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Abstract Gratitude and indebtedness have often been
equated in psychology. Emerging research, however,
suggests that these emotions are experienced differently and
occur in response to different situations (Gray, Emmons, &
Morrison, 2001). The current set of experiments investigated
the effects of helper intention on grateful and indebted
reactions to a favor. Study 1 utilized scenario methodology
to present participants with a favor that was given with
benevolent or ulterior motives. Participants felt significantly
more grateful when the helper had benevolent intentions.
Reactions of indebtedness did not vary as a function of
helper intention. In Study 2, participants recalled favors
that had been done for them for either unselfish or selfish
reasons. Participants reported significantly more gratitude
for the favor when they were instructed to recall an
unselfish favor. Levels of indebtedness were not affected
by helper intention. Study 3 provided participants with
an ambiguous favor scenario to better assess individuals’
natural reactions to receiving help, and replicated the results
of Study 1. Together, these three experiments provide
support for differences between grateful and indebted
emotions.

Keywords Gratitude . Indebtedness . Intention

Individuals may have different reactions to the receipt of aid
(Fisher, 1983). For example, an employee might feel grateful
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to a coworker who provides much needed help on a difficult
project. If that coworker is perceived to have helped just to
make herself look good in front of the boss, however, the
employee might instead react with negative emotions such
as resentment or indebtedness rather than gratitude. The cur-
rent paper examines the differences between the emotions
of gratitude and indebtedness, investigating how helper in-
tention differentially affects these two potential reactions to
aid.

Gratitude

Gratitude is one common reaction to aid (Gallup, 1998).
Ortony, Clore, and Collins (1988) posited that gratitude was
a compound emotion that arose from the admiration of a
praiseworthy action (intention) and the joy experienced when
that action is desirable (or valuable) to the self. Emmons and
Crumpler (2000) described gratitude as “an emotional re-
sponse to a gift” (p. 56), adding that gratitude is an interper-
sonal emotion that is felt toward other people or entities, and
not toward oneself. McCullough (2002) defined gratitude
as “a cognitive-affective response to the recognition that one
has been the beneficiary (or, in some cases, only the intended
beneficiary) of someone else’s good will” (p. 303). Research
has demonstrated that individuals are more likely to expe-
rience gratitude when they receive a favor that is perceived
to be (1) valued by the recipient, (2) costly to the benefac-
tor, (3) given by the benefactor with benevolent intentions,
and (4) given gratuitously (as contrasted with benefits given
due to role-based obligations) (e.g., Bar-Tal, Bar-Zohar,
Greenberg, & Hermon, 1977; Graham, 1988; Lane &
Anderson, 1976; Tesser, Gatewood, & Driver, 1968). The
vast majority of this research has relied on scenario
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methodology (see Tsang & McCullough, 2004, for a sum-
mary of the research on gratitude).

Indebtedness

Individuals do not always react to a favor with gratitude;
sometimes, feelings of indebtedness result from the receipt
of aid. Greenberg (1980) defined indebtedness as “a state of
obligation to repay another (p. 4), which arises from the norm
of reciprocity, a moral code stating that “(1) people should
help those who have helped them, and (2) people should
not injure those who have helped them” (Gouldner, 1960,
p. 171). In other words, the theory of indebtedness states
that when an individual receives a benefit from another, he
or she feels obligated to reciprocate the favor. Research has
generally supported this claim (e.g., Gouldner, 1960; Regan,
1971; Whatley, Webster, Smith, & Rhodes, 1999).

Differences between gratitude and indebtedness

Although researchers studying reciprocation often equate
gratitude with indebtedness (Gray, Emmons, & Morrison,
2001), there are a number of theoretical and empirical
differences between the two concepts. First, indebtedness
is accompanied by negative emotions such as discomfort
and uneasiness (e.g. Greenberg, 1980), whereas gratitude is
a positively valenced emotion (Lazarus & Lazarus, 1994;
Mayer, Salovey, Gomberg-Kaufman, & Blainey, 1991). Sec-
ond, indebtedness has been found to be associated with self-
reported avoidance motivations, whereas gratitude is asso-
ciated with self-reported prosocial motivations (Gray et al.,
2001). Third, indebtedness stems from the norm of reci-
procity, whereas gratitude, though perhaps influenced by this
norm as well, may go above and beyond a “tit-for-tat” men-
tality. For example, an individual motivated to reciprocate
out of indebtedness may work to return a favor of equal
value to the donor, taking the donor’s costs into account
(Fisher, 1983; Greenberg, 1980). In contrast, people often
acknowledge that there are certain individuals toward whom
they are so grateful, they could never provide a benefit equal
to that which they have received (e.g., gratitude toward one’s
parents or God) (Roberts, 1991). Therefore, gratitude and
indebtedness are not necessarily identical phenomena. Yet,
despite these theoretical differences, there has been little re-
search examining the differences between these two potential
reactions to aid.

Certain characteristics of the helping situation may deter-
mine whether recipients of aid experience gratitude, indebt-
edness, or both. Ames, Flynn, and Weber (2004) found that
one determinant of reactions to aid was the inferred motiva-
tions of the helper. Specifically, they found that individuals
felt more positively toward future interactions with a helper

when they perceived that the helper decided to help them out
of positive feelings for them, rather than from a cost-benefit
analysis. This effect was mediated by inferred helper men-
tal states, with individuals perceiving helpers to care more
about them when the helper decided to help based on posi-
tive feelings. They also found that feelings of gratitude were
significantly correlated with inferred helper mental states.
Thus, gratitude and other reactions to aid may be affected
by perceptions of the manner by which helpers make the
decision to help and, by extension, the perceived intentions
of the helper.

Greenberg and Wescott (1983) also predicted that helper
intention would affect reactions to aid. They theorized that
the receipt of aid would result in positive affect (such as
gratitude) when recipients perceive the aid as a sign of pos-
itive regard, but that aid would result in negative affect or
indebtedness when recipients perceive the helper as having
manipulative or deceitful intentions. Gratitude and indebted-
ness may therefore be differently affected by perceptions of
donor intention.

Watkins, Scheer, Ovnicek, and Kolts (2006) manipu-
lated benefactor expectations of reciprocation in gratitude
scenarios and found that as reciprocation expectations in-
creased, participants reported lower levels of gratitude and
higher levels of indebtedness. Participants were also more
likely to report wanting to help the benefactor in re-
turn if the benefactor did not express strong reciprocation
expectations.

The present studies

The present set of experiments investigated the effects of
perceived intention on feelings of gratitude and indebtedness.
Study 1 presented participants with a favor scenario in which
the helper had either benevolent or ulterior motives. Study 2
asked participants to recall an actual event in their lives where
someone did them a favor for either benevolent or selfish
reasons. Study 3 presented participants with a favor scenario
in which the helper’s motivation remained ambiguous in
order to better examine individuals’ natural attributional and
emotional reactions to favors.

Study 1

Method

Participants

Participants were 93 female and 20 male undergraduates at
Baylor University who received extra course credit for their
participation.
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Procedure

Participants were run in groups of 2–30 individuals. Each
participant was given a questionnaire packet containing the
study materials. Participants were presented with a scenario
and asked to imagine themselves in the scenario situation.
Some participants (N = 49) were randomly assigned to the
following scenario, in which a friend does them a favor for
benevolent reasons:

It’s the beginning of the semester, and you’re standing
in line at the bookstore to buy all the books for your
classes. You are waiting in line with a friend, and the
both of you joke about how long the line is taking. After
a long wait, the cashier rings you up, and you find out
that the total cost for your books is $400, which is much
more expensive than what you expected. You only have
$200 in your checking account. As you are standing there
wondering what to do, your friend offers to pay the extra
$200 for you: “Don’t worry about it. I’ve been in that
situation before and it’s a real bummer! Let me pay for it
and you won’t have to stress about getting your books in
time for the first exam or anything.” Although your friend
isn’t rich, you know that your friend can afford the $200.
You can tell that your friend is really concerned about you
and wants to help you out, so you say yes.

The other participants (N = 64) were presented with a
similar scenario, except that the last sentence indicated that
the friend had ulterior motives for helping the participant,
e.g., “You know that your friend is really doing you this
favor in order to borrow your car next weekend, but you
really need those textbooks so you say yes.”

Following the favor scenario, participants were asked
questions about the emotions they would feel in the sce-
nario, including several emotions relevant to gratitude and
indebtedness. Participants responded on a 1–7 Likert-type
scale (1 = Would feel very little of this emotion, 7 = Would
feel a lot of this emotion). A measure of gratitude was cre-
ated by combining participant ratings of grateful, thankful,
and appreciative (α = 89) and a measure of indebtedness
was created by combining ratings of indebted and obligated
(α = 72). Participants were also asked to rate the helper’s
motivation in the scenario (1 = Very concerned about me,
7 = Motivated by selfish reasons) and the magnitude of the
favor (“How much of a favor do you think the friend did
by giving money for the textbooks?” 1 = A very small favor,
7 = A very big favor).

It was predicted that participants’ reactions of gratitude
and indebtedness would differ as a function of the inten-
tion of the benefactor, with benevolent intentions leading to
more gratitude, and selfish intentions leading to more indebt-
edness.

Results and discussion

Manipulation checks

As expected, participants rated the helper as being signif-
icantly less selfish in the Benevolent Motives condition
(M = 2.14, SD = 1.04) compared to the Ulterior Motives
condition (M = 3.41, SD = 1.42), t(10.80) = 5.45, p < .001
(p-values for t-tests are two-tailed, unless otherwise indi-
cated). Given the low values in both conditions, however,
it seems that participants were reluctant to attribute a large
amount of selfishness to the helper in this particular sce-
nario. Participants did not rate the magnitude of the favor
differently between conditions (Mbenvolent = 6.39, SD = .95;
Multerior = 6.14, SD = 1.04; t(111) = 1.30, p > .19).

Gratitude and indebtedness

Across the two conditions, participants expressed both a high
amount of gratitude (M = 6.37, SD = 0.79) and indebted-
ness (M = 5.50, SD = 1.29). Gratitude and indebtedness were
not significantly correlated across conditions, r(111) = .02,
p > .20, or between conditions, r(47)benevolent = .10, p > .20;
r(62)ulterior = .00, p > .20.

Table 1 presents the means and standard deviations
for gratitude and indebtedness for each condition. Indi-
viduals reported feeling significantly more grateful when
the helper had a benevolent rather than ulterior motive,
t(104.92) = 3.31, p < .01, but there were no differences be-
tween conditions for indebtedness [t(111) = .40, p > .20].

Correlations were used to test for differences between
the relationship of gratitude and indebtedness to motivation.
Gratitude was significantly negatively related to motivation
condition, r = − .28, p < .01, again demonstrating that par-
ticipants reported less gratitude when the helper was said to
have had ulterior motives for helping. Indebtedness was not
significantly correlated with motivation condition, r = .04,

Table 1 Mean levels of gratitude and indebtedness by condition in
three studies

Intention condition
Study Benevolent Selfish Ambiguous

Study 1
Gratitude 6.63 (.53) 6.18 (.90) –
Indebtedness 5.45 (1.38) 5.55 (1.23) –

Study 2
Gratitude 6.48 (.63) 3.67 (1.96) –
Indebtedness 3.36 (1.42) 2.24 (1.38) –

Study 3
Gratitude 6.76 (.31) 6.49 (.62) 6.11 (.92)
Indebtedness 5.43 (1.35) 5.26 (1.37) 5.22 (1.38)

Note. Values enclosed in parentheses represent standard deviations.
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p > .20. The correlation between gratitude and condition
was significantly different from the correlation between in-
debtedness and condition, t(110) = 2.51, p < .05. Therefore,
gratitude varied according to helper intention, whereas feel-
ings of indebtedness did not.

Study 2

Although much gratitude research utilizes scenarios, there
are some shortcomings to this methodology. The presenta-
tion of favor scenarios helps insure standardization between
participants, but scenario research tends to elicit a low level of
involvement, and hence has potentially low psychological re-
alism (Hegtvedt, 1990). Additionally, participants who read
gratitude scenarios do not necessarily experience grateful
emotions (e.g., Graham, 1988; Weiner, Russell, & Lerman,
1978). It is possible that participants are describing their
personal theories of gratitude (Weiner, Russell, & Lerman,
1979), but not their actual grateful responses.

To address these methodological shortcomings, in
Study 2 participants were asked to recall actual favors that
had happened to them in the past. This recall exercise was
designed to increase participant involvement, and to remind
participants of the actual grateful and indebted emotions that
they may have felt during the event. In addition, this sec-
ond study provided an opportunity to replicate the results of
Study 1. In light of the findings of Study 1, it was expected
that participants in Study 2 would feel more gratitude if
asked to recall an unselfish compared to a selfish favor. In-
debtedness was expected to be relatively insensitive to helper
intention.

Method

Participants

Partcipants were 76 female and 16 male undergraduates at
Baylor University who received extra course credit for their
participation. Five additional participants (three from the
selfish condition and two from the benevolent condition)
were excluded from data analyses because they did not fol-
low instructions about the type of situation to recall (e.g.,
participants did not write about a situation that had positive
consequences).

Procedure

Participants were run singly in laboratory cubicles. They
were given a questionnaire packet that contained the study
materials. On the first page, participants were asked to re-
member and write about a situation that happened to them
in the past year. Instructions were modified from those given

in Ellsworth and Smith (1988) to induce recall of pleas-
ant experiences with other-agency appraisals. Specifically,
participants were asked to think of an experience where
they felt that “someone else had caused, and was control-
ling, what was happening in the situation,” and “the positive
consequences of this other person’s actions were important
to you.” In addition, approximately half of the participants
(N = 45) were asked to think of a situation where “the other
person was doing something good for you for unselfish rea-
sons,” (Benevolent condition) whereas the other half of the
participants (N = 47) imagined a situation where someone
did something good for them for selfish reasons (Selfish
condition). Participants were asked to take a minute to think
back and re-experience the thoughts and emotions that they
were feeling during this situation, and they were then in-
structed to write about the details of the situation on a lined
sheet of paper.

Participants were then asked questions about their cur-
rent emotions in reaction to the situation they were asked
to recall. A gratitude scale was constructed from the emo-
tion adjectives grateful, thankful, and appreciative, α = 96,
and an indebtedness scale was constructed from the emo-
tion adjectives indebted and obligated, α = 71. Participants
were also asked to rate the helper’s motivation in the situa-
tion (1 = Very concerned about me, 7 = Motivated mostly by
selfish reasons) and the magnitude of the favor (“How big
of a favor do you think the other person did for you?” 1 = A
very small favor, 7 = A very big favor).

Results and discussion

Participants reported a diverse number of favors done for
them. Benefactors included friends, romantic partners, par-
ents, and employers. For example, one participant in the
Benevolent condition wrote about how her boss gave her
a raise and extra hours at work so that she could quickly
pay off her large amount of credit card debt. A partici-
pant in the Selfish Condition recalled a time when a friend
bought her groceries on order to appear generous to her
roommate.

Manipulation checks

Participants in the Benevolent condition perceived their
helper’s motives as being significantly less selfish (M = 1.68,
SD = 1.18) than did participants in the Selfish condition
(M = 5.25, SD = 1.64), t(82.40) = 12.35, p < .001. Not sur-
prisingly, participants in Study 2, who recalled actual favors
that occurred in their own lives, appeared to make stronger
attributions of selfishness to helpers with ulterior motives,
compared to participants in Study 1 who were only react-
ing to a scenario. Also in contrast to Study 1, participants
in Study 2 rated the magnitude of the favor done for them
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as larger in the Benevolent condition (M = 6.14, SD = 1.03)
compared to the Selfish condition (M = 3.77, SD = 2.00),
t(71.34) = 7.22, p < .001.

Gratitude and indebtedness

Across conditions, participants expressed a high amount of
gratitude (M = 5.01, SD = 2.04), and lower levels of indebt-
edness (M = 2.78, SD = 1.50). In contrast to Study 1, in
Study 2 gratitude and indebtedness were significantly corre-
lated between conditions r(90) = .57, p < .001, and within
the Selfish, r(46) = .61, p < .001, but not the Benevolent
condition, r(42) = 20, p = .20.

ANOVAs were conducted to investigate the effects of
helper intention condition on gratitude and indebtedness.
Because participants were asked to freely recall a favor that
had actually happened to them, the size of the favors was
not standardized across participants, and differences in favor
magnitude emerged, as noted above. Therefore, participant
ratings of the magnitude of the favor were entered as a covari-
ate. Table 1 presents the means and standard deviations for
gratitude and indebtedness for each condition. Participants
reported significantly more grateful emotions after writing
about a favor given unselfishly compared to one given self-
ishly after controlling for favor magnitude, F(1,89) = 21.61,
p < .001. There was no significant effect of intention on
feelings of indebtedness controlling for favor magnitude,
F(1,89) = 1.21, p > .20.

Regression analyses were conducted with condition and
magnitude of the favor predicting gratitude and indebtedness.
Selfish/unselfish condition [β = .32, t(89) = 4.65, p < .01]
and magnitude of the favor [β = .62, t(89) = 9.02, p < .01]
both significantly and uniquely predicted feelings of grati-
tude, R2 = .73, F(2,89) = 114.40, p < .001. In contrast, self-
ish/unselfish condition [β = .13, t(89) = 1.10, p > .20] did
not significantly predict indebtedness, although magnitude
of the favor [β = .42, t(89) = 3.69, p < .001] did, R2 = .26,
F(2, 89) = 15.22, p < .001.

Study 3

Studies 1 and 2 provided consistent evidence for differential
effects of intentions on gratitude: Individuals felt little grat-
itude for a favor that was given selfishly, but more gratitude
when the helper acted unselfishly. On the other hand, feel-
ings of indebtedness remained constant and independent of
helper intention. This effect was replicated across both fa-
vor scenarios and retrospective accounts of favor situations.
Both of these studies, however, examined responses to pre-
determined helper intention. In Study 1, participants were
told the intentions of the helper in the scenario. In Study 2,

participants were directly instructed to recall favors that were
done for either benevolent intentions or ulterior motives. In
these situations, individuals were not allowed to provide their
own attributions about helper intention.1 Therefore, Study 3
provides a condition where participants are presented with a
favor scenario in which the helper has ambiguous intentions,
allowing participants to make their own attributions of helper
intention. Study 3 also presents an opportunity to replicate
the effects found in Study 1.

Method

Participants

Participants were 49 female, 13 male, and 24 individuals
of undisclosed gender2 who were undergraduates at Baylor
University. Participants received extra course credit for their
participation.

Procedure

Participants were run in groups of 2–30 individuals. Each
participant was given a questionnaire packet containing study
materials. Participants were randomly assigned to read one
of three scenarios. The Benevolent (N = 28) and Ulterior
Motives (N = 29) scenarios were identical to those presented
in Study 1. A third condition replaced the last sentence with
a statement that left the helper intention ambiguous: “You
really need those textbooks so you say yes. The next weekend
that same friend asks you if they can borrow your car to
run some errands.” This statement was designed to allow
for the possibility of both benevolent intentions and ulterior
motives.

The remainder of the dependent measures were identical
to the items provided in Study 1, and included measures of
gratitude (α = .85), indebtedness (α = .64), helper motiva-
tion, and favor magnitude.

Consistent with the results of Studies 1 and 2, it was
predicted that perceived benefactor intention would have
different effects on gratitude and indebtedness. It was hy-
pothesized that participants would react with more gratitude
when they attributed benevolent intentions to the benefac-
tor, and less gratitude when they attributed ulterior mo-
tives to the benefactor. In contrast, indebtedness was hy-
pothesized to be relatively insensitive to perceived helper
intention.

1 The author would like to thank an anonymous reviewer for pointing
this out.
2 Lack of gender information for these 24 participants was due to an
experimenter error, and not to an unwillingness to disclose gender on
the part of the individual participants.
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Results and discussion

Manipulation checks and descriptives

As in Study 1, participants rated the helper as being sig-
nificantly less selfish in the Benevolent Motives condition
(M = .96, SD = .69) compared to the Ulterior Motives con-
dition (M = 3.83, SD = 1.31). Intention ratings for partic-
ipants in the Ambiguous Motives condition fell between
those in the other two conditions (M = 2.34, SD = 1.14).
Participants in the Ulterior Motives rated the helper as sig-
nificantly more selfish than did those participants in both
the Benevolent Motives [t(42.83) = 6.74, p < .01] and the
Ambiguous Motives [t(56) = 4.59, p < .01] conditions; the
Benevolent Motives and Ambiguous Motives conditions,
however, were not significantly different from each other,
t(46.41) = 1.53, p = .13. In contrast to Study 1, ratings of the
magnitude of the favor differed between conditions: Partici-
pants in the Ulterior Motives condition reported that the favor
was significantly smaller (M = 5.62, SD = 1.21) compared
to participants in both the Benevolent Motives [M = 6.57,
SD = .69, t(44.83) = 3.67, p < .01] and the Ambiguous Mo-
tives [M = 6.24, SD = 1.09, t(56) = 2.05, p < .05] conditions.
The Benevolent Motives and Ambiguous Motives conditions
did not differ from one another in ratings of favor magnitude,
t(47.55) = 1.37, p = .18.

Gratitude and indebtedness

Across the three conditions, participants expressed both a
high amount of gratitude (M = 6.45, SD = .71) and indebt-
edness (M = 5.30, SD = 1.35). Gratitude and indebtedness
were significantly correlated only in the Ambiguous Motives
condition (r = .42, p < .05); correlations in the Benevolent
Motives (r = − .13, p > .20) and Ulterior Motives condition
(r = .26, p = .17) were not significant.

ANOVAs revealed that helper intention condition had a
significant effect on gratitude [F(2,83) = 6.72, p < .01], but
not indebtedness [F(2,83) = .18, p > .20]. Table 1 presents
the means and standard deviations for gratitude and in-
debtedness for each condition. Participants felt significantly
more grateful in the Benevolent Motives condition compared
to the Ambiguous Motives condition [t(41.63) = 2.07, p <

.05], and marginally less grateful in the Ulterior Motives
condition compared to the Ambiguous Motives condition
[t(56) = − 1.84, p = .07]. In contrast, levels of indebtedness
in the Benevolent Motives condition were not significantly
different from the Ambiguous Motives [t(55) = .47, p > .20]
or the Ulterior Motives condition [t(56) = − .10, p > .20].

The Ambiguous Motives condition was of particular in-
terest in this study because it allowed participants to make
their own helper intention attributions. Looking at the Am-
biguous Motives condition alone, ratings of selfish inten-

tions were significantly negatively correlated with gratitude,
r(27) = − .40, p < .05, but uncorrelated with indebtedness,
r(27) = .00, p > .20.

General discussion

The positively-valenced emotion of gratitude was more sen-
sitive to helper intentions: People felt more grateful in re-
sponse to favors done with benevolent intentions. In contrast,
individuals’ feelings of indebtedness were not sensitive to
helper intention. This may have been because the norm of
reciprocity was still operating whether or not a favor was
given for benevolent or selfish reasons, and the experience
of indebtedness is theoretically tied to the norm of reci-
procity (Greenberg, 1980). Presumably, even a selfish favor
needs to be reciprocated in some way, whether in word or in
deed, and this may cause recipients of both benevolent and
selfish favors to feel a certain level of indebtedness to their
benefactor.

These different effects on the emotions of gratitude and in-
debtedness occurred when participants were presented with
favor scenarios, as well as when they were asked to remember
an actual favor that had happened to them in the past, speak-
ing to the potential robustness of these effects. Additionally,
these patterns of effects were also uncovered when partici-
pants were presented with an ambiguous favor scenario that
allowed them to make their own intention attributions.

Although recall methodology was used in Study 2 in part
to address limitations of the scenario methodology used in
Studies 1 and 3, Study 2 was not without limitation. Partici-
pants in Study 2 were asked to recall a favor that was done for
them within the past year; no measure, however, was taken
of the amount of time that had passed since the favor had oc-
curred. Therefore, it is possible that recall biases might have
affected some of the results. For example, participants re-
calling favors from further in the past may reconstruct those
memories as being more or less pleasant than favors done
more recently. Research looking at gratitude in the laboratory
could address shortcomings of both scenario and recall re-
search. Laboratory favors, such as receiving resources from
another participant, have the advantage of being easily stan-
dardized and are potentially involving for participants, and
these favors would not be affected by recall biases (Tsang,
2006).

These results underscore differences between the emo-
tions of gratitude and indebtedness. Not only may gratitude
and indebtedness be tied to different motivations (Gray et al.,
2001), these data demonstrate that these emotions may be
affected differently by perceptions of benefactor intention.
Additional research is needed to investigate whether these
different patterns of gratitude and indebtedness translate into
differences in behavioral reciprocation and/or expressions of
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thanks. Although some research has linked gratitude and in-
debtedness to thought and action tendencies (Watkins et al.,
2006), there are currently no studies that assess differences
between gratitude and indebtedness in the frequency and
magnitude of behavioral reciprocation for favors. It is possi-
ble that individuals may react to a benevolently given favor
with gratitude and greater reciprocation, compared to a self-
ishly given favor that elicits indebtedness and little gratitude.
A laboratory study of behavioral reciprocation in reaction to
selfish and unselfish favors would be again an especially
good method to address these predictions.

Research on gratitude is a small but growing field; re-
search on the differences between gratitude and indebted-
ness is even rarer. The current set of studies demonstrates
that gratitude and indebtedness are not identical emotions,
but occur differently in reaction to differences in perceived
benefactor intentions. As additional research is conducted to
investigate the differences between gratitude and indebted-
ness, more light will be shed on these two potential reactions
to aid.
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