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Abstract

Gifts are the bond of interpersonal communication, but because of the role of
the recipients, the asymmetry of gift evaluation is caused. This assessment of
asymmetry is manifested by the huge difference between the gift chosen by
the gift giver and the gift that the recipient expects, whether the gift giver
knows, understands or is intimate with the recipient. Researchers believe that
the factors that lead to this phenomenon are the self-centeredness of the gift
giver, the over-predicted preference of the recipient, the interaction cau-
tiousness of the two sides, the difference in the dimensions of the evaluation
gifts, and so on. Some studies have also found that the process is also affected
by the nature of the gift itself, environmental factors, and boundary factors
such as relationship and experience. Finally, the article gives the enlighten-
ment of commodity marketing to the two different roles of gift givers and re-
cipients, and points out the future research direction.
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1. Introduction

The Gift-Giving phenomenon has a long history and is still widely concerned by
Researchers. Gifts have multiple values (such as economic, social, emotional,
and symbolic values) and account for a large share of consumers’ daily expenses,
for example, Americans spend about $130 billion a year to prepare gifts for oth-
ers (Unity Marketing, 2015). Gifts can be used to strengthen the social connec-
tion between the Giver and the Recipients (Giesler, 2006), and to establish and
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maintain social order (Ward & Broniarczyk, 2011). Sometimes gifts involve both
parties” expectations of equality (Gouldner, 1960) and sometimes the emotional
expression of giftless selfless care (Belk, 1979; Belk & Coon, 1993). However, re-
gardless of the specific form of the gift, the gift is given to form a deep social
connection between people. In real life, because of the limitations of the role,
there is a huge difference between the gift chosen by the gift giver and the gift
expected by the recipient. Moreover, in order to improve this social connection,
gift givers tend to choose gifts that are most satisfying to the recipient or that
best highlight the uniqueness of the recipient (Belk, 1996; Cheal, 1988; Otnes,
Lowrey, & Kim, 1994).

However, it is undeniable that gift giving is a major challenge in the lives of
consumers. Excluding the conditional constraints encountered in the process of
finding a gift, identifying the perfect gift from among many types of gifts is a test
in itself. Scholar Belk (1977) believes that a key feature of a perfect gift is that
both the gift and the recipient are unique and special. Extending Belk’s under-
standing, Ruth et al. (1999) pointed out another characteristic of a perfect gift: it
must be suitable for the relationship between the gift and the recipient. There are
also studies that suggest that gifts need to be related to the recipient’s personal
preferences and tastes (Gino & Flynn, 2011), or that gifts need to be used to re-
mind the recipient of a particular life event and the relationship between the two
parties (Belk, 1991). These are local features of the perfect gift considered from
the personal point of view of the recipient. But the results are disappointing to
the gift givers, because such research also finds that not all the spending on gift
giving is equally beneficial, and the gifts that consumers buy are often less ap-
preciated by the recipients than they hope (Flynn & Adams, 2009), and in pro-
moting the happiness of the recipients (Goodman & Lim, 2015) and promoting
the relationship between the two parties is not as effective as expected (Chan &
Mogilner, 2017).

Why can’t the gift give emotional resonance between the giver and the reci-
pient as expected by the consumer? Current research highlights the differences
between gift givers and recipients in the assessment of gifts. For example, con-
sumers have self-centered bias in gift giving, and insufficient judgment on the
preferences of the recipients indicates that consumers have not or can’t change
empathy when making judgments or making decisions (Epley, Keysar, Van Bo-
ven, & Gilovich, 2004; Epley, Morewedge, & Keysar, 2004). In addition, even if
the gift giver has a wide range of gift giving experience, it is still difficult for
consumers to predict the level of appreciation of the recipient. Therefore, this
study hopes to answer the following three questions based on the roles of the gift
giver and the recipient: 1) What are the inconsistencies in the understanding of
the “perfect gift” and what are the difference of asymmetry preferences in gift
evaluation? 2) What is the psychological mechanism of this asymmetry? 3) Is
there any other boundary influencing factor in this asymmetry? And, on this ba-

sis, this paper gives the characteristics, consequences, psychological mechanism

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2019.104035

540 Psychology


https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2019.104035

L. P.Li, A. M. Li

and its influencing factors to evaluate the asymmetry of preference. Finally, it

puts forward some marketing suggestions and future research directions.

2. The Concept Definition and Type of Evaluation Preference
Asymmetry

2.1. Evaluating the Concept of Preference Asymmetry

Researchers have long noticed the asymmetry between gift givers and recipients
in gift evaluation and appreciation (Adams, Flynn, & Norton, 2012; Teigen, Ol-
sen, & Solas, 2005). Assessing the preference asymmetry means that due to the
different roles of the gift giver and the recipient, the evaluation and appreciation
of the gift are different, and even the opposite is true (Baskin, Wakslak, & Trope,
2014). First, in the early stage of the gift selection, Flynn and Adams (2009)
found that the gift giver pays more attention to the cost of the gift than the reci-
pient, which makes it easier for the gift giver to choose the gift with the wrong
standard. (such as money) to measure the value of the gift, the result is difficult
to get positive feedback from the recipient; for example, the gift giver is more
concerned with the gift and the recipient’s preference than the recipient, so that
the gift meets the recipient’s peripheral preferences It looks more attractive than
a gift with high emotional value (Givi & Galak, 2017). Secondly, in the later
evaluation stage of the gift, the gift giver tends to overestimate the extent to
which the recipient experiences the gift emotion (Ross, Greene, & House, 1977),
and pays too much attention to his attitude towards the gift when predicting
how the recipient will evaluate the gift. Or experience (Epley, Savitsky, & Gilo-
vich, 2002; Savitsky, Epley, & Gilovich, 2001). These studies reveal the asymme-
try of appreciation for both gifts, and in specific experiments, scholars study the
asymmetry of evaluation preferences according to the different types of rela-

tionships and the different attributes of gifts.

2.2. Assessing the Type of Preference Asymmetry

It is very difficult to choose gifts that make the recipients like, reasonably priced,
and can promote the relationship between the two parties. Therefore, the gift
giver must consider the distance between the two parties and the understanding
of the preferences of the recipients. Representing the depth of understanding of
the recipient’s preferences, but the two tend to have strong consistency) in order
to make trade-offs between the different or relative attributes of the gift. First,
when a consumer chooses a gift for a recipient who has an unknown preference,
the trade-off is whether the gift 1) is expensive; 2) whether it is a carrier or an
experience carrier; 3) More feasible or more representative of the meaning and
so on. Secondly, the trade-offs that consumers need to make when choosing gifts
for the generally-received recipients are: whether the gift 1) is consistent with the
gift giver’s characteristics or with the recipient’s characteristics; 2) is to express
the emotions The main is still in line with the preferences of the recipients; 3) is

to put the symbolism in the first place or the hedonity in the first place and so
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on. Even in the case of familiarity with the recipient’s core preferences, there is a
need to make other trade-offs, that is, whether the gift 1) reflects the uniqueness
of the recipient or the homogeneity with others, and 2) whether it is The ritual
has been clearly listed; 3) highlighting the emotional value or cognitive value and
so on. In short, gift givers must make trade-offs based on existing information
and resources. The following highlights the three sides of the gift giver’s prefe-
rence for understanding, understanding and familiarity, the two sides in the
evaluation of gift attributes in the evaluation of asymmetry.

1) Is it an expensive gift?

In the early gift giving, the greater the economic value of the gift, the better, is
a common concern for consumers. In the past, gift givers generally believed that
it is worthwhile to spend more on the recipient in order to get emotional re-
wards (Dunn, Aknin & Norton, 2008; Dunn, Aknin, & Norton, 2014). Money
can represent the gift giver’s careful reflection on the gift and convey to the reci-
pient. The thoughtfulness and care of the recipients enhances the appreciation
experience of the recipient. At the same time, they will feel more useful and ge-
nerous, and can prove their economic independence (Segev et al., 2012).

However, the recipients expressed appreciation that the experience would not
be affected by the amount of money invested (Zhang & Epley, 2012). The
amount of money does not represent the depth of emotions, nor can it replace
the emotional input. Gift givers should buy truly thoughtful, considerate gifts,
not more expensive gifts. As a result, expensive and inexpensive gifts are simi-
larly appreciated (Flynn & Adams, 2009). In addition, the monetary value of the
gift perceived by the recipient is often lower than the actual cost of the gift. This
shows that as a gift giver, it is difficult to fully consider the needs of the reci-
pients, thereby increasing the economic losses caused by wrong judgments.

2) Material gifts and experiential gifts.

In addition to the price factor of the gift, the carrier of the gift is also an im-
portant attribute that affects the gift evaluation preferences. The current com-
mon classifications of carriers are: material gifts and experiential gifts. The for-
mer refers to items (ornaments or souvenirs) that can be owned by the recipient;
the latter is an event that can be experienced by the recipient (concert tickets or
photography lessons). Studies have shown that consumers are more inclined to
provide material gifts than experiential gifts (Chan & Mogilner, 2017). In a sur-
vey of gift givers by Chan & Mogilner (2017), 78% reported that the gifts they
sent recently were material.

However, late feedback from the recipients found that material gifts are not as
effective as experiential gifts in improving the happiness of the recipients and
promoting the relationship between the two (Van Boven & Gilovich, 2003). Spe-
cifically, experiential gifts can stimulate a variety of emotions (Bhattacharjee &
Mogilner, 2014; Chan et al., 2014; Mogilner, Kamvar, & Aake, 2010). Compared
with material gifts, the recipients can have higher satisfaction (Carter & Gilo-
vich, 2010) and less regrets (Rosenzweig & Gilovich, 2012). On the other hand, it
also benefits those who have a tendency to control themselves (Gilovich, Kumar,
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& Jampol, 2015). Sharing with others (Caprariello & Reis, 2013), strengthening
self-awareness (Carter & Gilovich, 2012), and embodying their own uniqueness
(Rosenzweig & Gilovich, 2012), the most important point is that experiential
gifts do not happen with other Negative emotions brought about by compari-
sons (Carter & Gilovich, 2010). This shows that there is a difference in the feel-
ings of both parties, and the gift giver ignores the experiential gift choice that
can greatly enhance the happiness of the recipient.

3) Feasible gifts and desirable gifts.

In addition to the above two points, the gift giver needs to choose between the
gift and the ideal or reality. Among them, a desirable gift refers to a gift that is
very attractive, and a viable gift refers to a gift that is very convenient or easy to
use. The comparison of these two gifts comes from the difference in the study of
consumers making decisions for themselves and for others. When making deci-
sions, people tend to think more about others (choose a more preferred vacation
plan) and pay more attention to their own viability (choose a more preferred
vacation plan) (Lu, Xie, & Xu, 2013; Xu & Xie, 2011). Similarly, in gift giving, the
gift giver has a more psychological preference for the gift (none is not a direct
user of the gift), resulting in a more preferred gift (Baskin & Wakslak, 2017).

However, this trade-off does not meet the preferences of the recipient. For
example, a gift giver needs to choose between two Italian restaurant vouchers
with the same denomination. One of the restaurants may have a slightly better
food but a farther distance. The other restaurant has a good food but a closer
distance. The lover prefers the latter to the gifter (Baskin & Wakslak, 2017). Be-
cause the gift has a strong function—perceived utility—is an additional criterion
for the recipient to assess the value of the gift (Larsen & Watson, 2010), which is
also a key indicator of feasibility. Feasible gifts can not only stimulate the posi-
tive emotions of the recipients, but also have higher satisfaction. This shows that
the difference in perspective between the two can easily lead the gift giver to
choose the “invisible” gift, and even cause the recipient to experience the idle
and negative reception of the received gift.

The above summarizes the trade-offs faced by gift givers in choosing gifts for
those who prefer to be unknown. It can be found that the price factor, the carrier
of the gift and the attributes of the gift may trigger the asymmetry of the evalua-
tion of the two parties’ preferences, which leads to the adverse consequences of
the gift. But this kind of risk is not only happening at an early stage. In the case
of a preliminary understanding or even familiarity with the recipient, the case of
giving a gift is still happening.

4) Gifts with high emotional value and matching gifts with peripheral prefe-
rences.

In the absence of a deep understanding of the recipients, the relationship be-
tween the two parties is likely to be in the stage of initial establishment and
needs to be further deepened. At this point, the gift giver often grasps the peri-
pheral preferences of the recipient (for example: preferred photos or stores, etc.,

different from core preferences, such as: favorite idols or most desirable cities,
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etc.), and will also show High-intensity motivation for emotions. But studies
have shown that gifts with high emotional value often do not meet the personal
preferences of the recipient, and the two are often negatively correlated (Yang &
Galak, 2015). Therefore, the gift giver still needs to choose between a gift of high
emotional value and a gift that matches the peripheral preferences of the reci-
pient. Among them, gifts of high emotional value (such as handicrafts or souve-
nirs) can be used to remind special events and important others in life (Belk,
1991), and also provide long-term happiness for the recipients. Further research
has shown that gift givers prefer to present the former (Givi & Galak, 2017) than
the recipients in the face of gifts and high-value gifts that meet the recipient’s
peripheral preferences.

The reason is that the gift giver believes that as long as the gift that meets the
preferences of the recipient is sure to be liked, it is not sure how much the other
person likes. In contrast, the recipient’s attitude toward a gift of high emotional
value is good or bad, and the gift giver is completely uncertain. This strong fear
of uncertainty led to the abandonment of gifts of high emotional value. Con-
versely, the recipients believe that gifts of high emotional value are more attrac-
tive than gifts that only fit their own peripheral preferences, and that such gifts
are more effective in terms of enhancing relationships or improving happiness
(Givi & Galak, 2017). This shows that consistent with the preferences of the re-
cipients, sometimes gives us the wrong selection criteria and brings a negative
experience to the interaction between the two parties.

5) A gift that is consistent with the gift giver and a gift that is consistent with
the recipient.

Without a deep understanding of the recipients, there is still a need to further
strengthen trust and promote goodwill between the two parties. The gift giver
also needs to consider giving a gift that is more consistent with oneself or a gift
that is more consistent with the recipient. While it is important for gift givers to
recognize the social relationship with the recipient, it is important to recognize
the importance of the recipient’s preferences and aspirations (Flynn & Adams,
2009). Therefore, giving gifts that reflect the characteristics of the recipient
should be the most beneficial, but this is not easy at the beginning of the interac-
tion, and the gift giver is not good at making predictions of preferences, so that
there is a prediction bias, and if the prediction is wrong, some Gifts that strongly
disregard the identity of the recipient or preferences can weaken the social bond
between them and undermine the quality of the relationship between the two
parties (Ruth et al., 1999).

Conversely, giving a gift-centered gift is not only relatively easy, but is more
likely to give the recipient a good impression. Studies have shown that giving
gifts that reflect the true self of the gift giver is actually beneficial to the relation-
ship between the giver and the recipient (Aknin & Human, 2015), which can
make the recipient more happier and more appreciated (Tamir & Mitchell, 2012;
Paolacci et al.,, 2015), it is also possible to rebuild and protect the identity of the
gift giver (Klein et al., 2015; Segev et al., 2012). The reason is that such a gift not
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only reflects the value of the gift giver’s self-exposed behavior, but also reflects
the identity of the gift giver, thus enhancing interpersonal trust and goodwill.
This suggests that a gift that is consistent with the characteristics of the giver
may be a social resource that the consumer has not fully utilized.

6) New charity gifts and traditional general gifts.

In the absence of a deep understanding of the recipient, the gift giver will also
carefully consider the symbolic value of the gift. Because the symbolic nature of
the gift embodies the impression of the identity or quality of the giver in the re-
cipient’s consciousness. A symbolic gift, such as a charitable donation, will help
reflect the good identity of the giver, compared to the pleasant personal expe-
rience that the traditional general gift brings to the recipient. Moreover, when
selecting such a gift, the gift giver expects to help the third party in the name of
the recipient, giving the recipient a sense of satisfaction and happiness after the
act of altruism. This intangible gift, with a transparent spending record, is be-
coming more popular in Western countries (Maciejewsky, 2008).

However, studies have shown that gift givers are more concerned with the
symbolic meaning of charitable donations than recipients, and are more willing
to believe the indirect psychological benefits of such gifts to the recipients, mi-
srepresenting the recipients’ gifts for charitable donations. Appreciation. And
the nature of their mispredictions is closely related to the nature of the relation-
ship between the two parties. The less familiar the long-distance recipients, the
more serious the biases of the gift givers (Cavanaugh, Gino, & Fitzsimons, 2015),
but for intimate people. Gift givers will be more willing to choose traditional
gifts, because such gifts will make the recipients happier (Dunn, Aknin, & Nor-
ton, 2014). However, whether they are long-distance or close-up recipients, they
are more concerned with the gift’s enjoyment experience and the type of gift ex-
change, and less concerned with what the gift wants to express. Moreover, the
recipients tend to think that charitable donations are more representative of the
giver than the gift giver’s commitment to the relationship, resulting in a loss of
perceived commitment (Dunn, Aknin, & Norton, 2014).

From the above discussion, it is found that gift givers are more prone to pre-
diction bias when they do not know or generally understand the recipient. In
order to avoid the above common traps of gift giving because of the ignorance of
the recipient’s preferences, some researchers want to explore whether the prefe-
rences of the recipients can be clearly informed to prevent the above deviation
behavior, but the results show that the gift givers still face Give a mistake, but the
type is slightly different.

7) Requested gifts and unsolicited gifts.

In the case of a deep understanding of the recipient, the gift giver needs to
continue to strengthen the benign relationship between the two parties. This also
means that the gift giver still needs to give gifts to the recipients on special occa-
sions such as weddings. A series of studies have found that even if the recipient
clearly indicates his or her needs and preferences by means of a gift list or a web-

site publicity, the above assessment of asymmetry may not be eliminated (Gino
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& Flynn, 2011; Ward & Broniarczyk, 2011). Although the gift givers’ intentions
are good, they lack the social significance of how the recipients interpret the
gifts. Specifically, in a gift, the gift giver may not pay close attention to the list of
gifts directly listed by the recipient. Gift givers believe that gifts that are not on
the list are more considerate and more powerful signals of relationship value
(Gino & Flynn, 2011). Unexpected gifts are more likely to trigger more intense
surprises, which in turn lead to greater happiness and appreciation (Ward &
Broniarczyk, 2011). So they will try to identify a gift that seems to be appropriate
and buy an unclaimed gift. It seems that such a gift can express the sincere atten-
tion to the recipient and make the gift more personalized and meticulous.

Contrary to this, the recipients are more willing to accept the cash or gifts they
explicitly request (Gino & Flynn, 2011; Ward & Broniarczyk, 2016); if the giver
prepares the gift exactly as the giftor asks, instead of trying to “Thoughtful and
thoughtful” is the origin of the gifts they don’t explicitly ask for (Gino & Flynn,
2011), and the recipients will be happier; other studies also show that what really
makes the recipient happy is the explicit request rather than the gift list. Gifts in-
side (Bradford & Sherry Jr., 2013; Ward & Broniarczyk, 2011). Because the reci-
pient prefers to choose a gift from a set of expected items compared to a
non-designated alternative to the gift, the recipient will be frustrated when the
giver does not pay attention to the clear advice he has given.

8) A unique gift and a gift of the same preference.

In addition, the gift giver needs to decide how to prepare a suitable gift for
different recipients at an adjacent time. Studies have shown that gift givers tend
to focus too much on what they already know when choosing gifts for the reci-
pient, trying to convey their thoughtfulness to the recipient (Steffel & Le Boeuf,
2013) and showing self-centered prejudice (Epley et al., 2004). In addition, re-
search shows that when a gift giver chooses gifts for multiple recipients at the
same time, it may not consider each gift the favorite gift, but sort the recipient’s
preferences and finally determine a certain A favorite gift of a recipient relative
to others (Zhang & Epley, 2012). The giver tries to prove that he has been
thoughtful and understands the uniqueness of each recipient and gives each re-
cipient a different gift, which is likely to lead to “over-consumption”.

At the same time, because the gift giver chooses an over-personalized gift ra-
ther than a gift based on the recipient’s core preferences, the recipient often does
not like such a gift (Zhang & Epley, 2012), and Such a gift is very disappointing.
However, this kind of erroneous situation can be alleviated by the alienation re-
lationship. For example, in order to reduce the probability of making mistakes
and to make the recipients appreciate, the alienated friends are more willing to
give gifts that are definitely popular than the close friends. Choosing a gift that is
more certain and consistent with the recipient’s preferences may result in a more
satisfying recipient (Zhang & Epley, 2012).

9) Gifts of short-term emotional value and gifts of long-term rational value.

In the case of a deep understanding of the recipient, facing a special holiday
(such as Valentine’s Day or Christmas), the two sides still face a compromise
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between the emotional and cognitive attributes of the product. This is because
emotions and cognition tend to process information in different ways and pro-
duce different assessments. The emotional attributes cause direct and transient
emotional responses, while cognitive attributes tend to produce long-term and
stable cognitive assessments. Studies have shown that positive emotions (e.g,
love, pride, gratitude, etc.) have a positive impact on gift giving, encourage gift
exchange (de Hooge, 2014), and hope that the other side will report positive
emotional feedback. The gift giver will pay more attention to the direct emotion-
al response of the recipient, for example, to see the other person’s happy smile.
Therefore, gift givers like to present a beautifully wrapped gift (Sherry Jr., 1983),
giving a gift (Yang & Urminsky, 2015) that agrees (a bunch of blooming roses or
a gift card that can be redeemed immediately), and expects both to take Come to
higher emotional feedback.

In contrast, the value-seekers prefer to have a balance between emotion and
reason (a bouquet of roses that can be enjoyed for a longer period of time, or a
delayed gift card with a higher value). There by achieving higher overall benefits
and long-term satisfaction (Yang & Urminsky, 2015). And, it should not be
overlooked that because of the pressure brought by social norms—not express-
ing appreciation for gifts will be seen as lack of gratitude, and may even directly
damage the relationship between the two parties (Roster, 2010), leading to the
real emotions of the recipients, It is likely to be hidden. Even the recipient may
distort or convey the opposite inner feeling (Sherry Jr., 1983). This suggests that
relying on the smile signal given by the other party to select a gift with high
emotional value may lead to the failure of gift selection.

It can be seen from the above studies that at any stage of the development of
the relationship between the two parties, there may be inconsistencies in the
evaluation preferences, which is a self-centered selection perspective of the gift
giver without knowing the preferences of the recipient; understanding the peri-
pheral preferences of the recipient At the time, over-predicting the preferences
of the recipients or interacting with caution, and when the preferences of the re-
cipients are known, the differences in the dimensions of the gifts evaluated by
the two parties are closely related. Below, this article will focus on the psycho-

logical mechanisms that assess the bias of preferences at different stages.

3. The Psychological Mechanism of Impact Assessment
Asymmetry

3.1. Self-Centered Tendency

Gift givers and recipients assess the asymmetry of preferences may be because
consumers tend to be self-centered when making choices for others, but they of-
ten don’t realize that their views differ from the recipients. Just as gift givers
emphasize the value of time and money invested in choosing gifts, perceived
costs are obvious to them, but there is no difference to the recipient (Flynn &
Adams, 2009; Zhang & Epley, 2012). When evaluating potential gifts, the gift
giver may emphasize the different characteristics (uniqueness) of the gift or se-
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lection process than the recipient (Flynn & Adams, 2009; Gino & Flynn, 2011;
Steffel & Le Boeuf, 2013). At the same time, consumers tend to over-emphasize
their own opinions when predicting how others evaluate their behavior (Epley,
Savitsky, & Gilovich, 2002; Savitsky, Epley, & Gilovich, 2001) and overestimate
the recipients’ shared views. The degree (Nickerson, 1999; Van Boven, Dunning,
& Loewenstein, 2000) and the degree of understanding of themselves (Gilovich,
Savitsky, & Medvec, 1998; Gilovich, Medvec, & Savitsky, 2000). And, if the giver
believes that his thought process will be reflected in the recipient’s evaluation
(Zhang & Epley, 2012), they are more likely to pay attention to the symbolic
meaning of the gift, and more likely to leave their own when choosing a gift.

Ideas and imprints.

3.2. Interpersonal Interaction Caution

The nature of the asymmetry of the assessment preferences of the gift giver and
the recipient may also be related to the cautious interaction between the two —
the dislike of the debt experience and the fear of uncertainty about the prefe-
rences. First of all, too much pursuit of economic value will lead to an imbalance
in the relationship between the two sides. In the gift, not any kind of value can
produce satisfaction. For example, in business situations, perceiving personal
value reduces the recipient’s return intentions, and in personal situations,
over-utilitarian opportunities reduce the recipient’s return intentions (Antén,
Camarero, & Gil, 2014). Second, Givi & Galak (2017) point out that when
choosing between a gift of surface attributes and a gift of emotional value that
matches the preferences of the recipient, the gift giver prefers to choose the for-
mer, and the recipient More willing to accept the latter. This asymmetry seems
to be because the gift giver is more affirmed by the recipient’s preference for the
gift that matches the recipient’s preference, and whether the emotionally rich gift
is more skeptical for the recipient’s heart. Finally, in the gift selection that is
consistent with the characteristics of the gift, the gift giver is worried that the gift
with the core of the gift does not match the taste of the recipient and gives up the
choice, but the recipient feels that the gift with the gifter is in the early stage of
the interaction. Helps to enhance interpersonal trust and affection (Aknin &
Human, 2015). Therefore, the interpretation and maintenance of the relation-
ship between the gift and the recipient are easily affected by the cautious atti-
tude.

3.3. Over-Predicting Other People’s Preferences

Conversely, focusing on the other side rather than on the self may also be an
important factor in assessing the asymmetry of preferences. Because the reci-
pient-centered tendency may actually increase rather than reduce the self-other
differences in the decision-making process, leading to the donor’s misinterpreta-
tion of the recipient’s wishes and making predictions about the recipient’s pre-
ferences and reactions. Errors (Flynn & Lake, 2008; Kenny & Acitelli, 2001; Le-

rouge & Warlop, 2006). For example, gifts often choose luxury or expensive

DOI: 10.4236/psych.2019.104035

548 Psychology


https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2019.104035

L. P.Li, A. M. Li

products, erroneously linking economic value to the appreciation of the reci-
pient (Flynn & Adams, 2009). This over-concern with the experience of predict-
ing the reaction of others or trying to read the idea of the recipient (Epley, Mo-
rewedge, & Keysar, 2004) may lead the giver to form an abstract psychological
representation of the recipient (Baskin et al., 2014). In turn, the individual pre-
ferences of the recipients are overestimated (Lerouge & Warlop, 2006), and pre-
diction failures occur (Epley, Keysar, Van Boven, & Gilovich, 2004; Epley, Mo-
rewedge, & Keysar, 2004). For example, in order to highlight the special features
of each of the recipients, prepare an over-personalized gift—select the “appro-
priate gift” that you think can distinguish the recipient from others clearly, hig-
hlighting one’s own Be considerate; or choose a gift that is not requested by the

recipient to indicate the meticulousness and thoughtfulness of the selection.

3.4. Value Assessment Bias

The asymmetry of the gift giver and the recipient to assess the preference may
also result from the way the gift giver and the recipient receive a measure of the
value of the gift. The recipient is the real consumer of the gift. When evaluating
the value of the gift, the psychological distance from the gift is closer, and the
psychological distance from the gift giver is farther; the gift giver is the purchaser
of the gift, and the psychological distance from the gift is far from the evaluation
of the gift. And the psychological distance from the recipient is closer. Therefore,
the mismatch of this psychological distance determines the value of the gift. For
example, if you buy a gift that is too expensive, it will have a rebate burden on
the recipient of the general relationship. If you buy a gift with a lower price, the
recipient may also react adversely. Moreover, the recipients have misinterpreted
the gifts that are too personal. Similarly, juxtaposing multiple recipients may
highlight the differentiating characteristics of each of the recipients’ preferences,
making certain gifts temporarily appear more appropriate than their isolated
looks, thereby distorting their perception of the best gift. Gifts, whether expen-
sive, cheap, or personalized, should be considerate and focused on the individual
needs, trait preferences, and personal values of the recipient, and match the core
characteristics of the recipient or giver, rather than the price of the gift.

As can be seen from the above discussion, during the gift giving, the gift giver
lacks the preference information of the recipient (Belk, 1977), the misplacement
of the relationship between the two parties (Caplow, 1982), the neglect of the
preference (Gino & Flynn, 2011) and the differential interpretation of gifts
(Baskin et al., 2014) may lead to asymmetry in the assessment of preferences in
the above gifts. The current research is mainly divided into two aspects of per-
sonal and interpersonal influence to explore this asymmetry. The first branch
tests the recipient’s response to the gift, focusing on identifying which gifts
would make the recipient more like and appreciated (Flynn & Adams, 2009; Gi-
no & Flynn, 2011; Zhang & Epley, 2012), the second The branch focuses on
finding out which gifts can promote the relationship between the giver and the

recipient (Aknin & Human, 2015). For example, let the perceived closeness (Kok
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& Fredrickson, 2010; Kok et al., 2013) establish the tightness of the connection
(Hutcherson, Seppala, & Gross, 2008; Dibble, Levine, & Park, 2012). These re-
sults promote or hinder the development of relationships and are also affected

by the following boundary conditions.

4. The Boundary Conditions Affecting the Evaluation of
Asymmetry

4.1. The Role Will Affect the Asymmetry of Evaluation Preferences

1) The perceived cost of both parties” preferences. The cost of the gift giver
consists of three parts: currency, effort and time (Wooten, 2000). Among them,
the relationship between monetary value and the emotional expression of gifts is
not close. The sacrifice of effort and time illustrates the importance that the gift
giver pays to the recipient. Therefore, on the one hand, valuable gifts are more
likely to be perceived as expensive. On the other hand, the recipients prefer gifts
that require a lot of time and effort from the gift giver, and when the cost of the
gift is high, the economic value is Secondary (Gino & Flynn, 2011). This aspect
of sacrifice shows that the recipient recognizes the “psychological investment”
of the gift giver (Areni, Kiecker, & Palan, 1998), such as hand-made gifts or
gift-giving gifts.

2) Gift giver’s gift experience. The gift giver will spontaneously classify the re-
cipient as “easy” or “difficult” based on past experience. Among them, “easy” type
of recipients are often children or close friends, while “difficult” type of reci-
pients are often older or more distant relatives or friends (Otnes et al., 1994). In
addition, wealthy recipients—those who seem to have everything—are considered
to be unsatisfiable, making buying gifts a highly anxious and time-consuming
act (Wooten, 2000). The gift giver must adjust the gift selection strategy accord-
ing to the category of the recipient and the feedback from the previous gift, so
that the recipient feels affirmation of self (Belk & Coon, 1993). In addition, the
gift experience provides a reference for the behavior of the gift giver. For exam-
ple, in romantic relationships such as marriage, expressing love is only a func-
tion of gifts. In the later stages, gift giving may be an excellent choice for for-
giveness and avoidance of quarrels (Schiffman & Cohn, 2009).

3) The clarity of the recipient’s preferences. Gift givers may be more inclined
to consider the clearer’s clear advice in the case of being less familiar with the re-
cipient. In this case, the gift giver does not have confidence in the recipient’s
knowledge enough to consider another option that is not on the gift list. Also,
when the recipient asks for a particular gift, the difference in assessing the
asymmetry of the preference is reduced (i.e., the gift giver is more likely to pur-
chase the designated gift and receive the true feeling of the recipient). When the
recipient’s preferences are unclear, if the gift giver can choose a gift that accu-
rately reflects the recipient, the recipient-centered gift can promote positive rela-
tionship outcomes (Neff & Karney, 2005; Luo & Snider, 2010). However, once

the prediction is wrong, certain gifts that do not conform to the identity of the
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recipient or preferences may compromise the quality of the relationship between
the parties, weaken the social bonds between them, and even undermine the re-
lationship (Ruth et al., 1999).

4.2. The Nature of the Gift Will Affect the Asymmetry of
the Evaluation Preferences

The nature of the gift is the main determinant of the level of interpretation. For
example, consider buying a vacation for the distant future. In this case, both the
gift giver and the recipient can use the same abstraction to think about the dis-
tant future, so both may pay more attention to the desirability and eliminate the
asymmetric preferences we find in the research. Specifically, Gilbert and Wilson
(2000) describe asymmetry as a lack of coordination between what is desired and
what is actually happy. This misunderstanding may include things that don’t
actually make us feel happy as predicted, or things we want to avoid don’t ac-
tually make us feel bad as predicted. For example, due to the abstract mindset,
gift givers may underestimate the ability to use self-control when using potential
gifts (Fujita et al., 2006). An emotionally-based gift may actually benefit the reci-
pient more, especially if the recipient is often over-controlled and does not want

to enjoy a material gift of pleasure (Keinan & Kivetz, 2006).

4.3. Interpersonal Relationship Will Affect the Asymmetry of
Evaluation Preferences

The intimacy of relationships may influence gift selection (Ward & Broniarczyk,
2011). Researchers have suggested that when choosing gifts for intimate reci-
pients, the gift givers have greater ability and motivation to use the recipient’s
perspective because of their familiar preferences, and the gift giver will be more I
like to choose traditional emotional gifts, because such gifts will make the reci-
pients happier (Dunn, Aknin, & Norton, 2014), and will also strengthen the
psychological connection between the two sides (Pickett, Gardner, & Knowles,
2004). However, for people who are far away, the gift giver lacks a close social
and psychological connection, is not sure about the preferences of such reci-
pients, and is more likely to have their own ideas when choosing gifts. If the giv-
er believes that his thought process is reflected in the gift giver’s evaluation
(Zhang & Epley, 2012), they are likely to pay attention to the symbolic meaning
of the gift. Moreover, if there is a good impression and a thoughtful motivation,
the presenter may be more inclined to choose socially responsible gifts, but al-
so pay more attention to the value of such gifts. In addition, there are different
gift selections at different stages of the relationship. In the unfamiliar stage,
gift-centered gifts are more feasible, increasing self-exposure and identity ex-
pression and allowing the recipient to have a psychologically secure sense of
borders and increased trust; When the gift is consistent with the other party, the
recipient can appreciate the attention and intention of the gift giver, and there is
a sense of satisfaction that is understood, and it can enhance each other’s good-

will.
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4.4. Environmental Differences Will Affect the Asymmetry of
Evaluation Preferences

1) Occasion type. There are many occasions where you can give a gift. How-
ever, the types of values expressed on different occasions are different. For ex-
ample, a gift season such as Christmas or Valentine’s Day is a typical commer-
cial occasion (Rugimbana et al., 2003), and everyone expects to receive and give
back gifts (Gino & Flynn, 2011). At this time, the two parties used a uniform
exchange rule under this traditional exchange ceremony (Schiffman & Cohn,
2009), and the recipients paid back when they perceived the economic value of
the gift, while assessing or quantifying the relationship between the two parties.
In addition to commercial occasions, there are more personal events, such as
birthdays, anniversaries and other types of personal anniversaries. In this case,
the symbol and expression value of the gift have a greater significance for main-
taining the relationship between the two parties. If the recipient receives a very
personal gift in a commercial setting, it will make the recipient feel uncomforta-
ble about what kind of gift they should give back, and will also reduce the inten-
tion of return (Schiffman & Cohn, 2009). Another example is that money, from
grandparents to grandchildren’s appropriate gift—money, may be problematic
for romantic occasions; humorous gifts for bachelor parties may not be appro-
priate for Valentine’s Day.

2) Cultural factors. The ability of gifts to coordinate and enhance interperson-
al relationships is common in different cultures, as evidenced by the study of
collectivist cultures, such as Asians (Wong et al.,, 2012) and South American
countries. But there are also literatures that analyze the differences in gift giving
behavior between Western and Asian cultures (Joy, 2001). The purpose of gifts is
different in different cultures. In Asian culture, gift giving involves the exchange
of gifts designed to establish relationships and establish a norm of reciprocity,
which is “reciprocity”. Reciprocity in the family environment is discouraged. In
contrast, the situation of family and intimacy in Western culture will be more
reciprocal. Gifts are a way of expressing love, gratitude and friendship to family
and friends. It is worth mentioning that Asians are more inclined than North
Americans to attribute gifts to self-motivation (Shen, Wan, & Wyer, 2011). It
may be counterproductive to give a gift-centered gift repeatedly because it may
indicate Self-indulgence or narcissism. Gifts that match the characteristics of the
giver may exacerbate these attributions and ultimately result in a lower value for
the gift. Different cultures have different understandings of this. Values in the
West emphasize individualism, while values in the East emphasize consistency,
so gift givers may be more inclined to personalize gifts in the West than in East-
ern culture (Bond & Smith, 1996).

5. Practice Enlightenment

1) When buying gifts, reduce your reliance on price factors. The recipients do
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not pay special attention to the price of the gift when they evaluate the gift. The
price is not the premise or label of the gift value, so the gift giver should reduce
the dependence on the price when purchasing the gift, and buy the gift with
higher price. Will not give more appreciation to the recipients (Flynn & Adams,
2009). The amount of money does not represent the depth of emotions, nor can
it replace the input of emotions. Therefore, gift givers should buy truly though-
tful and considerate gifts instead of more expensive gifts.

2) In the early stages, consider a gift that is consistent with the core characte-
ristics of the giver; in the later stages, consider a gift that is consistent with the
core characteristics of the recipient. Because in the early stages of the interaction,
it is more feasible to give gifts based on the gift giver. This kind of self-exposure
not only increases the understanding of the other party through the consistency
of identity expression, but also gives the recipient a psychological security
boundary and strengthens trust. After learning the recipient’s preferences later,
if you still only send yourself a gift, you feel that you are narcissistic, but when
you give the same gift, you can let the other person know and pay attention to
him. Accurate, there will be a sense of satisfaction that is understood, and it will
enhance each other’s goodwill.

3) Choosing a gift is a trade-off between the gift giver and the recipient. We
recommend that, in the general understanding of the recipient, do not use the
self- or recipient-centered point of view, and the gift giver knows that the reci-
pient will also use the gift when choosing a gift. Their psychological distance
from gifts will be relatively high. At the same time, because gift options often
differ in two important ways, it helps gift givers to more quickly distinguish the
value of gifts with different attributes, so that choices are more feasible, more
considerate, more emotional, more needed, and more A gift that is consistent
with the recipient. On the other hand, when the psychological distance between
the giver and the recipient is small enough, the level of interpretation of the giver
is similar to the level of interpretation of the recipient. This also helps the gift
giver to first consider their preferences before choosing a gift, helping them to
better meet the recipient’s choice by lowering the level of interpretation. Also,
asking the gift giver to recall their acceptance of a gift that was explicitly re-
quested may help them recognize the benefits of complying with the direct re-
quest of the recipient.

4) Note the boundary conditions. When the ritual is most likely to give up the
more popular gift, and suggest interventions to help the giver choose a gift that
may be better. According to the past gift experience, the known degree of the re-
cipient’s preference, and the cultural environment in which the two parties are
located, the gift giver may be reminded of the gift misunderstanding.

In short, we hope that the current work will provide insight into the ideas of
the giver and the recipient and provide some ideas for the researchers. But most
importantly, we hope that the current research will guide the gift givers to make

gift decisions and make them happier in giving gifts.
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6. The Future Research Direction

First, future research can explore the mediating mechanisms that influence the
relationship between the emotions induced by experiential gifts. Research has
shown that gift givers who share experience gifts with the recipient can also
strengthen interpersonal relationships. The middle reason is whether the reci-
pient associates consumer sentiment with the relationship between the two:
whether sharing a shared experience can increase the sense of intimacy; or
through an indirect process: think that the gift giver enriches their life? In addi-
tion, although experience gifts are more likely to improve the quality of the rela-
tionship than material gifts, but because the gift giver may not be interested in
the interest of the recipient, it is easy to underestimate the advantages of the ex-
perience gift, so the gift giver will choose to give intimacy The recipient’s expe-
rience gift, while giving the material gift of the alienated recipient, gives the part
of the recipient a negative gift experience. Future research can explore whether
there are boundary conditions to improve this situation.

Second, future research can investigate how gift givers should balance the
match with the characteristics of the gift or the recipient. The existing literature
reveals the boundary between cultural factors and the relationship with the reci-
pient, whether the preferences of the products we record consistent with the
identity of the recipient are summarized in addition to the gifts, and whether the
cultural differences meet these results. Subsequent research may further deter-
mine which of the dimensions that the recipient desires to be able to present to
reflect the characteristics of the gift giver, and whether such expectations match
the actual choice of the giver is critical.

Furthermore, future research can explore whether the gift giver’s gift expe-
rience has a regulatory effect on the asymmetry in gift evaluation preferences.
An important variable that has not been considered in most studies is whether
the donor has direct experience with the subject being given. In most studies,
many gifts are given to the gift giver to choose among items that have not been
used before.

At the same time, you can explore other motivations for gifts from gift givers.
For example, the motivation to support a gift giver to make a recipient happy
can be understood as a desire to trigger a positive emotional response, such as a
smile of the recipient. These studies have taken a different approach, opening up
the appreciation of the recipients for the gift, emphasizing the gifter’s pursuit of
the spontaneous response of the recipient’s emotional response (i.e. facial ex-
pressions, vocal expressions or gestures) and have fun. Therefore, givers often
choose gifts to maximize the emotional display of the recipient and give up the
choice of gifts that the recipients appreciate. That is, it is consistent with the mo-
tivation of the gift seeker to “seek a smile”.

Finally, future work can explore other psychological mechanisms in which
gifts evaluate inconsistencies, which may play a role in the asymmetry docu-

mented in current work, and examine how the psychological mechanisms of
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current work may play a role in other gift asymmetries. For example, with regard
to the former, emotionally valuable gifts may be interpreted by the gift giver and
the recipient as quite thoughtful, but the different weights of both parties (Zhang
& Epley, 2012) may lead to mismatches. Regarding the latter, consider the
trade-off between immediate but smaller gifts and delayed but overall superior
gifts (Yang & Urminsky, 2015).
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