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ABSTRACT
Gifting and mindful consumption have recently garnered scholarly attention as distinct domains of consumption. However, the

limited research exploring their intersection restricts conceptual clarity on how to engage in mindful giving and receiving, and

the implications it may have for sustainability and well‐being. This paper introduces the concept of mindful gifting and

examines its implications from a consumer perspective. Building on Sheth et al.'s (2011) mindful‐consumption framework, we

assert that mindful gifting entails givers and recipients considering the impact of their gifting behavior on SSE (self, society, and

the environment) before, during, and after the gifting experience. It may manifest in attentiveness to the potential impact of

gifts, in the care that gifts can symbolize and foster, and in temperance throughout the entire gifting process, to enhance the

well‐being of all parties involved. To support this conceptualization, we conduct a scoping review that synthesizes the literature

at the intersection between gifting and mindful consumption that examines: (1) caring awareness toward SSE; (2) managing

tensions that arise between these various aspects of care; and (3) exploring strategies to exert gifting temperance. These insights

offer a foundation for future gifting research on gifting as a sustainable and mindful consumption practice.

1 | Introduction

The accelerating depletion of material resources across the
globe means consumers, marketing practitioners, and mar-
keting scholars increasingly confront calls to address how
their actions can focus on the “greater good,” to address the
grave social, humanitarian, and ecological challenges the
planet faces. Many scholars believe marketing can and
should contribute to the greater good (Chandy et al. 2021;
Mende and Scott 2021), and literature in the discipline
abounds on related topics such as ethical (Heath et al. 2025),
sustainable (Davies et al. 2020; Gwozdz et al. 2020), and
mindful consumption (Sheth et al. 2011). While scholars
recognize that mindful consumption can transform

consumer, societal, and environmental well‐being, the spe-
cific ways in which mindful behavior can help stakeholders
make better choices in the marketplace deserve further
attention (Bahl et al. 2016).

Despite its cultural pervasiveness and economic impact—with
global expenditures expected to reach $43.3 billion by 2027
(Vestic 2025)—research on gift giving has not prioritized un-
derstanding how this behavior can be mindful and can there-
fore contribute to the greater good. Recent scholarship suggests
that although cultural norms often encourage extravagant and
wasteful gifting (Cheal 2015; Lorenzen 2018; Osteen 2003), gift
exchange also can foster personal and communal well‐being
(Das et al. 2021; Givi et al. 2023; Pillai and Krishnakumar 2019).
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As the first paper to comprehensively integrate scholarship on
gifting and mindful consumption, we make four key contribu-
tions to gift‐giving scholarship in marketing. First, we provide
an overview of the literature that motivated our study of
mindful giving, paying specific attention to scholarship on
mindfulness and mindful consumption. Second, we introduce
mindful gifting as a conceptual scaffold grounded in Sheth
et al.'s (2011) influential definition of mindful consumption.
Third, we conduct an extensive scoping review of the extant
research on gift giving within and beyond the marketing dis-
cipline to discern what aspects of mindful gifting have (and
have not) been explored. In so doing, we assess how the current
literature focuses (or does not focus) on salient dimensions of
mindful gifting, with the aim of illuminating and advocating
gifting practices that align with the goals of caring for self,
caring for others, and caring for the environment. Fourth, based
upon this review, we propose specific avenues for future
research through a set of propositions.

Following our review of the theoretical foundations in mind-
fulness, mindful consumption, and gift giving, we conduct
a rigorous scoping review and organize the resultant literature
in a theoretical framework linking mindful gifting to care for
the self, for others, and for the environment. Our discussion of
the literature and research propositions illuminates how exist-
ing scholarship addresses (or overlooks) the dimensions of
mindful gifting within this framework providing a foundation
for advancing theory and practice in mindful gifting.

2 | Mindful Gifting: Theoretical Grounding

2.1 | Mindfulness

Contemporary social‐science scholarship reflects the dominant
understanding of mindfulness as a cognitive‐psychological
process—specifically, the ability to remain actively attentive in
the present, and to engage in drawing "novel distinctions” within
the specific context at hand (Langer and Moldoveanu 2000, 133).
Langer (2014) expands this definition, noting mindfulness entails
the ability to create new cognitive categories, be receptive to new
information, and recognize new perspectives. Both discussions
link mindfulness to enhanced well‐being, noting that a person's
ability to transcend established mindsets when processing
information increases the likelihood of reaping physical, psy-
chological, and social benefits. This important implication spur-
red voluminous scholarship that explores how the psychological
manifestation of mindfulness is applicable in important
settings—especially clinical, educational, and organizational
contexts (Langer and Moldoveanu 2000).

Langer (2014) and others acknowledge that psychological con-
ceptualizations of mindfulness are rooted in meditation practices
that align with a Buddhist path toward living well (Shapiro 2009;
Williams and Kabat‐Zinn 2011). Nevertheless, most cognitively‐
based definitions do not link mindfulness to moral decision‐
making. Recently, Garg et al. (2024, 5) assert that both the psy-
chological and spiritual approaches share a focus on intentional
awareness, and on developing compassion “for ourselves, others,
and nature.” This synthesis of the psychological and spiritual

approaches to mindfulness clearly informs the conceptualization
of mindful consumption, as demonstrated below.

2.2 | Mindful Consumption

A recent bibliometric analysis reveals that mindful consump-
tion is a burgeoning area of study, with half of the 198 articles
on the topic appearing since 2023 (Iniesta‐Bonillo et al. 2025).
The same article finds the most‐cited publication on the subject
is by Sheth et al. (2011), who offer an early and influential
definition of mindful consumption as “temperance in acquisi-
tive, repetitive, and aspirational consumption at the behavior
level, ensuing from and reinforced by a mindset that reflects a
sense of caring toward self, community, and nature” (p. 30).

This definition is built on work by Rosenberg (2004), who considers
the benefits of cultivating mindfulness to curb consumerism and
facilitate behavior favorable to the environment. Importantly, Sheth
et al.'s definition combines aspects of both psychological and spiri-
tual mindfulness and alludes to a moral dimension by referencing
care beyond the self. This dimension remains an important element
in subsequent marketing scholarship on mindful consumption, as it
aligns with increasing concerns in the field regarding global
resource inequities and potential planetary harms.

As various conceptualizations of mindful consumption began to
pervade the literature, Gupta and Sheth (2024) sought to rec-
oncile their resulting contradictions and ambiguities by refining
their original definition:

Mindful consumption represents consideration of SSE

[self, society and the environment] in the consumption

process and requires responding (rather than reacting) to

internal and external consumption stimuli. It manifests

as awareness of SSE, caring for the effects of consumption

on SSE, and temperance in the consumption (p. 1536).

The key difference in this revised definition lies in the authors'
broader concern about who and what should be subject to
caring awareness. This emphasis resonates with Parvatiyar and
Sheth's earlier assertion that consumers must “be conscious of
their moral duty regarding mindful consumption behavior for
their personal and societal well‐being” (2023, p. 787).

Space precludes us from providing an overview of the extant
literature on mindful consumption; however, two recent re-
views appear in the Journal of Cleaner Production—Fischer
et al. (2017), and Garg et al. (2024), which reviews over 350
articles and identify six clusters of salient topics in the litera-
ture. Tellingly, neither review mentions any studies on mindful
consumption within the context of gift giving, supporting our
assumption that this area remains under‐researched.

2.3 | Current Theoretical Models in Gifting

In this section, we review current theoretical models of gift
giving, demonstrating that while they have advanced the field,
they do not incorporate an emphasis on the mindful
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consumption of gifts. While research on mindful consumption
primarily focuses on personal purchases (Gupta and
Sheth 2024), gifts differ in several important ways, notably
because people tend to be less aware of others' preferences than
their own (Choe et al. 2023).

Gifting research has focused on the structure of gift‐giving inci-
dents (e.g., who is giving what to whom, and when), their func-
tions (what the giver hopes to achieve/what role the recipient's
responses play in the exchange), and the interactions between the
two. One research lineage on this topic originates in systematic
conceptualizations of a linear gift‐giving process. For example,
Banks (1979) and Sherry (1983) expand upon three different stages
around gestation (i.e., gift planning, search, purchase), prestation
(i.e., presentation of the gift), and reformulation (i.e., gift disposal/
relationship formulation after the exchange). From this early
conceptualization, new frameworks emerged. These provide an in‐
depth understanding of gift‐giving social roles through specific
gifts (Otnes et al. 1993), third‐party social influences on gift
selection (Lowrey et al. 2004) and relationship reformulation after
the presentation of the gift (Ruth et al. 1999).

A second research stream focuses on theorizing gifting around
the symbolic meanings of gifting behavior, taking a less linear
and more structural approach, and integrating details of rituals,
structural components, and types of relationships. Mauss (1954)
foundational work on potlatch as a unique form of gift ex-
change that encompasses norms and practices of circulating
items within communities remains very influential on research
published in this century. Specifically, it helps scholars differ-
entiate different forms of gift giving (e.g., agapic, economic;
Belk and Coon 1993) and gifts from other forms of exchange
(e.g., sharing Belk 2010); develop gift definitions that challenge
existing understandings (Marcoux 2009); and conceptualize gift
systems, or collections of social norms about how gifts are given
and received in a particular context, as a lens of study
(Giesler 2006). Notably, the gift systems lens also informs other
giving modes, such as intracommunity gift giving, to capture
new practices emerging from communal gift giving (Weinberger
and Wallendorf 2012) and crowdfunding as a “market‐fostering
gift system” (Maciel and Weinberger 2024).

The recent rapid growth in research on relational gift giving has
attracted attention from scholars who provide close scrutiny of
this literature (e.g., Givi et al. 2023; Gupta et al. 2023). These
insightful reviews focus on the elements of gift giving, assert
that theoretical exploration of gifting practices enabled by new
digital technologies deserves attention, and review specific
segments of the literature (e.g., giver‐recipient asymmetries).
Importantly from a theory‐building perspective, Weinberger
et al. (2025) revisit these frameworks to conceptualize and
integrate three areas for research in relational gifting oriented
toward interpersonal relationships and care: (1) micro single
gift experiences in their evolving contexts; (2) meso gift circuits,
where givers and recipients exchange gifts over time; and (3)
macro dynamic gift systems of care, an area usually excluded
from relational consumer research as it entails gifting among
people unfamiliar to each other, yet still relationally engaged.

In the following section, we build upon the notion of mindful
consumption, to offer a focused definition of mindful gifting.

2.4 | Mindful Gifting

Having established the conceptual foundations of minfulness,
mindful consumption and gift giving, we articulate our defini-
tion of mindful gifting, and offer a rationale for including each
of its core elements:

Mindful gifting entails givers and recipients considering

the impact of their gifting behavior on SSE (self, society,

and the environment) before, during, and after the gifting

experience. It may manifest in attentiveness to the

potential impact of gifts, in the care gifts can symbolize

and foster, and in temperance throughout the entire

gifting process, to enhance the well‐being of all parties

involved.

Our rationale for these elements is as follows. First, we delib-
erately use the term “mindful gifting” rather than “mindful gift
giving,” to place the focus less exclusively on the giver. Second,
we refer to “all parties” because in addition to the conventional
giver/recipient dyad, we aim to include all of those who are
impacted by the gift experience. Third, building on Gupta and
Sheth (2024), mindful gifting must consider the impact of such
exchange on three key domains— self, society, and the
environment—implying that standards of ethics and sustain-
ability should shape gifting behavior. Fourth, per Sherry (1983)
model of the gift‐giving process, gestation, prestation, and
reformulation, mindful gifting encompasses all activities oc-
curring before, during, and after gift exchange. Finally, we
incorporate attention, a key psychological element of mindful-
ness identified by Gupta and Sheth's (2024) in their concept of
mindful consumption. With this definition established, we next
examine whether and how extant research has addressed its
dimensions.

3 | Methodology

This study employs a scoping review that synthesizes literature
at the intersection of gift giving and mindful consumption, by
focusing on the pillars of our conceptualization of mindful
gifting. Scoping reviews differ from systematic reviews in that
they are more appropriate to address broader topics when the
research questions are not well defined, and the literature fea-
tures many different research designs (Arksey and O'Mal-
ley 2005). This approach is popular in consumer research
because it can provide conceptual and definitional clarity
(Munn et al. 2018) and identify gaps that generate ideas for
future research (Farrell et al. 2024; Hao et al. 2024).

Before conducting the search, the co‐authors discussed the
selection criteria for retaining publications salient to the topic of
mindful gifting, and its pillars of a caring mindset (for the self,
society, nature), temperance (limiting acquisitive, repetitive and
aspirational consumption) and terms related to the environ-
ment (e.g., ethics, sustainability, well‐being, overconsumption).
Furthermore, we incorporated articles on thoughtful gifts, as
they entail givers' “time, effort and care expended to choose an
ideal gift” (Zhang and Epley 2012, 667) and enable givers to
express care for recipients (Givi et al. 2023). We excluded the
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following topics within gift giving: (1) charity, philanthropy,
organ donation; (2) public sector, diplomatic; (3) corporate,
business, sales promotion, bribing; (4) sharing and the peer‐to‐
peer economy; and (5) bequests and inheritance—either
because they do not reflect consumer gifting practices or fall
outside the scope of relational gifting. Similarly, we eliminated
papers using gift‐related words in metaphorical or unrelated
ways (e.g., gift of life, tax gifts) and excluded pay‐to‐publish
journals because of the ethical issues of these publications
(McLeod et al. 2018). We applied the same screening procedures
in our secondary search, which is discussed subsequently.

We adopted the widely accepted PRISMA protocol (Page
et al. 2021) to structure our analysis, one used by other re-
searchers in systematic (e.g., Hollebeek et al. 2024) and scoping
reviews (e.g., Farrell et al. 2024). Following prior work, we
utilized the stages of identifying, screening, and determining
the eligibility of papers (Munn et al. 2018; Page et al. 2021), as
Figure 1 illustrates.

Specifically, we performed a two‐step search process involving a
primary search (articles in business, management, and ac-
counting); and a secondary search involving other areas outside
of business (Hollebeek et al. 2023). As part of the scoping
review, we complemented this search with a “hand‐search of
key journals” to identify articles not included in the electronic
database search (Arksey and O'Malley 2005, 25), and to ensure
we included all relevant sources.

The primary search focused on Scopus‐indexed articles on or
before June 6, 2025. In the identification stage, we used the search
string in the top upper‐left box in Figure 1, which yielded 1175
results. From this pool, we excluded 870 articles from irrelevant
subject areas, 87 published in non‐journal sources (e.g., books,
conference proceedings), and 2 not published in English. This
resulted in a sample of 216 papers retained for screening. In the
screening stage, we evaluated the titles, abstracts, and keywords of
these papers to assess their relevance to our goal of reviewing
research that might reflect aspects of our definition of mindful
gifting. We excluded 160 papers, retaining 56 that we deemed
eligible. We then read the full text of these manuscripts and fur-
ther excluded six papers, resulting in a final sample of 50 papers.

We then conducted a secondary search in Scopus on June 6,
2025, this time focusing on capturing articles appearing in
non‐business disciplines. This step was essential, given the
interdisciplinary nature of gift‐giving research (Otnes 2018). In
the identification stage, we again searched titles, abstracts, and
keywords using the same string as above; this effort resulted in
841 articles. We excluded 346 that proved unrelated to gifting
research, focusing on publications within the social sciences,
arts and humanities, economics/econometrics, finance, psy-
chology, environmental science, and “multidisciplinary.” We
also excluded 124 articles published in non‐peer‐reviewed
outlets, and 41 not written in English. This yielded 330 papers
for the screening stage; after reviewing their titles, abstracts,
and keywords, we excluded 304 due to non‐relevance, and
checked for duplication in our primary search. Ultimately, we
retained 26 papers for full‐text review. After close reading, we
further excluded 16 manuscripts as irrelevant to our focus,
following the same selection criteria in the primary search.

In conducting scoping reviews, it is crucial to supplement the search
of electronic databases with a hand search of key journals, papers in
reference lists, or conference papers (Arksey and O'Malley 2005).
Thus, we complemented the above search with other articles that
had not appeared in our electronic scrutiny, but that we deemed
relevant. We did so by searching for articles in journals where the
topic is most prominent (Psychology & Marketing, Journal of Con-
sumer Research, Journal of Consumer Psychology, European Journal
of Marketing, Journal of Business Research, Journal of Marketing),
and incorporating articles we found referenced in other sources,
thus identifying 25 additional papers. The papers from this search,
together with the primary and secondary electronic searches,
resulted in a final sample of 85 articles.

4 | Mindful Gifting: Conceptual Framework and
Extant Literature

As noted above, our definition of mindful gifting builds upon
the construct of mindful consumption outlined by Sheth et al.
(2011) and Gupta and Sheth (2024). This definition combines
both the psychological and spiritual aspects of mindfulness
and conceptualizes mindful gifting as stemming from caring
awareness—not only of oneself and the recipient, but also of
wider communities and nature. We therefore organize our
final sample of 85 articles into a framework that captures the
topics currently reflected in the gifting literature that intersect
with our definition of mindful gifting. These topics are
depicted in Figure 2. We differentiate between the focus of the
gift as (1) caring for the self, (2) caring for others, and (3)
caring for the environment. For each of these, we discuss:
caring awareness of the effects of gifts that can foster well‐
being (i.e., mindful mindset); the tensions emerging among
caring SSE mindsets or between the caring mindset and the
actual gifting behavior(the mindset‐behavior gap); and the
temperance (i.e., mindful behavior) necessary to practice
gifting in ways to enhance the well‐being of all parties
involved. Finally, mindful gifting is underpinned by sustain-
able, ethical, and consumer well‐being principles, as they are
fundamental to mindful consumption. We consider this ex-
isting literature in light of our overarching concept of mindful
gifting to generate a set of salient theoretical propositions, per
the method Ulaga et al. (2021) discuss.

4.1 | Caring for the Self: Awareness, Tensions,
and Temperance

Care is a fundamental moral value, situated at the basis of
human existence, upon which individuals rely to survive and
flourish (Held 2006). Caring is a key dimension of mindful
consumption, and it is central to human well‐being by fos-
tering trust, social cohesion, and responsibility (Gupta and
Sheth 2024). Caring does not entail being selfish but rather
paying attention to one's well‐being (Sheth et al. 2011).

Research consistently demonstrates that gifts can offer thera-
peutic values that contribute to an individual's own good
(d'Astous and Mouakhar‐Klouz 2022; Malik and Vo 2024;
Mick and DeMoss 1990a, 1990b); thus, improving well‐being
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FIGURE 1 | Flowchart of the study selection process (PRISMA).
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(Rifkin et al. 2023). This caring component becomes particu-
larly apparent in self‐gifting, which represents a symbolic form
of self‐communication (e.g., “Well done, me! I deserve this!”)
and differs from other personal acquisitions in their contexts
and circumstances (Mick and DeMoss 1990a, 1990b). Thera-
peutic self‐gifts (along with rewarding ones) are a primary
context for self‐gifting (Mick and Faure 1998). These are often
acquired during challenging times, such as when facing diffi-
culties in personal relationships (Mick et al. 1992), experien-
cing poor performance (Mick and DeMoss 1990a), or dealing
with loss (Sayre and Home 1996). In such situations, people
may use self‐gifts to cope with grief (Heath et al. 2015), neg-
ative emotions (Heath et al. 2011; Mick and DeMoss 1990b),
and other challenging life transitions (Liu et al. 2024; Mick
et al. 1992), to regulate moods (Luomala and Laaksonen 1999),
or simply to raise their spirits (Sherry et al. 1995).

Even in celebratory or rewarding contexts, self‐gifting is often en-
twined with compensatory motivations and includes a degree of
self‐care (Heath et al. 2015; Liu et al. 2024; Rifkin et al. 2023). Self‐
gifts may also serve to promote one's well‐being by enhancing self‐
esteem (Heath et al. 2011; Williams and Burns 1994) and a sense of
self (Sayre and Home 1996; P. Wong et al. 2012). Contexts marked
by loneliness and isolation (e.g., the COVID‐19 pandemic) may
drive people to seek the therapeutic benefits of self‐gifts (Rippé
et al. 2022) and alleviate pervasive feelings of constraint related to
time, money, and energy by boosting emotional well‐being (Rifkin
et al. 2023). However, the lift these gifts offer may be temporary,
with many gifts being chosen carelessly as quick attempts to “fix”
oneself (Sherry et al. 1995; Heath et al. 2015). In addition, over-
indulging in self‐gifts can lead to financial debt (Cordeiro
et al. 2019). Furthermore, when individuals feel constrained, they
may be less inclined to self‐gift, as such constraints limit their ability

Caring awareness

(Mindful mindset)

Tensions

(Mindset-behavior gap)

Temperance

(Mindful behavior)

Caring for the 
Self

(e.g., therapeutic or 

rewarding self-gifts; 

gifts to others to 

boost self-esteem or 

rebuild self-identity).

(e.g., overspending / 

affordability, pointless 

gifts, guilt or regret post-

gifting, addictive self-

gifting).

Self-regulation, awareness & 
acceptance (e.g., staying within one’s 

means when buying self-gifts, 

appreciation of handcrafted self-gifts, 

awareness of the temporal impact of 

self-gifts, giving to protect one’s 

environment).

TENSION (Caring for the self – Caring for others)

(Caring for the self – Caring for the environment)

Caring for 
Others

(e.g., giving to show 

empathy or 

achievements, 

provide social 

support, show care 

for others through 

gift receiving).

(e.g., excessive gifts and 

expenditures threatening 

care for others -

repetitive gifting for 

multiple occasions, 

status-driven gifting 

creating indebtedness –

aspirational; giver-

recipient mismatches).

Prudence in gift selection, delivery & 
disposal (e.g., being attentive to 

recipient’s needs/constraints, prudence 

in the evaluation of gift alternatives, 

recipients and third parties helping the 

giver to know what to select and giving 

feedback (to avoid mismatches), 

consciousness of marketers’ 

manipulation strategies offering gifts 

for established occasions - e.g., 

considering giving better gifts, fewer 

occasions).

Acceptance & gratitude by receiving 

gifts gracefully.

TENSION (Caring for others – Caring for the Environment)

Caring for the 
Environment

(e.g., gifts that 

support sustainability, 

circulating resources, 

gifts to create 

consciousness on

environmental 

matters).

(e.g., pressure to give 

extravagant gifts -

aspirational, wasteful gift 

traditions -repetitive, 

social resistance to 

sustainable gifting).

Prudence in gift selection and 
disposal (e.g., select sustainable/low-

waste gifts, accepting regifting and 

second-hand gifts, use gifting to 

promote values and causes).

FIGURE 2 | Conceptual framework to study mindful gifting.
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to experience the emotional benefits self‐gifting can provide (Rifkin
et al. 2023).

In the literature reviewed, we found material relevant to tem-
perance regarding self‐care. This can be practiced through self‐
regulation (e.g., self‐control, being disciplined, controlling feel-
ings or actions), which can help to deal with the automatic
responses to persuasive external stimuli (Gupta and Sheth 2024).
Self‐gifts can be used to exercise self‐control. For example, buy-
ing gold as a self‐gift can be an investment or an attempt at
saving (Ertimur and Sandιkcι 2014) while other self‐gifts may
function as incentives to be earned after accomplishments
(Heath et al. 2015). While much research on mindful con-
sumption recommends individual interventions1 for self‐
regulation, their effect might be temporary and insufficient to
produce lasting changes in consumers' decision‐making in the
marketplace (Bahl et al. 2023). There are opportunities for the
marketplace to play a more active role, for example facilitating
homemade gifts (Weinberger 2017) or supporting consumers in
creating products that serve as self‐gifts. When consumers self‐
create a product, they tend to be more mindful in consuming it,
which has greater benefits for their well‐being (Brunneder and
Dholakia 2018). The tension between caring for the self and self‐
gifting behavior leads to our first proposition:

Proposition 1. Research should explore the construct of
“mindful self‐gifting,” specifically how consumers balance the
desire to care for themselves through self‐gifting with the need to
exercise temperance in order to avoid potential excesses while
using self‐gifts to enhance well‐being.

Other studies linking gifting and self‐care emphasize the psy-
chological benefits of gifting for givers. For instance, gifts to the
deceased can prove restorative to the self, helping givers cope
with grief after the loss of loved ones (Drenten et al. 2017). Givers
may also experience greater happiness, and subsequently en-
hanced well‐being, when their gifts show they understand the
recipient's emotions (Pillai and Krishnakumar 2019). Similarly,
gifting can alleviate negative feelings of guilt and improve their
welfare when givers are unable to provide more practical support
to someone close (Wiener et al. 2022). By contrast, givers can
experience negative emotions such as envy when giving gifts that
compare unfavorably with their own possessions and decide to
prioritize self‐care over care for others (Givi and Galak 2019).
Overall, studies that explore dimensions of mindful gifting that
pertain to self‐care recognize that relational gifts to others can be
oriented toward caring for the self, but may also create tensions
in caring for others, underscoring the need for temperance in
gifting (e.g., gift selection). In the next section, we examine
mindful gifting oriented towards caring for others within the
givers' network, and how sucha care can sometimes drive ex-
cessive consumption that requires temperance.

4.2 | Caring for Others: Attention, Tensions, and
Temperance

Another theme in the literature relevant to our definition of
mindful gifting is the enactement of care for others through
gifting within relationship networks (Weinberger et al. 2025). In
this context, mindful consumers demonstrate care by being

empathetic toward others' emotions, motivations, and inten-
tions (Gupta and Sheth 2024). The desire to care for others
through gifting fulfills an important social purpose, by enabling
givers to provide social support and care in myriad situations,
including when givers cannot be physically present for re-
cipients who are enduring tough times (e.g., after losing a loved
one; Wiener et al. 2022), or showing empathy and congratu-
lating a recipient who celebrates a life achievement (Hwang and
Chu 2019). Interestingly, givers are more motivated by empathy
and self‐esteem when the recipient experiences an unfortunate
rather than a fortunate event (Hwang and Chu 2019). In addi-
tion, gifts sent from family members living abroad to relatives
living in their home country are signs of care and the desire to
be part of the family (Singh et al. 2012). In other contexts, such
as when individuals seek support about problems they are
facing, gifts are a more effective form of emotional support and
relational well‐being than conversations (Howe et al. 2024).
Thus, gifts are a way of showing care for others and improving
psychological well‐being in ways similar to other forms of
prosocial behavior (e.g., reducing loneliness, improving mood;
Lanser and Eisenberger 2023).

However, alongside these benefits, Sheth et al. (2011, 25)
identify “unintended side‐effect harms” in gifting. These can be
detrimental to the giver or others (e.g., the recipient or third
parties), mostly due to erroneous assumptions about the gifting
behaviors assumed to benefit the giver‐recipient relationship, or
conflicts between the gifting goals of the involved parties.

Individuals tend to exchange gifts throughout the year with the
same people (Givi 2020) who belong to the same network of
care, engage in frequent gift exchange (Branco‐Illodo
et al. 2023), and adapt to changes in the structure of their gift
circuit as relationship contexts evolve (Weinberger et al. 2025).
Over time, this repetitive behavior often leads to excessive
gifting. As Weinberger et al. (2025; 1266) point out, “a
relational unit might exchange several (even hundreds) of gifts
across the years.” Failing to engage in gift exchange with the
circuit can lead to resentment from its members. This constant
gifting reflects social pressures to give and show care for the
recipient, making it difficult to opt out of seasonal and expected
exchanges (Daniels 2009).

While givers aim to enhance a relationship and show care
through gift‐giving by choosing something that matches the
recipient's preferences (Dunn et al. 2008), they often struggle to
do so (Galak et al. 2016). This is because givers tend to over-
estimate the negative consequences of a bad gift and the posi-
tive consequences of a good one (Mu and Givi 2025).
Furthermore, givers' sacrifices of money, time, or preferences to
promote relational well‐being are often invisible to the recipient
(Garcia‐Rada et al. 2025). In this vein, when showing their care
for others, givers may maximize their budget when buying for
others versus for themselves, meaning they are less focused on
saving money (Choe et al. 2023). Givers' preferences to over-
spend resources (Flynn and Adams 2009), display their higher
status when recipients are wealthier (Reshadi 2023; Reshadi
and Givi 2023) or give conspicuous branded gifts to alleviate
guilt (Chang and Lin 2024), instead of keeping gifts within
budget (Givi and Mu 2022), suggest aspirational gifting and
unsustainable excess.
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However, givers are not aware that, from a recipient's per-
spective, spending more on gifts raises suspicions about their
motives (Mutluoglu et al. 2024; Choe et al. 2023). Overspending
not only leads to feelings of discomfort when the recipient
cannot reciprocate, thus failing the initial purpose of the gift to
benefit the recipient's well‐being (Givi 2021), but also carries
consequences for the giver, who often needs to borrow money
to buy gifts for loved ones (Reshadi and Givi 2023). In some
parts of the developing world, givers will trade their financial
well‐being in the interest of preserving relationships—ensuring
they spend enough to match the expected gift value in their
community, thus reducing their income for basic necessities
and lowering their well‐being (Bulte et al. 2018). Similarly, in
Ghana, migrants living abroad are expected to bring gifts when
returning home, regardless of any resulting financial distress
(Appau and Crockett 2023). Research does indicate that re-
garding ways of exerting temperance, it is possible to achieve
the same relationship outcomes while spending less. For ex-
ample, non‐occasion‐based gifts can signal relational care and
afford greater happiness to the recipient than occasion‐based
gifts, because recipients' expectations of gift quality and cost are
lower than when they expect gifts (Givi and Galak 2022).
Consciousness of marketers' manipulation strategies when they
promote gifts for established occasions also may be a way of
exercising temperance. Furthermore, research finds that gifts
imbued with sentimental value (such as heirlooms) can bring
the two parties closer, by enhancing both their memory value
(i.e., reminding people of special others) and their essence value
(i.e., serving as a beacon of their spirit; Tezer et al. 2024). Using
customized gifts (Yin et al. 2020) or storytelling to make gifts
more personal may prove useful to exert temperance in gift
expenditures.

Temperance in gift receiving is also reflected in how recipients
communicate their preferences, how they receive gifts grace-
fully, and how they use or dispose them in ways that demon-
strate care. Yet, givers often misjudge these preferences. They
tend to underestimate how much recipients appreciate gifts of
earmarked cash (i.e., cash with a recommendation for what to
buy; Givi and Das 2022), as well as repeated gifts that match
their preferences (Givi 2020) or gifts they explcitily request
(Gino and Flynn 2011). Sometimes, givers seek to benefit re-
cipients through “improving” gifts (e.g., exercise or beauty
products), although these can often hurt the recipient's feelings
(Chapman and Reshadi forthcoming). Exercising temperance,
such as by using Lowrey et al. (2004) third‐party influences on
the gift‐giving process, can help to avoid those misalignments.

Beyond the choice of a particular gift, givers also generate waste
for no benefit, both in how they give and in gift presentation.
For instance, givers often prefer giving plastic gift cards,
although recipients favor digital ones that are easier to redeem
(Reshadi et al. 2023), or they present overpackaged gifts, which
tend to be evaluated less positively by recipients (Shi
et al. 2024). Givers also overestimate the importance of giving
gifts that arrive on time (Haltman et al. 2024) which can result
in needless spending on express delivery.

From a mindful‐gifting perspective, we emphasize the impor-
tance of recipients openly sharing their views about the gifts,
enabling givers to learn from past experiences and provide more

acceptable gifts in the future (Branco‐Illodo et al. 2020). Un-
derstanding how to improve communication about these pref-
erences is fundamental to exerting temperance in repetitive
behavior, by minimizing unwanted gifts. However, research on
repetitive gifting behavior and temperance remains limited.
Further scholarship is needed to study how patterns of on‐
going, back‐and‐forth gift exchange are used to show care over
time (Weinberger et al. 2025) and how consumers can balance
temperance with caring for both the self and others. This dis-
cussion informs our next proposition.

Proposition 2. Research should explore “mindful other‐
directed gifting”—that is, how consumers manage the tensions
between desiring to care for those in their social networks, with
mutually‐perceived pressures to engage in repetitive and perhaps
excessive gifting, and how they practice temperance when
engaging in gifting with others to enhance mutual well‐being.

At the relational level, research on the consequences of gifting
is fairly robust. However, less is known about how gifting
contributes to long‐term well‐being and relates to temperance
in givers' and recipients' behavior (e.g., through their choices,
practices, or rituals). Relational giving and receiving are com-
ponents of an imperfect communication system, where people's
unarticulated priorities may differ. The rules of gift engagement
are not consistent across social networks (and perhaps not even
within dyads), and people are not supposed to discuss them.
This ambiguity complicates decisions around what to give and
how (e.g., message, presentation, delivery, timing, the order of
multiple gifts; Givi and Das 2022). As such, understanding how
a caring mindset in gifting— one that emphasizes forgiveness in
failed gifting, or even mutual agreement to disengage in
wasteful and stressful giving practices— translates into tem-
perate behavior is crucial. Mindful gifting thus offers a prom-
ising avenue for future research on how attentiveness and care
can be more consciously expressed in relational gift exchanges.

4.3 | Caring for the Environment: Awareness,
Tensions, and Temperance

Gift giving can be perceived as irrational and inefficient in
terms of material sustainability, since two people can more
reliably meet their needs by buying for themselves than by
buying for one another (Cheal 2015). Beyond material excess,
gift giving raises various ethical questions, such as those arising
from the effects of gift production and the assertion of inter-
personal power in the act of giving. In this section, we examine
how the literature explores ethics and sustainability, two key
dimensions of mindful gifting that pertain to caring for the
environment.

Gifting practices intersect sustainable and ethical consumption
in various ways that have been little explored. We consider
accounts that focus on maintaining the future viability of
material or social systems to pertain primarily to sustainable
consumption (Lunde 2018), while those that stress personal
judgments about balancing the harms versus benefits of con-
sumption choices pertain primarily to ethical consumption
(Auger and Devinney 2007). The perspectives align with com-
monly used definitions in the literature (Crane et al. 2016). That
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said, we recognize that sustainable and ethical consumption are
deeply interconnected, as both encompass concern for the
natural environment and for other harms. This overlap is noted
in understanding ethical sustainable consumption as “con-
sumer behaviors based on moral values and doing the right
thing for firms, society, and the environment" (Baker and Lesch
2013, in Lunde 2018, 100).

4.3.1 | Gifting Excesses and Waste

Gift‐giving has long been entangled with practices of excess, as
scholars have long recognized that lavishness (and waste, as
noted above) can be integral to how gifts fulfill their social roles.
Gift rituals such as the Kwakiutl potlatch serve to uphold social
hierarchies by reaffirming the ability of the dominant class to
distribute expensive gifts to recipients who are unable to recip-
rocate, and who are therefore forever in their debt (Mauss 1954;
Graeber 2014). Likewise, in contemporary societies, gifting rep-
resents a world of commodities, where objects and exchanges are
crucial to interpersonal relationships (Carrier 1990).

This social function of gifting—with individual gifts conveying
meaning about the relationship between giver and recipient,
and social patterns of gifting reinforcing parts of the social
order—serves as an important context for exploring ethical is-
sues. Oppressive social relations, such as patriarchy, are re-
produced via cultures of gifting (e.g., Liu et al. 2024) in
contemporary, urbanized societies, just as the power of elites
was strengthened by potlatch ceremonies. Sherry et al. (1993)
discuss becoming “entrapped in rituals” (p. 225) of gift giving,
which speaks to a mindless (Langer 2014) response to social
expectations where a more thoughtful engagement with what
will please someone could provide a more fulfilling experience
as a giver. This mindlessness in the face of social pressures
closely parallels Sheth et al.'s (2011) account of aspirational and
repetitive consumptions, suggesting the same mindful outlook
will help rein in these motivators and outcomes. Such em-
beddedness in consumerist ideology places gift‐giving at odds
with the mindful mindset and behavior encouraged by mindful
consumption (Sheth et al. 2011).

In particular, a culture of overconsumption, reinforced by gifting
practices, contributes significantly to waste. This tendency is
especially pronounced during special occasions, such as Christ-
mas (Monbiot 2012; Robinot et al. 2017), where both the wrap-
ping (Farbotko and Head 2013) and the gift can harm
sustainability. Shi et al. (2023) provide a concrete example of this
situation. They estimate the CO2 emissions due to food gifts gi-
ven at festivals in China and find that excessive packaging,
designed to make the gift seem more lavish, is a major contrib-
utor to the emissions. However, packaging also plays a significant
symbolic role; Zhang et al. (2025) show that something as simple
as the shape of gift packaging (e.g., vertical vs. horizontal) can
significantly influence perceptions of status. Hence, any attempt
to reduce packaging must also account for cultural norms that
associate gift embellishment with value, thoughtfulness, or
meaningful relationships (e.g., Hollenbeck et al. 2006).

As Farbotko and Head (2013) observe, the social and relational
value of gift giving means that consumers who identify as

“green” may behave less sustainably when buying gifts than
when buying items for themselves. Christmas gifts, for example,
function as objects of love (Cheal 1987), with the rituals of
shopping, wrapping, and exchanging, making them less an
object of environmental concern than is true for ordinary pur-
chases. Thus, the symbolic nature of gifts (and associated ri-
tuals) may hinder their potential to advance sustainability.
Nevertheless, when environmental considerations do not con-
flict with the gift's perceived specialness, these concerns seem to
matter; Ollitervo et al. (2025) find that environmentally friendly
packaging materials can indirectly influence purchase inten-
tions by increasing both the perceived attractiveness of the
packaging and the product's perceived environmental
friendliness.

Proposition 3. Research should investigate whether and how
adopting a mindful outlook can help givers apply prudence in
selecting gifts that minimize harm caused both by the production
of gifts, and by the act(s) of giving them.

4.3.2 | Gift Disposition and Regifting

The symbolic and relational value of gifts may also explain a
continued relative unpopularity of regifting (Ertimur
et al. 2015), even if those who re‐gift may be motivated by a
desire to consider the sustainability of their gifting choices
(Guido et al. 2016). Further stressing the relational value of
gifts, Branco‐Illodo et al. (2020) find recipients often conceal
their discontentment regarding unwanted gifts out of care for
the giver, and to preserve the relationship. Such dynamics,
while socially considerate, can both lessen recipients' well‐being
and contribute to unsustainable forms of consumption by en-
couraging unnecessary or unwanted material exchanges and
effectively discouraging temperance.

However, relational sensitivity need not be incompatible with
sustainability; Daniels (2009) ethnographic research in Japan
finds regifting is accepted and thoughtfully enacted. Specifi-
cally, Japanese participants regift to appropriate recipients (e.g.,
friends and family) who can appreciate the gift, treating it as a
respectful act rather than as careless disposal. Daniels' work
illustrates how regifting, when embedded in cultural norms that
value thoughtfulness and respect, can serve as a meaningful
expression of mindful consumption (Sheth et al. 2011), bal-
ancing care for others with care for the planet.

More broadly, various studies focus on how gifting previously
owned items can reduce waste and foster social ties (Barbosa
and Fonseca 2019). These benefits have been observed to
motivate the gifting of used items among high‐cultural‐capital,
ethically conscious consumers via online communities
(Bargain‐Darrigues 2023). Gifting is also a pervasive, normal-
ized way to dispose of objects in some contexts, such as chil-
dren's clothing in the UK (Ritch 2019) and clothing generally in
Ecuador (Cruz‐Cárdenas and del Val Núñez 2016; Cruz‐
Cárdenas et al. 2017); in both cases, consumers reported being
motivated to engage sustainably with their communities. Ex-
perimental work suggests this form of disposition can be
effectively encouraged via appeals to pride and altruism
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(Murthy et al. 2023). However, many opportunities remain to
explore regifting and the gifting of pre‐owned goods in greater
depth.

Proposition 4. Research should explore the dimension of
mindful gifting that pertains to regifting as a form of gift
dispossession, and to the gifting of previously owned items as
desirable gifts, with the goal of understanding consumers'
perceptions, motivations, and concerns about engaging in these
behaviors.

4.3.3 | Gift Giving and Recirculation of Gifts

Aside from these dynamics, gifting has been viewed as a mode
of circulating goods outside a strict exchange paradigm. For
example, de Peyrelongue et al. (2017) draw on Catholic social
teaching to argue that giving without expectation of return is
both an essential part of being an ethical human being, and vital
to sustaining social solidarity. Likewise, in Samsø, Denmark,
Thygesen (2019) identifies a large sector of the economy as
operating around the logic of gifting rather than on market
exchange, both as a source of social value and an essential part
of the island's progress toward sustainability. At a theoretical
level, Arnould and Helkkula (2024) identify gifting as a crucial
source of sustainable resource circulation and value creation,
compatible with their neo‐animist (Arnould 2022) conception of
the position of humans within nature.

4.3.4 | Sustainability, Ethics, and Gift Choice

The evidence remains mixed regarding how ethical or sustain-
ability concerns influence specific gift choices. Das et al. (2021)
find that ethical attributes have more impact on people's
intention to buy gifts than when they buy items for their own
use. Likewise, Green et al. (2016) find consumers who do not
consider corporate social responsibility (CSR) when buying for
themselves sometimes do so when buying gifts, to introduce
ethical issues to recipients and make a positive impression on
them, or to assuage their guilt for other purchases. This suggests
givers could encourage more mindful behavior from recipients
by adopting Otnes et al.'s (1993) role of the “socializer” to
transmit values they want the recipient to embrace. In addition,
appeals to sustainability, such as stressing a gift's durability or
its potential to enter the circular economy, can increase a gift's
appeal, due to its consideration as a potential future heirloom
(Tezer et al. 2024).

Conversely, Green et al. (2016) find that in some cases, con-
sumers actively avoid purchasing products from socially‐
responsible companies as gifts for others (even if they would
buy these products for themselves), either to manage the re-
cipient's impressions of the gift, or because of concerns with the
credibility of these gifts. Furthermore, contrary to what some
marketing practitioners assume, givers are less likely to choose
a socially‐responsible gift if they think the recipient is picky
(Chin et al. 2024). Likewise, when their relationship with the
recipient is not close, gifts supporting a cause are less appre-
ciated (Cavanaugh et al. 2015).

Proposition 5. Research should explore how the social roles
givers and recipients enact when engaged in mindful gifting
behavior can introduce or reshape cultural norms pertaining to
ethical and sustainable gifting.

Taken together, these studies that explore the intersection of
gifting and caring for the environment indicate that tensions can
emerge when considering ethical or sustainable gifting, as givers
may wish to align their gift choices with positive values, yet social
norms and social dynamics can push gifting decisions in other
directions. This, we note, further highlights the importance of
understanding mindful gifting, which calls for a more conscious
and holistic consideration of the giver‐recipient context and the
broader implications of the gift (and the act of gifting) for the
giver, the recipient, society, and the planet. Cultivating such
awareness (Kabat‐Zinn et al. 1998) holds the potential to facili-
tate more thoughtful and tempered gifting practices.

5 | Implications and Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce mindful gifting as a framework for
considering ethics, and sustainability in gift giving and receiv-
ing. This framework seeks to balance concerns for the well‐
being of the people immediately involved in the gifting process
with those for society and the environment, by applying caring
attention to the effects of the actions of both givers and
recipients.

Our paper advances scholarship within two robust areas in mar-
keting: consumer research on gifting and mindful consumption.
We introduce the concept of mindful gifting to advance theory on
enacting gifting for a “better world,” specifically, behavior that is
mindful of the consequences for all parties involved in, or
impacted by gift exchange. In so doing, we adapt the concep-
tualization of mindful consumption (Sheth et al. 2011; Gupta and
Sheth 2024) and apply it to gift giving as a form of consumption
different from regular purchases (Bardhi et al. 2025). This
approach provides room to consider the effects of the gift across a
wide scale, from the giver and recipient, through their social circle,
and more broadly, to society and the environment.

In addition, based on an extensive scoping review of the extant
literature that focuses on the dimensions of our definition of
mindful gifting, we introduce a set of research propositions to
advance theory and guide future empirical work. These prop-
ositions are rooted in understanding the tensions and temper-
ance issues that emerge as consumers engage in self‐care, care
for others, and care for the environment. They can serve as a
blueprint to guide future studies in the field, providing oppor-
tunities for both theoretical advancement and practical guid-
ance. This study engages with Sheth et al.'s (2011) call for a
study into how different elements of care interact in con-
sumption. Moreover, it extends Weinberger et al.'s (2025) dis-
cussion of the embedding of gifting within changing networks
of care, as mindful attention to the effects of a gift will neces-
sarily consider such changes in relationships.

These contributions matter because gifting is a robust and
resilient form of social interaction. As Lorenzen (2018, 256)
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observes, “attempting to withdraw from a gift‐giving system
strains social ties and is rarely successful.” In line with mindful
consumption (Sheth et al. 2011), mindful gifting is not about
restricting gifting but about curbing its excesses and engaging in
the behavior with greater intentionality and awareness. The
cultural centrality of gifting makes it imperative to explore how
and why consumers and practitioners engage (or fail to engage)
in mindful gifting, and how this practice intersects with ethics,
sustainability, and well‐being.

Mindful gifting thus involves consumers demonstrating a
broad, engaged attentiveness that encompasses different scales
and timeframes. By cultivating mindfulness and temperance
across these dimensions, mindful gifting offers a framework
that not only enhances personal, relational, and environmental
well‐being but also provides a method to manage conflicts
between the demands of care in different spheres. We hope our
paper spurs research into this important topic.
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Endnotes
1“Interventions using social marketing techniques and behavioral
decision theory are well suited to remind and motivate consumers to
engage in more deliberate consumption” (Bahl et al. 2016, 207).
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