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Abstract

Background: This study investigated the impact of explicitness in gift
exchange on perceived appreciation, with a particular focus on the
mediating role of relationship depth.

Objectives: Recognizing gift exchange as a crucial interpersonal process
influenced by communicative clarity and relational context, this research
sought to clarify the emotional dynamics underlying close relationships.

Methods: Using a descriptive-correlational design, the study employed
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) to analyze data collected from a
sample of 629 married individuals in Iran, aged 20-60 years. Participants
evaluated their level of appreciation across four scenarios that varied
according to the explicitness of the gift (explicit vs. non-explicit) and their
role (gift giver vs. gift recipient). The Quality of Relationships Inventory
(QRI) was used to assess relationship depth, and the data were analyzed
using SPSS and AMOS version 24.

Results: The findings revealed that both explicit and non-explicit gift-
giving conditions significantly predicted levels of appreciation. However,
relationship depth did not mediate the association between explicitness
and appreciation, regardless of whether participants evaluated the
scenarios as gift givers or gift recipients. Further analyses indicated that
participants reported higher levels of appreciation in close-friend
relationships than in romantic-partner relationships. In addition, within
both relationship types, participants reported significantly greater
appreciation in relationships with higher levels of depth than in those with
lower levels of depth. These findings suggest that although communicative
explicitness is a significant predictor of appreciation, relationship depth
does not function as a mediator in this relationship. Nevertheless, the
findings highlight the importance of the relational context, indicating that
both relationship type and relationship depth are associated with
variations in perceived appreciation.

Conclusion: These results contribute to a better understanding of the
social and emotional mechanisms underlying gift exchange and suggest
that future studies should further investigate the moderating role of
relational characteristics.
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unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided the original work is properly cited.


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0
https://doi.org/10.22055/psy.2024.46502.3238
http://plantproduction.scu.ac.ir/
mailto:fateme.akhlaghi98@gmail.com
mailto:fateme.akhlaghi98@gmail.com
https://orcid.org/0009-0001-6340-6521
https://orcid.org/0009-0008-4917-1886

Extended Abstract 216

Extended Abstract

Introduction

Appreciation is a fundamental cognitive-emotional construct that significantly influences
the development and stability of interpersonal relationships. In the literature, gift giving is
conceptualized not merely as a material transaction but as a symbolic communicative act
that reflects relationship maintenance, intimacy, and the perceived value of the recipient.
A major challenge in this area is the mismatch between the giver's intentions and the
recipient's satisfaction, which often arises from differences in perceptions of a gift's
meaning and usefulness. Previous research has shown that gift-giving failures are relatively
common, as reflected by the high rate of returned purchased gifts, suggesting a discrepancy
between what givers assume recipients want and what recipients actually value. One
important strategy for reducing this mismatch is the degree of explicitness in gift
exchange—that is, whether a gift is requested (explicit) or unrequested (implicit). The
present study examined how communicative explicitness influences perceived
appreciation while considering the role of relationship depth. Specifically, it investigated
whether relationship depth mediates the association between explicitness and
appreciation in different relational contexts, including romantic partners and close friends.
Understanding these mechanisms may provide a clearer understanding of social signaling
and emotional processes in close relationships. The present study aimed to examine the
effect of communicative explicitness in gift giving on perceived appreciation while
considering the mediating role of relationship depth across two relational contexts.

Method

This study employed a descriptive-correlational research design to examine the
determinants of appreciation in gift-exchange contexts. The study included a sample of 629
volunteers aged 21 to 50 years who evaluated four hypothetical scenarios. The scenarios
systematically manipulated two factors: the type of gift (explicit/requested vs.
implicit/unrequested) and the participant's role (gift giver vs. gift recipient). Participants
were asked to rate their level of appreciation in each scenario. Relationship depth was
assessed using the Quality of Relationships Inventory (QRI) developed by Pierce and
Sarason (1991). Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was used to test the proposed
conceptual model. In addition, appreciation scores were analyzed using a mixed-factorial
design to compare mean differences across participant roles and relationship types. Data
were analyzed using SPSS version 16 and AMOS version 24, and all statistical tests were
conducted to evaluate the significance of the main and interaction effects.

Results

The statistical analysis yielded significant findings regarding the determinants of
appreciation. The main effect of the role factor—comparing the giver's and receiver's
perspectives—on the level of appreciation was statistically significant (F(1, 2512) =
364.583, p < .05, n* = .127). Furthermore, the main effect of the type of relationship
(romantic partner vs. close friend) on appreciation was confirmed (F(1, 2512) = 11.956, p
< .05, n? = .005). Notably, a significant interaction effect was observed between the
relational role and the type of relationship (F(1, 2512) = 49.19, p < .05, n* =.019). Mean
comparisons revealed that individuals consistently reported higher levels of appreciation
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when assuming the role of the gift-giver compared to the gift-receiver. Regarding
relationship type, the data indicated a nuanced pattern: among gift-givers, appreciation
was higher when interacting with a close friend than with a romantic partner. Conversely,
among gift-receivers, appreciation scores were higher when the gift originated from a
romantic partner. Finally, an analysis of relationship depth showed that, within both close-
friend and romantic-partner cohorts, higher perceived relationship depth was positively
associated with increased levels of appreciation, confirming that deeper emotional bonds
facilitate greater satisfaction in the exchange process.

Discussion

The findings underscore that communicative explicitness is a significant correlate of
appreciation in gift exchange, suggesting that transparency in preferences enhances
relational satisfaction. Interestingly, while the study hypothesized a mediating role for
relationship depth, the results indicate a more complex association in which relationship
depth functions primarily as a facilitator rather than a mediator in the structural model.
The results suggest that individuals in deeper relationships prioritize functional alignment,
preferring requested, explicit gifts that signal the giver's attentiveness to their specific
needs. This study challenges the pervasive cultural myth that "surprising” someone with
an unrequested, expensive gift is the optimal way to generate gratitude. Instead, our
findings align with psychological theories of need satisfaction; appreciation is significantly
elevated when the gift matches the recipient's self-expressed needs. The distinct role of the
romantic partner suggests that the stakes of gift-giving are higher in romantic contexts,
where the gift serves as a strong signal of relationship investment. Practically, these results
imply that, in counseling and relationship education, promoting explicit communication
regarding needs and desires can foster greater gratitude and reduce the relational friction
often caused by ill-conceived gifts. Future research should explore whether these dynamics
hold cross-culturally or whether they are specific to the Iranian context of high-context
communication. Ultimately, this study provides an empirical foundation for viewing gift-
giving as an active tool for emotional regulation and relationship reinforcement.
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Table 1
Descriptive measures of the mean and standard deviation of the main research standards
Normality Index of Data
Variable Distribution Mean Standard
Skewness Kurtosis Deviation
Explicitness of Partner (Giver) -0.340 0.168 4.18 1.14
Implicitness of Partner (Giver) -0.632 0.284 4.36 1.22
Appreciation of Partner (Giver) -0.164 -0.175 4.23 1.02
Explicitness of Close Friend (Giver) -0.594 0.377 4.39 1.17
Implicitness of Close Friend (Giver) -0.408 0.433 4.26 1.08
Appreciation of Close Friend (Giver) -0.355 0.840 4.59 0.779
Explicitness of Partner (Receiver) -0.841 0.246 4.56 1.35
Implicitness of Partner (Receiver) -0.910 0.759 4.77 1.16
Appreciation of Partner (Receiver) -0.535 -0.33 4.11 0.763
Explicitness of Close Friend (Receiver) -0.766 0.53 4.59 1.18
Implicitness of Close Friend (Receiver) -0.758 0.656 4.75 1.14
Appreciation of Close Friend (Receiver) -0.631 0.954 4.99 0796
Depth of Relationship (Partner) -1.27 1434 3.35 0.393
Depth of Relationship (Close Friend) -0.128 -0.534 2.75 0.549
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Table 2.
Correlation matrix between research variables in the gift giver (partner)
1 2 3 4
Explicitness 1
Implicitness 0.280™ 1
Depth of Relationship 0.263" 0.163" 1
appreciation 0.526™ 0.577™ 0.273™ 1

*P<0.05  **P<0.01
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Table 3.
Correlation matrix between research variables in the gift recipient (partner)
1 2 3 4
Explicitness 1
Implicitness 0.042 1
Depth of Relationship 0.477* 0.517* 1
appreciation 0.117* 0.133" 0.168 1

*P<0.05  **P<0.01
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Table 4.
Correlation matrix between research variables in the gift giver (close friend)
1 2 3 4
Explicitness 1
Implicitness 0.184 1
Depth of Relationship 0.468™ 0.540™ 1
appreciation 0.137" 0.081" 0.099" 1

*P<0.05 **P<0.01
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Table 5.
Correlation matrix between research variables in the gift recipient (close friend)
1 2 3 4
Explicitness 1
Implicitness 179" 1
Depth of Relationship 0.442™ 0.631™ 1
appreciation 0.078" 0.094" 0.066 1

#P<0.05  *#P<0.01
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'(Eit())fni.ss-of-fit indices of the proposed model after modification
12 df w2/df GFI CFI RMSEA
Gift giver 21.012 14 1.5 0.95 0.94 0.047
Gift recipient 22.621 15 1.508 0.93 0.92 0.065
Overall model 19.529 14 1.394 0.96 0.96 0.054
skasada ()

Figure 1. Path coefficients of the relationship model between explicitness and appreciation in gift exchange,
with relationship depth as a mediator in the gift giver

Table 7.
Direct effects in examining research variables in the gift giver
Independent Variable Depe_n dent Effect Size Significance
Variable
Explicitness appreciation 0.22 p<0.05
. Depth of
Explicitness Relationship 0.20 p=<0.05
Implicitness appreciation 0.24 p<0.05
- Depth of
Implicitness Relationship 0.10 p>0.05
Depth of Relationship appreciation 0.17 p>0.05

Jb)‘ﬂ<./v.>4b\)w_f’}>f)b;5‘” ('/VY)J\))&fﬁ&‘ﬂﬁmﬁ\ ﬂw\-ATCﬂa’JM@b J"L“”‘f

N3 gme (V) daly Gos s 3 olsgme (IYE) JIs,l5 Sl poplde s | piman g Sl pme (5L

))t)\.LE.A )_}M&by\.ﬁwﬂts‘))bw .ijfdaj &b"))‘ )‘JL;.‘M (~/~V) J\))Jﬁf‘\bbé&.@ﬁm;‘ -L.:JL‘_;M

sl UAJ:..M.A U'~'~\ Q)ﬁ ‘)lJL;.\M saas OLiS a5 el V47 )‘ U’:"SJ )‘JL;'\M L;UAJ:M..A

b S aomi Ol 5 o e S 13 e SV (gl e L LU 1 55 awls s O V s laesls bl

o BLI s el Ges edisada Cundse 1 s Sole a5 S el ol Sls pme skl s aaly Ges

))\.Li g}"’”l'.‘." Lf:bi’ ss‘})-\} L> K:»&"j«ﬂ



YV daly Ges ile 2 sl 31 I8 Ol ada Jols 0L o 50 Col e 8101, 5 S

o.Ujqu (¥

Figure 2. Path coefficients of the relationship model between explicitness and appreciation in gift
exchange, with relationship depth as a mediator in the gift recipient.

Table 8.
Direct effects in examining research variables in the gift recipient
Independent Variable Dependent Variable Effect Size Significance
Explicitness appreciation 0.49 p<0.05
Explicitness Depth of Relationship 0.27 p<0.05
Implicitness appreciation 0.74 p=<0.05
Implicitness Depth of Relationship 0.24 p<0.05
Depth of Relationship appreciation 0.07 p>0.05
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Figure 3. Path coefficients of the relationship model between explicitness and appreciation in gift
exchange, with relationship depth as a mediator in the gift recipient.
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Table 9.
Direct effects in examining research variables overall
Independent Variable Dependent Variable Effect Size Significance
Explicitness appreciation 0.42 p<0.05
Explicitness Depth of Relationship 0.32 p=<0.05
Implicitness appreciation 0.58 p<0.05
Implicitness Depth of Relationship 0.24 p=<0.05
Depth of Relationship appreciation 0.13 p>0.05
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Table 10.

Mean and standard deviation of the gratitude variable by role (giver vs. receiver) and relationship type
(romantic partner vs. close friend)

] Gift giver Gift recipient
Variable
M SD M SD
partner 423 1.02 5.11 0.763
Close friend 4.59 0.779 4.99 0.796
Overall 441 0.492 5.05 0.782

Table 11.
Results of the significance test for the analysis of variance by role (giver vs. receiver) and relationship
type (romantic partner vs. close friend)

Test **Mean Squares** F **Sjgnificance Level** Eta Squared (n?)
Role 261.308 364.583 0.001 0.127
Relationship Type 8.569 11.956 0.001 0.005

Role and Relationship Interaction 35.256 49.19 0.001 0.019
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Chart 1. Appreciation scores by role (giver vs. recipient) and relationship type (romantic partner vs.
close friend).
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Table 12.
Mean and standard deviation of the gratitude variable by relationship type (romantic partner = 2 vs.
close friend = 1) and relationship depth (low = 1 vs. high = 2(

Close friend partner
Variable
M SD M SD
Low relationship depth 4.72 0.686 4.17 0.831
High relationship depth 4.82 0.680 4.69 0.763
overall 4.79 0.683 4.67 0.772
Test **Mean Squares** F **Sjgnificance Level** Eta Squared (n?)
Relationship Type 9.306 17.684 0.001 0.014
Depth of Relationship 7.665 14.566 0.001 0.011
Relationship and Depth Interaction 3.682 6.997 0.008 0.006
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Chart 2. Appreciation scores by relationship type (Romantic partner = 2 vs. Close friend = 1) and
relationship depth (Low = 1 vs. High = 2).
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