Reyneke et al., 2011), and has also 

been accepted as best suited to luxury products “as it shows luxury as a spectrum along which 

products and consumers can move as their knowledge and tastes change” (Wolf & Morrish, 

2016, p. 468). 

 

3. The AO Framework Applied to Luxury Gift-Giving 

 

The AO framework was originally developed by Berthon et al. to classify luxury brands, and the 

applications of this framework to date have predominantly focused on its application to luxury 

wine (e.g. Reyneke et al., 2011; Pitt & Berthon, 2016). There are, however, precedents of the 

framework being modified to classify consumers instead of brands. For example, Paschen et al. 

(2016) modified the framework to apply specifically to purchasers of luxury wines and spirits, 

while Fauconberg et al. (2017) used the framework to examine the marketing strategies for 

http://www.oxforddictionaries.com)/
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different UNESCO World Heritage sites and the implications that the different targeted 

quadrants have for the sustainability of the commercial utilization of these historical sites. We 

will take this established approach and develop a specific classification applicable to luxury 

consumers. As outlined earlier, gift-giving situations always deal with conjectures the gift-giver 

makes about the recipient, e.g. about tastes, level of knowledge, etc. (Banks, 1979; Belk, 1976; 

Baskin et al., 2014). In addressing the suspected “other factors” that may play a role in gift-

giving that were identified vaguely in Belk’s 1982 study, we propose to use the modified AO 

framework as a lens through which the gift-givers can view the recipients, and will attempt to 

assign involvement levels to each quadrant.  

 

We continue using ‘novice’ and ‘expert’ as the endpoints of the aesthetic dimension of our 

adaptation of Berthon et al.’s model. In a slight update to the original model, we view the 

‘transient’ endpoint of the ontological dimension as ‘experience’ and the ‘enduring’ endpoint as 

‘possession’ to operationalize the concept in our chosen context. The updated model is depicted 

in Figure 1 and briefly explained below. 

 

Figure 1. The AO Framework  - A Typology of Luxury Consumers (Berthon et al., 2009) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Adapted from Berthon et al., 2009 

 

3.1. The Neophyte Consumer 

 

For the Neophyte Consumer, the ontological dimension emphasizes the transient, while the 

aesthetic mode highlights the novice, that is, consumers do not have the knowledge or experience 

to appreciate the value of luxury items or experiences. Berthon et al. (2009, p. 53) describe 

luxury in this mode as "evanescent - the latest hot thing, it is glitz and glamour". Consumers in 

this quadrant generally appreciate the status conveyed by luxury more than its actual value or 

quality. Selecting a gift for a recipient which the giver perceives as a Neophyte Consumer would 

likely result in the lowest involvement for the giver out of any of the quadrants. When the giver 

does not expect deep knowledge on the part of the recipient of the luxury gift, the giver can 

easily settle on a well-known brand, product or experience, which would primarily influence the 

product involvement of the decision. If the gift consists of a well-known luxury, like a magnum 

bottle of Dom Perignon Champagne given for a birthday, or a stay in Dubai's 7-star Burj Al Arab 

Hotel, there is little risk that the gift will be ill received based on the recipient’s assessment of its 
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quality, and the evanescent nature of the gift – be it a consumable product or a pure experience – 

will ensure that there is a limited time that it remains in the awareness or memory of the 

recipient. This primarily influences the task involvement of the decision. 

 

3.2. The Paying Magpie 

 

For the Paying Magpie, the aesthetic mode stresses the novice while the ontological mode 

emphasizes the enduring. Similar to the Neophyte Consumer, there is no need to understand the 

beauty or quality of the luxury product. However, consumers in this mode share one common 

characteristic when purchasing luxury brands: They have enough money to amass a collection of 

"conspicuous possessions" (Berthon et al., 2009, p. 52). If the giver perceives the recipient as a 

Paying Magpie, the stakes for the giver are only slightly higher than they are for the Neophyte 

Consumer. The giver still expects to meet no real expertise in the subject matter, and can 

therefore again rely on luxury brand recognition alone to make an impression of the gift – 

resulting in comparatively low product involvement. Product examples here may be a Rolex 

watch or a Luis Vuitton purse, where the exact style would play a lesser role. The only slightly 

elevated perceived risk that would lead to a higher task involvement on the part of the giver is 

the enduring nature of the luxury gift being given, which means that the gift would leave a more 

lasting impression with the recipient and would have to stand the test of time, even if the 

recipient’s knowledge of the luxury gift were to expand. 

 

3.3. The Skillful User 

 

For the Skillful User, the ontological mode stresses the transient and the aesthetic mode is an 

expert. Consumers in this quadrant have a deep appreciation of luxury, beauty and craftsmanship 

and are highly mindful that these attributes are ephemeral. Luxury here is “aesthetic 

consumption” (Berthon et al., 2009, p.  53) and often involves depleting the luxury good in the 

process, like in the case of drinking a fine wine. Luxury gifts for Skillful Users can also 

encompass services as part of experiences that can range from luxury spa treatments to exotic 

safari trips. The gift-giver’s product involvement in the gift selection process is likely to rise 

significantly as the perception of the recipient’s expertise increases, because the risk of choosing 

a gift that might not be appreciated rises in tandem. It is no longer sufficient to pick an easily 

recognizable luxury gift, but the recipients’ taste, knowledge, and preferences must all be 

considered when choosing the gift. It is only the ephemeral nature of the gift that may restrain 

the task involvement in this instance. 

 

3.4. The Classic Collector 

 

The Classic Collector is characterized by the expert on the aesthetic dimension and enduring in 

the ontological dimension. This mode has high barriers to entry - one needs experience and 

expertise in addition to money to access luxury products in this mode.  Luxury here has strong 

symbolic value but is only truly appreciated with experience – luxury is an aesthetic possession 

(Berthon et al., 2009). Compared to the other three quadrants, the gift-giver’s involvement is 

likely highest when choosing gifts for perceived Classic Collectors. The gift is going to be an 

enduring possession, which will result in high task involvement. In addition, the recipient’s 

expertise of luxury is high, resulting in high product involvement for the gift giver looking to 
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choose a gift that will please this expert. For example, only the expert can appreciate the 

craftsmanship in a luxurious timepiece, but the gift-giver also has to take into account the 

subtleties of horlogerie, the art and science of fine watch-making, along with the perception of 

the recipient’s preferences in this intricate field. A Breitling Bentley Flying B, priced at 

$235,000, is widely recognized as a masterpiece, but with its diamond-encrusted bezel might not 

appeal to every connoisseur.  

4. Implications 

4.1. Contributions to Literature 

 

The current research offers several contributions to literature. Most broadly, it adds to the 

literature on luxury products and brands by expanding the operationalization of Berthon et al.’s 

(2009) AO framework to the specific context of luxury gift giving, at the same time addressing 

the ‘consumer – customer’ contradiction in luxury gift-giving that had been identified as an area 

of concern by Paschen et al. (2016).  

 

From a consumer behavior perspective, this research offers an expansion of Belk’s 1982 study, 

adding detail both in the perspective taken on the separate aspects of product and task 

involvement, and in the specificity of the luxury gifting context compared to the more broadly 

defined gifting situations used in Belk’s original study. It is also important to note that we clarify 

the role of conjectures in gift-giving decisions. These conjectures, which the gift-giver makes 

about the recipient’s expertise, tastes, and preferences are central to the decisions classified in 

our framework, and have received little attention to date. 

 

4.2. Managerial Implications  

 

The knowledge gained from the application of the framework may prove very useful to 

producers and marketers of luxury goods that aim to establish their products as ‘giftable items’. 

While the exclusive product itself is always at the core of any luxury offering, the other 

components of the Marketing mix vary. Consider, for example, a luxury gift that is being 

selected for a perceived Neophyte Consumer: with both product and task involvement of the gift 

giver low, the marketer would have to optimize his marketing mix for easy accessibility, ensure a 

consistently high price, and focus the promotion on ensuring a widespread recognition of the 

luxury aspect of the product to be considered. The previously mentioned magnum bottle of Dom 

Perignon Champagne is a case in point here – even though the product is widely available, the 

Neophyte Consumer would surely recognize the gift and value it accordingly. For the producer, 

this easy consumer decision poses a significant challenge, since the wide recognition of the 

product as a luxury can only be achieved through extensive and coordinated promotional efforts 

that are very difficult to execute successfully.  

 

The challenges to the marketer of the gift intended for the Paying Magpie are similar – having to 

ensure widespread availability while tightly controlling the luxury experience of the place of 

purchase and ensuring that prices are consistently high, to accommodate the elevated task 

involvement of the purchaser. Realizing that “In luxury, ubiquity will kill you” (Ahrendts, 2013, 

p. 39), this delicate balance is equally as difficult to attain as the task of promoting a luxury 

product to the point that it is universally known without diluting the exclusive premise of luxury.  



9 
 

This is necessary to cater to the comparatively low product involvement of the purchaser, but 

even some of the most logo-driven luxury brands, like Prada, Gucci, or Louis Vuitton, are having 

a collective hard time adjusting to exactly these circumstances (Halzack, 2015). 

 

The marketing approach to targeting Skillful Users as gift recipients is more in line with classic 

traits of luxury – the promotion should be more muted, emphasizing the exclusivity, which also 

permeates through the price, the purchase experience and the product itself. Due to the elevated 

product involvement of the purchaser, inaccessibility and lack of publicity may not be seen as a 

hindrance, but rather an enhancement of the luxury experience – as is evidenced in a surprising 

number of sought-out world-class restaurants and hotels that thrive in remote settings like The 

Three Chimneys Restaurant on the Scottish Isle of Skye or the Wolwedans Dunes Lodge in 

Namibia. It is only the experiential nature of the luxuries intended for the Skillful User that may 

dampen the task involvement and limit buying behaviour like searches for alternatives, which the 

marketer would have to adapt to. 

 

The Classic Collector as a target gift recipient is again very much in line with classic notions of 

luxury. Promotion may be completely unnecessary, or has to be executed very subtly. The 

marketer can concentrate on the product itself, as the sophisticated consumer will want to use his 

expertise to seek out the truly exquisite, fine and rare product “that feels distinctive and has a 

halo of great craftsmanship” (Halzack, 2015). This may include physically travelling to the place 

of provenance of the item, like taking delivery of your made-to-order Mercedes Benz in 

Sindelfingen, complete with a factory tour, a night in a Stuttgart luxury hotel, and tickets to the 

company museum. Both product and task involvement are high for the purchaser of luxury gifts 

for Classic Collectors, which makes the expert search and selection process of the appropriate 

luxury gift an integral part of this experience. The marketer should allow this to happen by not 

being too assertive in their choice of marketing mix. 

 

5. Conclusion and Future Research 

 

The proposed framework holds considerable promise to address some of the explanatory gaps 

recognized by Belk in his 1982 study. Our expansion of Berthon et al.’s (2009) AO model offers 

a detailed opportunity to view the purchasing decision of luxury gift givers based on their 

conjectures about the recipient’s level of expertise and the endurance of the gift. Moreover, the 

proposed separate assessment of task involvement and product involvement may clarify which 

gift purchase decisions are more heavily influenced by the lasting product involvement, and 

which purchase decisions are primarily impacted by the more temporary task involvement. 

Future research should be aimed at validating empirically that the framework’s assumptions hold 

true for the targeted gift giver. Given the limitations of experimental setups like the one that Belk 

employed in his 1982 study, it would appear that a market research approach based on actual gift 

purchases may be more appropriate. Considering the luxury-oriented-clientele that this research 

would target, a qualitative approach may be most suitable. 

 

If the framework to classify gift giver’s consumer behavior can be successfully validated as 

anticipated, a next step may involve a review of producer’s or marketer’s actual marketing mix. 

It would be interesting to see to what extent factors like the ones outlined above are implicitly or 

explicitly taken into account in the marketing of luxury brands. The comparison of the current 
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state with theoretically founded possibilities may yield a considerable contribution not only to 

the current body of knowledge, but also to the practice of luxury marketing. It is therefore our 

hope that our research will serve as the stepping stone for the next research endeavors as outlined 

above. 

6. References  

Ahrendts, A. (2013). Burberry’s CEO on turning an aging British icon into a global luxury 

brand. Harvard Business Review, 91(1), 39-42.  

Backman, M. (2016): Here's What the Average American Spends on Holiday Gifts, retrieved 

from https://www.fool.com/retirement/2016/12/01/heres-what-the-average-american-spends-on-

holiday.aspx, accessed June 8, 2017. 

Bureau of Labor Statistics (2014). U.S. Department of Labor, The Economics Daily, Average 

annual expenditures on gifts of goods and services in 2013 on the Internet at 

https://www.bls.gov/opub/ted/2014/ted_20141204.htm, accessed June 08, 2017. 

Banks, S. K. (1979). Gift-giving: A review and an interactive paradigm. ACR North American 

Advances. 

Barber, K., Fitzgerald, H., Pontisso, R. (Eds.), 2006. Oxford Canadian Thesaurus of Current 

English. Oxford University Press, Don Mills, Ont. 

Baskin, E., Wakslak, C. J., Trope, Y., & Novemsky, N. (2014). Why feasibility matters more to 

gift receivers than to givers: A construal-level approach to gift giving. Journal of Consumer 

Research, 41(1), 169-182. 

Beatty, S. E., Kahle, L. R., & Homer, P. (1991). Personal values and gift-giving behaviors: A 

study across cultures. Journal of Business Research, 22(2), 149-157. 

Belk, R. W. (1975). Situational variables and consumer behavior. Journal of Consumer Research, 

2(3), 157-164. 

Belk, R. W. (1976). It's the thought that counts: A signed digraph analysis of gift-giving. Journal 

of Consumer Research, 3(3), 155-162. 

Belk, R. W. (1979). Gift-Giving Behavior. Research in Marketing, Volume 2, ed. Jagdish Sheth, 

Greenwich, CT: JAI Press, 95-126. 

Belk, R. W. (1982). Effects of gift-giving involvement on gift selection strategies. ACR North 

American Advances. 

Belk, R. W. (1984). Cultural and historical differences in concepts of self and their effects on 

attitudes toward having and giving. ACR North American Advances. 

Belk, R. W. & Coon, G. S. (1993). Gift giving as agapic love: An alternative to the exchange 

paradigm based on dating experiences. Journal of Consumer Research, 20(3), 393-417. 

Berthon, P., Pitt, L., Parent, M., & Berthon, J.-P. (2009). Aesthetics and Ephemerality: 

Observing and Preserving the Luxury Brand. California Management Review 52, 45–66.  

Beverland, M. (2004). Uncovering “theories-in-use”: building luxury wine brands. European 

Journal of Marketing 38, 446–466.  

Bloch, P. H., & Richins, M. L. (1983). A theoretical model for the study of product importance 

perceptions. The Journal of Marketing, 69-81. 

Clarke, K. & Belk, R.W. (1979). "The Effects of Product Involvement and Task Definition on 

Anticipated Consumer Effort". NA - Advances in Consumer Research, 6, 313-318  

Cosmides, L. & Tooby, J. (1992). Cognitive adaptations for social exchange. The adapted mind: 

Evolutionary psychology and the generation of culture, 163, 163-228. 

Dholakia, U. M. (2001). A motivational process model of product involvement and consumer 

risk perception.  35(11/12), 1340-1362. 



11 
 

Dubois, B. & Duquesne, P. (1993). The Market for Luxury Goods: Income versus Culture. 

European Journal of Marketing 27, 35–44.  

Dubois, B. & Laurent, G. (1996). The functions of luxury: A situational approach to 

excursionism. ACR North American Advances. 

Ertimur, B. & Sandikci, O. (2005)."Giving Gold Jewelry and Coins As Gifts: the Interplay of 

Utilitarianism and Symbolism", in NA - Advances in Consumer Research, 32, 322-327. 

Fauconberg, A., Berthon, P., & Berthon, J. P. (2017). Rethinking the marketing of World 

Heritage Sites: Giving the past a sustainable future. Journal of Public Affairs, 17. 

Galak, J. & Givi, J. (2015). When Gift-Giving Is Selfish: A Motivation to Be Unique. 

Goodwin, C.; Smith, K. L., & Spiggle, S. (1990). Gift Giving: Consumer Motivation and the Gift 

Purchase Process. NA - Advances in Consumer Research, 17, 690-698. 

Gouldner, A. W. (1960). The norm of reciprocity: A preliminary statement. American 

sociological review, 161-178. 

Green, T., Tinson, J., & Peloza, J. (2016). Giving the gift of goodness: an exploration of socially 

responsible gift-giving. Journal of Business Ethics, 134(1), 29-44. 

Griswold, C.L. (2010). Platonic Writings/Platonic Readings. Penn State Press. 

Griskevicius, V., Tybur, J.M., Sundie, J.M., Cialdini, R.B., Miller, G.F., & Kenrick, D.T. (2007). 

Blatant Benevolence and Conspicuous Consumption: When Romantic Motives Elicit Strategic 

Costly Signals. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 93 (1), 85–102. 

Gronhaug, K. (1972). Buying situation and buyer's information behavior. European Marketing 

Research Review, 7(7), 33-48. 

Halzack, S. (2015). Why Louis Vuitton, Gucci and Prada are in trouble. The Washington Post, 

June 16, 2015, https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/louis-vuitton-and-guccis-

nightmares-come-true-wealthy-shoppers-dont-want-flashy-logosanymore/2015/06/15/ e521733c-

fd97-11e4-833c-a2de05b6b2a4_story.html?utm_term=.d824fcac6ee5, accessed September 17, 

2017 

Hirsch, F. (1976). The Social Limits to Growth. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Homans, G. C. (1958). Social behavior as exchange. American journal of sociology, 63(6), 597-

606. 

Howard, J. A. S., & Jagdish, N. (1969). The theory of buyer behavior (No. 658.834 H6).  

Kant, I. (2013). The Critique of Judgment. Start Publishing LLC. 

Kapferer, J. N. (1997). Managing luxury brands. Journal of Brand Management, 4(4), 251-259.  

Keller, K.L. (2003). Brand Synthesis: The Multidimensionality of Brand Knowledge. Journal of 

Consumer Research 29, 595–600.  

Kemp, S. (1998). Perceiving luxury and necessity. Journal of Economic Psychology 19, 591–

606.  

Laurent, G., & Kapferer, J. N. (1985). Measuring consumer involvement profiles. Journal of 

Marketing Research, 41-53.  

Leeds, R. (1963). Altruism and the norm of giving. Merrill-Palmer Quarterly of Behavior and 

Development, 9(3), 229-240. 

Levi-Strauss, C. (1965). The principle of reciprocity. Sociological theory, 371. 

McEntegart, J. (2010): World's Most Expensive TV Costs $2,250,000. Bling. Bling. Tom’s 

guide, accessed September 9, 2017, https://www.tomsguide.com/us/Stuart-Hughes-PrestigeHD-

Supreme-Rose,news-6132.html 

Mitchell, A.A. (1979). Involvement: a Potentially Important Mediator of Consumer Behavior. 

NA - Advances in Consumer Research, 06, 191-196. 

https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/louis-vuitton-and-guccis-nightmares-come-true-wealthy-shoppers-dont-want-flashy-logosanymore/2015/06/15/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/economy/louis-vuitton-and-guccis-nightmares-come-true-wealthy-shoppers-dont-want-flashy-logosanymore/2015/06/15/


12 
 

Nelissen, R. M. & Meijers, M. H. (2011). Social benefits of luxury brands as costly signals of 

wealth and status. Evolution and Human Behavior, 32(5), 343-355. 

Nitta, F. (1992). Shopping for souvenirs in Hawaii. In J. Tobin (Ed.), Re-made in Japan (pp. 204-

215) New Haven: Yale University Press. 

Reyneke, M., Berthon, P.R., Pitt, L.F., & Parent, M. (2011). Luxury wine brands as gifts: 

ontological and aesthetic perspectives. International Journal of Wine Business Research 23, 258–

270.  

Rothschild, M. L. (1977). Advertising strategies for high and low involvement situations. 

Graduate School of Business, University of Wisconsin-Madison.  

Schwartz, B. (1967). The social psychology of the gift. American Journal of Sociology, 73(1), 1-

11. 

Sherry Jr, J. F. (1983). Gift giving in anthropological perspective. Journal of consumer research, 

10(2), 157-168. 

Sherry, J. F., McGrath, M. A., & Levy, S. J. (1993). The dark side of the gift. Journal of Business 

Research, 28(3), 225-244. 

Steidlmeier, P. (1999). Gift giving, bribery and corruption: Ethical management of business 

relationships in China. Journal of Business Ethics, 20(2), 121-132. 

Swithinbank, R. (2014): Breitling chooses to do its own thing with quartz, accessed September 9, 

2017.https://www.ft.com/content/9105e63c-498a-11e4-8d68-00144feab7de,  

Unger, B. (2014). Exclusively for everybody. The Economist 413, 3–5. 

Wagner, J., Ettenson, R. & Verrier, S. (1990). The effect of donor-recipient involvement on 

consumer gift decisions. NA - Advances in Consumer Research, 17, 683-689. 

Wang, Y. & Griskevicius, V. (2013). Conspicuous consumption, relationships, and rivals: 

Women's luxury products as signals to other women. Journal of Consumer Research, 40(5), 834-

854. 

Wolf, H. L. & Morrish, S. C. (2016). This is my perfect match! Understanding Luxury Wine 

Consumption. 9th Academy of Wine Business Research Conference Proceedings, 466-474. 

Wolfinbarger, M.- F. (1990) ,"Motivations and Symbolism in Gift-Giving Behavior", in NA - 

Advances in Consumer Research, 17, 699-706. 

Wong, N. Y. & Ahuvia, A.C. (1998). Personal taste and family face: Luxury consumption in 

Confucian and Western societies. Psychology & Marketing, 15(5), 423-441. 

www.dictionary.com, http://www.dictionary.com/browse/luxuries, accessed August 17, 2017 

Zaichkowsky, J. L. (1985). Measuring the involvement construct. Journal of Consumer 

Research, 12(3), 341-352.  

Zangwill, N. (2001). The Metaphysics of Beauty. Cornell University Press. 

https://www.ft.com/content/9105e63c-498a-11e4-8d68-00144feab7de
http://www.dictionary.com/
http://www.dictionary.com/browse/luxuries

