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exchange-based justice and affect-based justice as theoretical frameworks. First, I focus 

on help recipients’ experiences in receiving help by examining two parallel processes—a 

cognitive process involves distributive justice and interpersonal justice perceptions, and 

an affective process with affective responses. Second, I propose that observers form their 

justice perceptions and affective responses separately when observing the interacting 

dyad. Finally, I expect that observers may develop either positive or negative reactions 

toward help recipients depending on their exclusion beliefs. In summary, I propose when 

help can be dysfunctional, and that this dysfunction will operate through justice 

perceptions and affective responses for both help recipients and observers. To test the 

proposed relationships, I gathered data to test the hypotheses in a lab experiment. 
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CHAPTER I 
 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

The benefits of organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) for individuals and 

organizations are widely supported by previous research (Gabriel et al., 2018; Organ et al., 2005). 

OCB is thought to be beneficial for both individual accomplishment and organizational 

performance. Empirical studies have been supportive, finding that engaging in OCB is associated 

with both positive antecedents, such as job satisfaction and organizational justice (Organ & Ryan, 

1995; Penner et al., 1997; Spector & Fox, 2002), and positive consequences, including group 

organizational effectiveness, managerial evaluations of employee job performance, and 

promotability (Podsakoff et al., 2009; Podsakoff et al., 1993). These benefits suggest that research 

and theory on understanding OCB is particularly important.  

In terms of how employees experience their daily work, one important component of 

OCB is the provision of help in organizational settings (Bowler & Brass, 2006; Settoon & 

Mossholder, 2002); such behaviors improve individual and group performance more than other 

forms of OCB do (Bowler & Brass, 2006; Podsakoff et al., 2000). Therefore, early research 

recognized that these discretionary behaviors are particularly important for organizational 

effectiveness (e.g., Katz, 1964). In sum, both theoretical and empirical work has been focused on 

promoting these behaviors, because the positive social climate they create makes the organization 

a more pleasant place to work (Bolino et al., 2015; Organ et al., 2006). However, far less research
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has examined the experiences of the receiver of help. Receiving help is generally considered to be 

beneficial because of its usefulness in reducing occupational stress (Bowling et al., 2005). 

The consensus around the assumption that assisting others at work is universally beneficial 

for all parties (Bolino et al., 2004; Organ et al., 2006) might be premature. First, assisting others 

represents an additional workplace demand, that sometimes comes at the expense of one’s own in-

role task accomplishment. For example, individuals may spend tremendous amount of time helping 

their colleagues in solving their problems and issues, leaving insufficient time for their own in-role 

tasks. As such, helping others can be frustrating and fatiguing for employees (Bergeron, 2007; Bolino 

& Turnley, 2005). In addition, even when individuals are not constrained by time in meeting their in-

role demands, the resources that they spend on assisting others still could have been used in other 

duties (Koopman et al., 2016). Furthermore, sometimes helping others is informally rewarded or even 

externally compelled by organization or supervisor, such that employees may feel pressure to help. 

Recent research has started to more closely examine this “dark side” of citizenship behaviors such as 

helping.  

It is perhaps not surprising that this research has indeed demonstrated that engaging in OCB 

(e.g., being helpful and taking on more responsibilities) is associated with negative affective states 

and depletion, especially when individuals feel pressured to engage in such behaviors (Matta et al., 

2020). Furthermore, helpers can resent having to help others, or feel unnecessarily entitled to rewards 

for such behaviors, which can be frustrating if reciprocation does not materialize (Bolino et al., 2015; 

Gabriel et al., 2018; Yam et al., 2016). These experienced states and attitudes can even then 

ultimately lead to negative discretionary behaviors (Gabriel et al., 2018; Matta et al., 2020), to the 

detriment of the organization and employees. This shows that unquestioningly considering helping 

behavior to be universally good fails to consider important nuance around the helping context and can 

lead to erroneous conclusions in at least some cases. 

While the aforementioned work has provided some invaluable insights that begin to address 

this issue on the part of the individuals engaged in helping, the core of this issue—the consensus 
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about the universal positivity of receiving help—has not been fully addressed (Chou & Stauffer, 

2016). That is, receiving helping at work is still broadly considered to be purely beneficial to the 

recipients, who are thought to always feel happy and grateful when given help. However, receiving 

helping is still essentially an interpersonal interaction—as such, like any type of exchange between 

two individuals, the actual experience of it need not be always positive (Gray et al., 2020). For 

example, the help received itself might not be of any value to the individual, or it might be confusing 

or inaccurate (Bolino et al., 2004; Dalal & Sheng, 2019), which makes the experience, at the very 

least, a waste of the help receiver’s time.  

In addition, the way in which help is given is important. Just as interpersonal interactions 

with supervisors and customers are not always positive, helping interactions among coworkers can 

also be unpleasant in nature. In fact, 98% of employees reported that they had experienced uncivil 

behaviors at work, and 50% reported being treated rudely at least once a week in 2011 (Porath & 

Pearson, 2013). Importantly, experiencing rudeness may happen during any interpersonal interaction, 

including helping. For example, while one employee might receive help (of any level of utility) with 

respect and patience on behalf of the helper, the other might experience condescension or disrespect; 

this can be true even of help that is in itself of high instrumental value. Thus, despite recent attention 

to the perspective of helpers, the actual experiences of help recipient remain relatively unexplored.  

Importantly, the implications may go beyond the interacting dyad to others who might be 

observing this interpersonal interaction, because observers do not always perceive an event the same 

way as the participants of the event do. For example, help recipients may receive lower utility helping 

when it does not match their needs to solve the problem, whereas observers may not notice this issue 

as they are unaware of the exact needs of help recipients. In addition, observers of an interaction 

between a dyad might use their perceptions as information that might apply to them, and thus the 

particulars of this interaction may also impact observers. Past research has shown that witnessing 

uncivil behaviors has been shown to be associated with increased negative affect and fear (Andersson 

& Pearson, 1999), distress (Lim et al., 2008) and emotional exhaustion (Totterdell et al., 2012), and 
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any similar effects in a helping context can have a far-reaching influence that may bring potential 

negative consequences to employees.  

In this work, I argue that a greater focus on help recipients and observers in a helping context 

is needed to establish a new consensus of helping as a multidimensional and nuanced context. By no 

longer overlooking the complexity of the experiences that recipients might have, I will contribute to 

the understanding of workplace helping as not always beneficial, and will show when, how and why 

it can be aversive. I further show that the potential negative consequences of helping may be 

experienced not only by those providing help but also by those receiving it. This expanded 

understanding considers both parties in a helping interaction as distinct individuals with their own 

needs, affective states, and perceptions of one another, all of which are important components of an 

interaction characterized by both instrumental and social elements.  

The purpose of this dissertation is, therefore, twofold. First, I examine the consequences of 

receiving help with differential levels of utility and presented with differential levels of incivility. In 

particular, I investigate how help recipients’ justice perceptions after receiving (un)helpful and 

(un)pleasant helping, how they cognitively and affectively experience it, and how they intend to 

behave in the future as a result. Second, I examine the consequences the different ways in which 

helping can manifest might have for observers, showing that both utility and incivility aspects of this 

interaction link to justice perceptions and affective experiences at the conclusion of the interaction, as 

well as future behavioral intentions and attitudes. 

This study contributes to the organizational citizenship behavior and justice literatures in 

several ways. First, I theoretically show the potential unintended consequences of OCB by examining 

the experiences of help recipients. Specifically, I examine why help recipients may perceive 

unfairness, experience negative emotions, and produce negative behaviors after receiving assistance. 

Although past research has examined the potential negative issues associated with OCB, the focus 

was mainly on the helpers’ personal and professional costs (Bolino et al., 2013). The current study 

expands this research by assessing the experiences of help recipients. Moreover, although the use of 
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social exchange theory has been a dominant lens for explaining justice perceptions, a focus on affect 

in the justice literature is relatively recent (Colquitt et al., 2013). This study thus provides a 

comprehensive approach by integrating the two processes. In addition, although violations of justice 

have been linked to negative affect, the relationship between justice and positive affect has been less 

clear (Cohen-Charash & Byrne, 2008). As a result, this study answers the call for an integrative 

framework of exchange-based justice and affect-based justice.  

Second, this study adds to the literature on third-party justice perceptions. By drawing on 

social learning theory and the deontic model of justice, this study reveals that observers may develop 

different cognitive and affective processes from those of help recipients. Furthermore, this study 

shows not all observers will perceive the same event in the same way—instead, their perceptions of 

justice and affective responses depend on their exclusion beliefs (i.e., whether they perceive the help 

recipient deserving of mistreatments; Mitchell et al., 2015). As a result, this study expands the deontic 

model of justice for third-party observers by assessing the boundary conditions that relate to their 

perceptions and behaviors. 

The remainder of this dissertation is structured as follows: Chapter 2 is a review of the 

literature on helping, justice perceptions, and behavioral responses for both the focal employee and 

the observer. Chapter 3 presents the overall model with hypotheses. In Chapter 4, I present the 

methods. Chapter 5 reports the results. Finally, I present a discussion and implications in Chapter 6. 

All of the lab experimental design and survey measures are presented in the Appendix D. 
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CHAPTER II 
 

 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

In this chapter, I lay out a framework for understanding the phenomena and the theories 

involved in my model. In doing so, I first discuss why helping (as a core organizational 

citizenship behavior) can be dysfunctional. Second, I introduce research on justice and explain 

how receiving help impacts individual justice perceptions based on an integrative lens of social 

exchange and affect. Third, I discuss the deontic responses of third-party observers. Finally, I 

examine how different justice perceptions can lead to different behaviors on the part of both help 

recipients and third-party observers. 

Organizational Citizenship Behavior 

The original definition of organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) by Organ (1988) is 

“individual behavior that is discretionary, not directly or explicitly recognized by the formal 

reward system, and that in the aggregate promotes the effective functioning of the organization”. 

OCB can improve organizational effectiveness because they may enhance coworker and 

managerial productivity (MacKenzie et al., 1991; Organ, 1988), increase coordination (Smith et 

al., 1983), and form an attractive working environment (George & Bettenhausen, 1990). Indeed, 

empirical research shows that OCB contributes to overall performance, operating efficiency, and 

customer satisfaction at the organizational level (Bergeron, 2007; Podsakoff et al., 1997).
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A key assumption in Organ’s original definition for OCB implies that such behaviors will 

generally promote the effective functioning of the organization, which was intuitively plausible 

but may not be universal across situations (Borman & Motowidlo, 1993; Organ & Konovsky, 

1989; Podsakoff et al., 2000). Using a resource allocation framework, Bergeron (2007) argued 

that while OCB may be beneficial at the workgroup and organizational level, they may come at 

the expense of individual task performance because of the tradeoff between these two at given 

points. A handful of studies that conducted empirical tests have found mixed support for the 

relationship between OCB and performance. As Van Dyne et al. (1995, p. 278) noted, “although 

Organ (1990) defines OCB as positive in terms of both intent and outcome, it is possible to 

imagine intendedly positive acts of extra-role behavior that have negative outcomes.” To the 

extent that OCB is not always beneficial, organizational functioning and employee outcomes may 

not always benefit from more citizenship behaviors.  

Research in this area has been identified different forms of OCB. For example, OCB has 

been conceptualized as 1) Altruism and 2) Generalized Compliance (Smith et al., 1983), 1) 

Altruism, 2) Courtesy, 3) Sportsmanship, 4) Conscientiousness, and 5) Civic Virtue (Organ, 

1988), and 1) OCB-I and 2) OCB-O (Williams & Anderson, 1991). As Podsakoff (2000) pointed 

out in his review on the conceptual overlap between the constructs, helping behavior has been 

identified as an important component of OCB by virtually everyone in this domain; therefore I 

will focus specifically on helping as the core OCB of interest.  

Helping as a core OCB 

Because helping behavior is one of the most important citizenship behaviors (and 

identified as such by almost all researchers in the OCB literature; Podsakoff et al., 2000), for the 

remainder of this dissertation, I focus on interpersonal OCB or helping (see Koopman et al., 

2016; Williams & Anderson, 1991). Conceptually, helping at work means voluntarily assisting 
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coworkers with work-related problems. This is also termed as interpersonal citizenship behavior 

(Bowler & Brass, 2006), OCB-I (Williams & Anderson, 1991), or altruism (Smith et al., 1983). 

Helping at work facilitates organizational functioning because such behaviors can contribute to 

the development of social capital (Bolino et al., 2002). Empirically, however, helping behaviors 

are associated with both increased (Podsakoff et al., 1997) and decreased work-group 

performance (Podsakoff & Mackenzie, 1994). That is, the assumption that because helping 

behaviors are intended to be helpful does not mean that help is necessarily valuable, welcome, or 

even wanted. Building on the inconsistent consequences of helping, I will utilize the justice 

framework to explain what outcomes it may bring to help recipients as well as observers. 

Related Literatures of Dysfunctional Helping 

There are several lines of research in other domains that have examined phenomena 

similar to dysfunctional workplace helping, including unhelpful workplace social support, 

negative mentoring relationships, and dysfunctional helping in romantic relationships. Below I 

will give a brief review on each of these, discuss how there are relevant for my theoretical 

framework, and link them to other literatures. 

A closely related literature to dysfunctional helping is unhelpful workplace social 

support. Although social support at work is thought to protect employees by reducing strains and 

buffering work stressors (Viswesvaran et al., 1999), not all studies reported beneficial effects. 

Unhelpful workplace social support may happen when an employee receives instrumental support 

at the cost of self-esteem (Deelstra et al., 2003), or when a specific form of social support is not 

wanted or needed by the employee (Beehr et al., 2010). In particular, researchers have shown that 

reverse buffering effects could happen when support has a harmful or exacerbating rather than a 

beneficial or mitigating moderation effect on stressor-criteria relationships (Mathieu et al., 2019). 

In a recent meta-analysis, Mathieu et al. (2019) compared the two types of workplace social 
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support (i.e., emotional support and instrumental support). In the twenty-five studies they 

identified that tested emotional support moderation effects (i.e., support and stressor interaction), 

they found that buffering effects were only marginally more common than reverse buffering 

effects (48% vs. 40%); for 23 studies testing instrumental support moderation, reverse buffering 

was actually slightly more common than buffering effects (43% vs. 30%). Therefore, just as 

unhelpful workplace social support sometimes becomes a job stressor instead of a job resource 

(Gray et al., 2020), workplace helping can be perceived as unhelpful or even harmful by help 

recipients regardless of helpers’ (e.g., supervisor, coworker) intentions.  

Likewise, in mentoring relationships, mentors typically provide career-related support 

and psychosocial support, both of which are intended to be beneficial but can end up being 

dysfunctional for protégé goal attainment and personal interaction quality (Scandura, 1998). For 

instance, when a mentor does not have job-related expertise to guide the protégé (technical 

competencies) or provides inaccurate information (overt deceit), the protégé’s career-related 

support would be hindered; when a mentor has a negative attitude, or is generally bitter and 

unhappy, the protégé’s psychosocial support would suffer. Although not all negative mentoring 

experiences involve a helping context, mentoring experiences are still related enough to such 

behaviors to shed some light on dysfunctional helping at workplace (Simon & Eby, 2003), 

because they are generally perceived as positive behaviors, and yet can have negative outcomes 

for the receiver. 

Another area where helping has been found to have mixed results is social support in 

romantic relationships. Research on social support in marriage has focused on specific supportive 

interactions (Bradbury et al., 2000). An important source of support individuals expect to receive 

in stressful times is from their partners (Cutrona, 1996). However, not everyone in intimate 

relationships can provide responsive and sensitive care to the other, because responding to others’ 

needs is not easy—it involves responsibility and utilization of considerable cognitive, emotional, 
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and tangible resources (Collins et al., 2010). Likewise, receiving dysfunctional helping at work 

may happen as those dysfunctional social support in romantic relationships.   

In summary, a common thread in literatures examining failed social support is that 

although supportive action is typically considered beneficial, it is in essence a type of 

interpersonal interaction—as such, the outcome should not be assumed; instead, it depends on the 

specific communication and information exchange process. With an understanding of relevant 

literatures on failed social support, it is important to identify the possible outcomes associated 

with it. Past research has shown that employees appear to be sensitive to fairness issues in general 

in daily interactions at work (Bies, 2001; Miner & Cortina, 2016). When receiving dysfunctional 

support or mistreatment in daily interactions, individuals are likely to have negative experiences 

because of cues of unfairness and different emotions. Therefore, in the section below, I integrate 

social exchange and affect lenses in justice as a framework to illustrate how justice perceptions of 

both recipients and observers originate from helping and how different parties respond as a result. 

Organizational Justice  

The study of organizational justice in its current form can be traced to Adams (1965)’s 

equity theory that discusses workplace distributive justice. Early studies of distributive justice 

have been mostly focused distribution of monetary resources in workplace (Skitka & Tetlock, 

1992), such as pay, promotions, fringe benefits, and rewards. Adams (1965) framed distributive 

justice as perceptions of fairness in terms of the ratio between an individual’s outcomes and 

inputs in relation to the ratio of some comparison others, such that if an individual’s own 

outcome/input ratio falls below that of the comparison other, he/she would feel injustice. 

Although equity is the most appropriate allocation norm in the context of distribution of monetary 

resources in organizations (Colquitt et al., 2012), there are two alternative norms that individuals 

may follow (Leventhal, 1976)—equality norms refer to the idea that recipients all get the same 
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regardless of inputs, and norms of responsiveness to need refer to the idea that recipients with 

greater need will be given more resources. However, the other two norms are seldom examined or 

included in justice measures (Colquitt & Shaw, 2005), probably because allocations of 

nonmonetary resources at the workplace are only rarely studied (Skitka & Tetlock, 1992). 

Importantly, distributive justice perceptions motivate people to “restore the balance,” including 

withdrawing from the relationship or altering one’s inputs or outcomes (Colquitt et al., 2005). 

Procedural justice refers to the perceived fairness of the procedures during a decision-

making process (Cropanzano et al., 2002). Grounded in the pioneering work of Thibaut and 

Walker (1975), procedural justice was expanded by Leventhal (1980) with six procedural rules—

consistency, bias suppression, accuracy, correctability, representativeness, and ethicality. For 

example, the procedures in a decision-making process should be open to voice, unbiased and 

consistent across people and time (Colquitt & Shaw, 2005). Greenberg and Folger (1983) 

introduced procedural justice to the organizational literature, applying it to various human 

resource management practices such as performance evaluation and compensation, most of which 

are implemented by an agent such as one’s supervisor. As a result, employees often attribute 

procedural justice to either the formal organization procedures themselves or the leaders who 

enact and apply the procedures (Cobb et al., 1997).  

Supplementing and extending findings in distributive justice and procedural justice, the 

wave of interactional justice started in the mid-1980s. Bies (1986) added the social aspect of 

justice to capture the interpersonal treatment individuals receive, and identified four rules for 

fairness of interpersonal treatment—truthfulness, justification, respect, and propriety. Greenberg 

and Cropanzano (1993) further suggested that interactional justice could be meaningfully 

separated into two distinct types—interpersonal justice, which consists of respect and propriety 

rules and relates to how individuals are treated, and informational justice, which captures 
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truthfulness and justification rules and refers to the accuracy and quality of explanations people 

receive (Colquitt et al., 2005).  

Over the years, research in justice has integrated other lenses in establishing its 

theoretical framework. In a meta-analysis, Colquitt et al. (2013) identified social exchange theory 

as the dominant lens for the past decade, and the affect lens as an emergent framework for 

understanding justice reactions, in spite of the intuitive affinity between justice and affect 

(Cropanzano et al., 2011; De Cremer, 2007). Providing help and receiving help are closely 

associated with both lenses, because giving and receiving resources often are involved in the 

process of reciprocity and may trigger a variety of affective responses. As such, I will review both 

lenses of justice below to discuss how helping becomes dysfunctional at work.  

Exchange-based Justice  

Social exchange in an organizational setting can be seen as a process in which employees 

return the benefits that they receive with those whom they have an exchange relationship with, 

whether it is supervisors, coworkers, organizations, or customers (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). 

Early integrations of social exchange and justice have been shown that perceptions of justice can 

foster trust, which then encourages the employee to engage in OCB as an exchangeable resource 

(Moorman, 1991; Organ, 1988). Indeed, Moorman et al. (1998) found that procedural justice is 

associated with OCB behaviors, including interpersonal helping, via perceived organizational 

support. Subsequent studies uncovered a series of social exchange quality indicators, and 

explored the relationship between different justice dimensions and these social exchange quality 

indicators (Colquitt et al., 2013). For example, Masterson et al. (2000) focused on two major 

social exchange relationships at work—LMX (social exchange relationship with the immediate 

supervisor), and perceived organizational support (POS, social exchange relationship with the 

organization) as mechanisms that explain the link from (in)justice perceptions to employee 
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attitudes and behaviors. In particular, they found that procedural justice was associated with 

responses directed toward organization (POS), and interactional justice was associated with 

response directed toward the supervisor (LMX). They speculated that this is because procedures 

are often established by organizations, whereas interactional justice is often enacted at the 

individual level, commonly by individuals’ supervisors (Cropanzano et al., 2002).  

Accordingly, Lavelle et al. (2007) proposed a target similarity model of justice, in which 

the relationship between three sources of justice (i.e., organizational, supervisory, and coworker) 

and target-specific citizenship behavior (i.e., citizenship toward organization, supervisor, and 

coworker, respectively) is mediated by target-specific social exchange indicators (i.e., perceived 

support, trust and exchange relationships from the organization, the supervisor, and coworkers 

separately). From a multifocal perspective, researchers can distinguish the sources or referents of 

the social exchange relationship, and are better able to explain employee behaviors (Cropanzano 

et al., 2016). These arguments are in line with previous work on procedural justice—while 

perceptions of procedural justice are formed from formal policies, they are also based on 

supervisors who are involved in their implementation (Cobb et al., 1997). Overall, social 

exchange-based justice provides an effective cognitive framework for understanding the 

relationship between justice and OCB (Cropanzano & Rupp, 2008; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994).  

Affect-based Justice   

Emerging research began recognizing the role of affect in justice literature. However, the 

integration between justice and affect “has been slower than one might expect.” (Cropanzano et 

al., 2011, p. 3), even though affect was implicit in the early conceptualization of justice. Adams 

(1965) in his equity theory proposed that individuals feel more distress the greater the inequity 

they perceive (either overreward or underreward), and as a result they will try to restore equity 

and reduce distress.  
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Early attempts on integration of justice and discrete emotions have adopted appraisal 

theories of emotions, in which a justice situation serves as an affective event (Weiss & 

Cropanzano, 1996). In the appraisal framework, individuals engage in a two-stage process in 

which events are seen as proximal causes for emotional reactions (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). 

In the primary stage, individuals evaluate whether an event is relevant to their goals and well-

being. In the secondary stage, individuals further interpret the meaning of the event based on cues 

from the environment and evaluate whether they can reduce or avoid the threats, during which 

discrete emotional responses are elicited (Folkman & Lazarus, 1984; Lazarus, 1991).  

Building on cognitive appraisal models, affective events theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 

1996) argue that work events are proximal causes of affective reactions. As such, employees 

would have affective reactions to justice because these events are relevant to goal progress 

(Colquitt & Zipay, 2015). Meta-analysis showed that the justice–behavior relationship was indeed 

mediated by state affect (Colquitt et al., 2013), in particular, distributive and procedural justice 

are associated with task performance and OCB via state positive affect, and distributive, 

procedural, and interpersonal justice are associated with CWB via state negative affect. In 

affective events that elicit an unfavorable outcome or an unfair process, a variety of discrete 

emotions are identified, including happiness, pride, joy, understanding, anger, disappointment and 

resentment (e.g., Clayton, 1992; Cropanzano & Folger, 1989; Krehbiel & Cropanzano, 2000; 

Mikula, 1986; Rupp & Spencer, 2006; Weiss et al., 1999). 

Yet despite scholars having examined justice perceptions from both cognitive and 

affective perspective, the integration of these two is lacking, and thus Colquitt et al. (2013) called 

for more research on integrating the two mechanisms (Colquitt & Zipay, 2015). Integrating these 

two perspectives would generate more nuanced implications because both social exchange and 

affect are present and complement each other in workplace helping interactions.  
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As such, receiving help is beneficial when help recipients’ need is satisfied in a friendly 

helping experience, and as a result help recipients may choose to reciprocate in return. Inversely, 

when the helping experience is an uncivil interpersonal interaction without outcomes of value, 

recipients may develop a sense of unfairness and negative affective reactions, and even 

reciprocate in negative ways. Indeed, justice and affect are the two most proximal outcomes to 

investigate in response to differentiated helping experiences. 

Third-party Justice Perceptions 

The section above discussed justice perception from focal employees’ perspective. 

Seeking help and giving help, as many other events in workplace, do not exist in a vacuum. 

Employees often have coworkers work alongside and have social and task interactions on a daily 

basis (Chiaburu & Harrison, 2008; Fairlie, 2004, December); coworkers also form opinions on 

the workplace interactions that they witness. Whereas social exchange theory is used to examine 

how individuals evaluate and respond to their own experiences, the deontic model of justice 

(Cropanzano et al., 2003; Folger, 2001) focuses on the moral aspects of witnessing injustice from 

an observer’s perspective. In particular, Folger et al. (2005) summarized five attributes of the 

deontic response, three of which are especially relevant to the helping context.  

The first attribute is automaticity. Moral judgement, as other types of judgement, is part 

of a dual processing system (O'Reilly & Aquino, 2011). The dual process models suggest that 

individuals form judgement in two processes: the intuitive system involves fast, effortless, and 

automatic processing, whereas the reasoning system involves slow, effortful, and intentional 

processing (Epstein, 1994). Deontic reactions are described the product of moral intuitions, 

defined as “the sudden appearance in consciousness of a moral judgement, including an affective 

valence (good-bad, like-dislike), without any conscious awareness of having gone through steps 

of searching, weighting evidence or inferring a conclusion” (Haidt, 2001, p. 1029). As such, 
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justice judgement of others’ behavior can occur in a relatively rapid, automatic and unconscious 

process (Bos et al., 2001; Cropanzano et al., 2003; O'Reilly & Aquino, 2011). Second, individuals 

may seek vengeful actions in response to other individuals’ injustice experiences (Folger et al., 

2005). In particular, interactional injustice is the most prevailing antecedent, because it is often 

easier to identify the person to blame in an interactional injustice event than in a procedural 

injustice event (Bies et al., 1996). Finally, Folger et al. (2005) termed “deontic anger” to describe 

the angry responses of the third-party to people who violate the moral order. To the extent that 

third-party observers can develop strongly felt emotions and action tendencies when the injustice 

event does not have a direct consequence to themselves (Ellard & Skarlicki, 2002; Folger et al., 

2005), the commitment to ethical standards need not to be associated with self-interest of 

benefits. It may even include self-sacrifice of the third-party (Turillo et al., 2002).  

Therefore, individuals as neutral observers are likely to have negative emotional reactions 

and take retributive actions toward the transgressor in response to injustice perceptions 

(Cropanzano et al., 2003; Folger et al., 2005; Reich & Hershcovis, 2015). This is because a 

violation of normative standards and principles indicates that it is not moral or right (Cropanzano 

et al., 2003). As a result, a moral intuition on an injustice event triggers the third party’s affective 

reactions in a relatively rapid and nonconscious process (O'Reilly & Aquino, 2011). Put 

differently, individuals care about others not only when an event arouses self-concerns, but also 

when it violates moral and social norms (Skarlicki & Kulik, 2004). Given the emergence of third-

parties’ reactions in organizational justice context, observers’ perspective is critical to be included 

in an integrated model.  

Behavioral Responses of Help Recipients  

The social exchanged-based justice framework describes a social exchange process in 

which individuals respond in kind with either positive or negative behaviors (Cropanzano et al., 
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2016). Specifically, an organizational actor starts with either initial positive actions, such as 

justice and support (Cropanzano & Rupp, 2008; Riggle et al., 2009), or initial negative actions, 

such as abusive supervision or incivility (Pearson et al., 2005; Tepper et al., 2009). These initial 

actions transform into higher- or lower-quality social exchange relationships. The target, in 

response, can choose to respond with positive or negative behaviors—such behaviors are referred 

to as reciprocating responses (Cropanzano et al., 2016). Cropanzano et al. (2016) proposed a two-

dimension space of social exchange relationship to organize initiating action and reciprocating 

responses—activity axis, which ranges from “active/exhibit” to “inactive/withhold” and hedonic 

value axis, which ranges from “desirable” to “undesirable”. For example, when an undesirable 

and active initiating action is high abusive supervision, target might respond with high distrust 

and CWB. As discussed above, to integrate social exchange and affect framework, I will review 

reciprocating responses from both lenses for help recipients.  

Exchange and behavioral responses. Gouldner (1960) postulated that the concept of 

reciprocity can be examined from the equivalence, immediacy, and interest. For example, they 

suggest that people generally should help those who have helped them, and should not harm those 

who have helped them. Moreover, they pointed out that historically, the most prominent 

expression is negative norms of reciprocity, regarding a “return of harms”, as such principles are 

widespread in criminal laws and legal penalties (Helm et al., 1972). Research has examined 

several negative reciprocating responses, such as the spiraling effect of work incivility 

(Andersson & Pearson, 1999), supervisor-directed CWB (Liu et al., 2010) and displaced 

aggression (Marcus-Newhall et al., 2000). According to a meta-analysis on reciprocation of 

negative work behaviors, negative work behaviors are likely associated with negative work 

behaviors of similar severity or activity and directed back to the instigators (Greco et al., 2019). 

In the management literature, scholars have examined both positive and negative norms 

of reciprocity in work relationships (Uhl-Bien & Maslyn, 2003). According to the general model 
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of social exchange (Cropanzano et al., 2016), the process begins when an organizational actor 

treats people in a positive or negative manner (Eisenberger et al., 2004), and the target choose to 

reciprocate with positive or negative behaviors in response to the initiating action (Eisenberger et 

al., 1987). As an exemplar of reciprocation in social exchange relationships, OCB has emerged as 

one of the earliest positive outcomes of justice (Moorman, 1991). Organ (1988) proposed that 

when supervisors treat employees fairly, employees may reciprocate with OCB, indicating a 

positive social exchange relationship. Research afterwards consistently supported the positive 

relationship between justice and OCB (Cohen-Charash & Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001; 

Viswesvaran & Ones, 2002). This is because these organizational experiences “force a conscious 

appraisal of the type of the exchange—social or economic—that defines the relationship with the 

organization” (Organ, 1990, p. 66). In other words, employees are more likely to feel moral 

obligated to reciprocate with OCB because of the positive initial actions from organizations such 

as the receipt of organizational support (Cardona et al., 2004). 

Affect and behavioral responses. Whereas social exchange theory has been used as a 

cognitive explanation for work behaviors, state affect can also drive a variety of behavioral 

responses. Recent research suggests that these two explanations are not as closely related as once 

thought (Organ & Konovsky, 1989). Instead, cognitive and affective states can independently link 

the relationship between justice and behavioral responses (Colquitt et al., 2013).  

From an affective perspective, Spector and Fox (2002)’s emotion-centered model views 

emotion as playing a central role in eliciting both OCB and CWB. They proposed that emotions 

induce action tendencies to behave, such that positive emotions tend to elicit altruistic behaviors, 

whereas negative emotions may prompt avoidance tendencies. However, this does not mean that 

emotions will automatically or immediately result in behaviors; instead, emotions elicit these 

action tendencies such that individuals may engage in certain behaviors when certain events 
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occur (Spector & Fox, 2002). Positive emotions such as joy, enthusiasm or pride are associated 

with OCB, whereas negative emotions such as anger or anxiety are associated with CWB. 

Moreover, according to affective events theory, specific affective event elicits emotions 

and behaviors (Dimotakis et al., 2011; Wegge et al., 2006). Integrating the above theoretical 

framework, Matta et al. (2014) extended the between-individual approach to within-person work 

and found that stressors that are fairness related are likely to trigger negative emotions, which in 

turn elicit retaliation and avoidance behaviors conceptualized as CWB. In summary, 

differentiated work events trigger perceptions of justice and emotions, and as a result people 

respond with OCB and CWB accordingly.  

Behavioral Responses of Third-parties  

Accumulating research in a number of areas shows that third parties react to unfairness of 

other people with defined emotional and behavioral reactions (Skarlicki & Kulik, 2004). Moral 

emotions, defined as emotions related to the welfare of others rather than one’s own (Haidt, 

2003), will promote behavioral consequences of a third party. For example, research on layoff 

survivors’ reactions to coworker layoffs indicates that survivors may feel guilt, worry, anxiety or 

anger, produced by perceptions of fairness about layoff of fellow employees (Brockner, 1990; 

Brockner et al., 1986; Brockner et al., 1987; Brockner et al., 1995). Extant work on abusive 

supervision found that observers may experience deontic reactions (e.g., anger, outrage, or 

contentment) and engage in affect-driven behaviors (e.g., harm transgressors, help or support 

victims, or exclude them) as a response to witnessing abusive supervision depending on their 

justice perceptions (Chen et al., 2020; Mitchell et al., 2015; Priesemuth & Schminke, 2019).  

Relatively little research has examined relatively weaker situations such as peer-to-peer 

mistreatment and customer-to-coworker mistreatment—though less salient than factors such as 

abusive supervision, such situations may happen more frequently at work (Reich & Hershcovis, 
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2015), and therefore could greatly impact employees’ daily work. Similar to observers of factors 

such as abusive supervision, observers of peer-to-peer incivility or customer-to-coworker 

mistreatment are also likely to perceive unfairness and develop discrete emotions such as anger, 

hostility, guilt and contempt, which in turn motivate different action tendencies toward the 

mistreated individuals and the perpetrator (Mitchell et al., 2015; O'Reilly & Aquino, 2011; 

Spencer & Rupp, 2009). 

Regarding observers’ behavioral responses, Darley and Pittman (2003) proposed that 

there are two general impulses for observers—one directed toward the victim (i.e., to compensate 

for the victim) and the other directed toward the perpetrator (i.e., to punish the perpetrator). They 

termed these reactions as “impulses” because the people may not need to consciously involve in 

the elaborate analysis, but rather react based on automatic thinking.  

Observers often lack complete information (Li et al., 2017), and therefore have to rely on 

information and social cues from other people for interpreting events and attributing blame 

(Skarlicki & Kulik, 2004). Indeed, social information processing theory argues that individuals 

adapt their behaviors to their social context (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). In other words, social 

cues from one’s social environment can affect his/her beliefs. In a similar vein, fairness heuristic 

theory (Lind, 2001) asserts that people use early judgement of fairness as a heuristic to guide their 

behaviors. O'Reilly et al. (2016) extend this notion and supplement with a deontic view (Folger, 

2001), and they propose that third parties’ responses are stronger in interactional injustice 

situations than other types of injustice events, because assessing violations of interactional justice 

is more intuitive and requires less information than distributive or procedural injustice, and thus 

individuals can easily recognize and respond to an ethical standards violation.  

To summarize, “unaffected” third parties may choose to punish the perpetrator for 

violating the norm even when such actions are costly to them (Fehr & Fischbacher, 2004; 
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Skarlicki & Rupp, 2010). At the same time, observers may develop empathic emotion toward the 

victim of injustice (O'Reilly et al., 2016), which motivates a desire to help. In addition, drawing 

from the appraisal theories of emotion, Li et al. (2017) proposed that observers sometimes engage 

in passive mistreatment behaviors (e.g., withholding help, hiding information, and isolating) 

when they experience contentment, a pleasant emotion inducted by others’ misfortunes (Chen et 

al., 2020). As such, while third-party observers have similar cognitive and affective processes 

when witnessing others’ helping experiences, they develop distinct responses beyond the helping 

dyad. 
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CHAPTER III 
 

 

HYPOTHESΙS DEVELOPMENT 

In this chapter, I draw from literatures discussed above to formulate specific hypotheses. 

My overall theoretical model is presented in Figure 1. Briefly, I utilize a justice theoretical 

framework to explain helping experiences. I propose that the utility of helping (as defined below) 

is positively related to distributive justice, and the incivility of helping is negatively related to 

interpersonal justice. Furthermore, help recipients perceive social exchange quality and generate 

affective responses for a combination of distributive justice and interpersonal justice. In addition, 

observers may develop nonmatching affective responses different from those of help recipients 

based on their exclusion beliefs. Lastly, I propose that help recipients and observers may engage 

in OCB or CWB as a result of their perceptions of social exchange quality and affect. 

Utility of Helping and Distributive Justice  

Helping occurs during almost all daily interactions at work and varies on a day-to-day 

basis as employees deal with their complex tasks at work (Gabriel et al., 2018; Lanaj et al., 2016). 

For example, employees may start a conversation during lunch or at the coffee station, seek help 

on a specific problem during office hours, or send emails to colleagues who are familiar with the 

issues. These events demonstrate that helping interactions “commonly begin when an individual 

seeks help” (Nadler, 1991, p. 290). Indeed, previous research suggests that the majority of 

helping at work is triggered in response to requests from others (Anderson & Williams, 1996; 

Bolino & Grant, 2016). However, as Nadler et al. (2003, p. 92) noted, “Interestingly, although the
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need to call on colleagues for instrumental and socioemotional help is commonplace and 

important in organizations settings (Tyre & Hauptman, 1992), the issues of help seeking and help 

giving are seldom discussed in the organizational literature.” As a typical social interaction 

involving helping is often triggered by help seekers, I focus on evaluations and perceptions of 

helping experiences from the perspective of help recipients when they seek help.  

 Because help seeking at work is considered as a social process in which people acquire 

support from their colleagues (van der Rijt et al., 2013), it is strongly grounded in social exchange 

framework (as noted above). Prior work in social exchange theory integrated this view with 

organizational justice, suggesting that perceptions of fairness predict citizenship behaviors 

(Organ, 1988). However, I extend this relationship and propose that receiving help itself is an 

antecedent of perceptions of fairness, which then predict citizenship behaviors, for two reasons. 

The basis for the relationship between justice and helping behaviors, derived from equity 

theory (Adams, 1965), is the norm of equity. Drawing from this norm (the most often studied 

one), individuals will attempt to resolve the tension created by situations that involve inequity 

(Organ, 1988). In that vein, receiving help represents obtaining information and or service, thus 

reducing the amount of effort (i.e., “input”) employees need to put in to solve their problems. For 

example, the target employee who is declined for assistance should perceive a negative inequity 

compared to the other employee who receives a lot of help and support from coworkers, because 

he/she would have to put more effort and time than the other in solving the issues. Therefore, 

receiving help might be related to perceptions of distributive justice based on equity norm.  

In addition, individuals may feel unfairness based on an alternative distributive norm 

besides equity—such as responsiveness to need. This is because help-seeking behavior itself 

indicates the need for help in solving work problems, and thus employees may feel that failing to 

get what they require is unfair. The norms of responsiveness to need become especially relevant 
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in cooperative relations in groups, in which the goal is to foster personal development and 

personal welfare (Deutsch, 1975). Just as in a family context, where a sick child tends to get more 

family resources because he/she is in need more than a healthy child (Deutsch, 1975), an 

employee in a group or an institution also expects to get help and support following their level of 

assistance needs. Thus, if individuals who are in need of help in solving a work problem get 

rejected by coworkers, it would be hard for them to perceive the organization as cooperative 

(Rawls, 2009). On the contrary, the norms of being responsive and responsible for the other 

party’s needs impose each member in the solidary dyad to satisfy the requirements for assistance 

(Leventhal, 1976). Thus, both norm of equity and the norm of responsiveness to need operate 

together to form perceptions of distributive justice.  

Taken together, receiving help is related to perceptions of distributive justice because 

functional helping can reduce the amount of effort employees need to solve the problem and 

justify the norms of responsiveness to need, creating a sense of fairness. That is not to say, 

however, that as long as help recipients receive any help whatsoever, they would perceive the 

same levels of distributive justice. To the extent that help recipients perceive the help as unlikely 

to resolve the problem they have, their judgments may not hold. The importance of this utility of 

help is emphasized by Dalal and Sheng (2019, p. 274), who defined unhelpful help as “help that 

fails to engender improved task performance and/or positive cognitive-affective reactions.” This 

may happen for many reasons. Bolino et al. (2004) pointed out that help recipients may need to 

work extra hours when they actually receive inaccurate advice (i.e., helping of low utility) as a 

result of helpers’ lack of knowledge, skills, and abilities (Dalal & Sheng, 2019). Similarly, Eby et 

al. (2000) found that 17% of the negative mentoring experience was related to mentor’s lack of 

expertise. In summarizing the categories of unhelpful workplace social support, Gray et al. (2020) 

qualitatively identified eleven types of unhelpful workplace social support. Moreover, they found 

that such events can act as stressors that lead to strain. Importantly, regardless of why the help is 
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unhelpful, employees who receive unhelpful help may develop a sense of unfairness because 

receipt of the support may lead to feelings of indebtedness (Gleason et al., 2003) or the pressure 

to reciprocate with support when the other person need so in the future. 

In summary, receiving workplace help of low utility is related to distributive justice 

perceptions, because such help violates the norm of equity and responsiveness to needs. 

Therefore, I expect that during a helping episode, receiving unhelpful help will be negatively 

associated with help recipients’ perceptions of distributive justice. 

Hypothesis 1: During a helping episode, the utility of help is positively associated with 

help recipients’ perception of distributive justice at work. 

The Social Interaction of Helping and Interpersonal Justice  

The section above discussed the perceptions of distributive justice result from the utility 

of helping in a continuum from no help to unhelpful (low utility) help, and to helpful (high utility) 

help. However, helping by its nature, involves an interpersonal interaction (Bamberger, 2009). In 

essence, helping occurs between two people in the dyad—the helper and the help recipient. The 

potential for incivility in such interactions, however, is generally understudied in management 

literature (Scandura, 1998). As (Duck, 1994, p. 6) noted, “…when it is considered that real lives 

are richly entwined with begrudging, vengeful, hostile, conflictive tensions and struggles, it will 

perhaps begin to be realized that one must also start to look at the ways in which people cope 

with them in life and then to theorize about them”. 

Taken together, a helping scenario may be characterized by receiving help that is 

effective (high utility) but that is offered in an uncivil manner. For example, an employee may 

successfully solve work-related issues with the help of a coworker; however, he/she may still feel 

annoyed because the coworker spoke in a rude and irritated tone. For instance, a coworker may 

reply with “you just need to look at the document” or “seriously, these tasks are not difficult” as 
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if the help recipient is a low-capability individual for not being able to come to the solution on 

his/her own. As a result, help recipients may feel belittled and perceive a sense of unfairness, 

involving perceptions of rudeness, humiliation, abuse, disrespect, and inconsideration (Bies, 

1986, 2001; Miner & Cortina, 2016). These feelings are closely related to perceptions of 

interpersonal justice, which refers to whether individuals believe that they are treated with dignity 

and respect (Greenberg & Cropanzano, 1993). In particular, Bies (1986) identified two rules that 

influence interpersonal fairness perceptions—respect (i.e., being sincere and showing dignity) 

and propriety (i.e., using appropriate, nonprejudicial language).  

Empirical studies have been generally supported the relationship between interpersonal 

treatment and perceptions of justice in different organizational domains (Tyler & Bies, 1990). For 

example, Glass and Singer (1972) reported individuals felt that they received unfair treatment 

from “bureaucratic administers” who acted arrogantly. Similarly, Stoverink et al. (2014) 

conceptualized interpersonal justice climate in teams when the supervisor treats the team with 

respect and dignity. In line with previous research, I expect that the utility of interpersonal 

interaction will be associated with help recipients’ perceptions of interpersonal justice. That is, 

receiving an uncivil interaction during a helping episode will be negatively associated with help 

recipients’ perceptions of interpersonal justice.  

Hypothesis 2: During a helping episode, the incivility of help is negatively associated 

with help recipients’ perception of interpersonal justice at work. 

Conditional Indirect Effects of Distributive Justice on Behaviors via Social Exchange 

Quality 

The two hypotheses above discussed that helping experiences that are defined by 

helpfulness and civility influence the perceptions of distributive justice and interpersonal justice, 

respectively. However, individuals may receive a wide range of helping experiences. For 
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instance, one can be rejected for assistance in a kind and friendly way, or a rude and disrespectful 

manner. Similarly, unhelpful help could be offered during a civil interaction with good intentions 

or with an arrogant and contemptuous attitude. As an example of one of these experiences, a 

helper may assist dealing with the problems effectively, but express unwillingness at the same 

time (e.g., “let’s try to get this painful experience of working together over as quickly as we 

can”). As depicted in the example above, even a helpful help may be delivered with humiliation 

and inconsideration. Therefore, whereas unhelpful help relates to distributive justice and uncivil 

help relates to interpersonal justice, distributive justice and interpersonal justice should jointly 

influence individuals’ cognitive and emotional responses.  

Indeed, organizational justice research suggests that people make fairness judgments not 

only based on the outcomes they receive (i.e., distributive justice), but also in terms of the 

procedures involved during the decision-making process (i.e., procedural justice) (Cropanzano & 

Folger, 1989; Leventhal, 1980; Thibaut & Walker, 1975) and social sensitivity such as whether 

they are treated with respect and dignity (i.e., interactional justice). The importance of 

understanding how different facets of justice interact can be found in several lines of research 

(Barclay et al., 2005), including studies on affirmative action (e.g., Heilman & Alcott, 2001) and 

Folger’s (1987, 1993) reference cognitions theory. Research on affirmative action demonstrates 

that women reported feeling unhappy and unsatisfied when they are aware that others viewed 

them as having been preferentially selected on the basis of their gender rather than merit, despite 

perceptions of fair outcomes. Reference cognitions theory suggests that people respond to two 

factors regarding mistreatment: 1) the severity of the loss, and 2) the inappropriateness of the 

conduct by a supervisor or other agent (Folger, 1993). Importantly, the inappropriateness involves 

either procedural or interactional unfairness (Skarlicki & Folger, 1997).  

Empirical work has also been supportive of this. Skarlicki and Folger (1997) argued that 

the relationship between outcome fairness and retaliation is stronger under the influences of non-
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outcome factors. In particular, they suggested that retaliation would be strongest when both 

interactional justice and procedural justice are low. Indeed, they found support for a three-way 

interaction among the three forms of justice (i.e., distributive justice, procedural justice, and 

interactional justice). Specifically, they found that procedural and interactional justice can 

substitute for each other to predict retaliatory tendencies, such that at high levels of interactional 

justice, where supervisors show a high concern toward employees, employees are more willing to 

tolerate unfair pay distribution (distributive injustice) and unfair procedures (procedural 

injustice). In addition, Porath and Erez (2007) examined the influence of rude behaviors, showing 

that rudeness reduced task performance, creative performance, and helping behaviors. 

Drawing from social exchange in helping and the norm of reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960), I 

propose that perceptions of distributive justice are positively associated with intentions to help via 

exchange processes, because individuals are likely to want to help those who have previously 

help them (reciprocation). Moreover, I expect that the effect between distributive justice and 

intentions to help will be stronger under higher levels compared with lower levels of interpersonal 

justice, because the help recipient may interpret the situation as they are inequitably advantaged 

(Dovidio, 1984) and develop higher social exchange quality with the helper. As a result, help 

recipients are more likely to return the favor motivated by reciprocity motives. In contrast, help 

recipients should have higher CWB intentions when they have higher levels of social exchange 

quality. 

Hypothesis 3a: Help recipients’ perception of interpersonal justice will moderate the 

indirect relationship of perception of distributive justice with helping intentions through social 

exchange quality, such that these positive indirect effects are weaker for lower (vs. higher) 

interpersonal justice.  
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Hypothesis 3b: Help recipients’ perception of interpersonal justice will moderate the 

indirect relationship of perception of distributive justice with CWB intentions through social 

exchange quality, such that the negative indirect effects are stronger for higher (vs. lower) 

interpersonal justice.  

Conditional Indirect Effects of Interpersonal Justice on Behaviors via Affect 

Although justice has been dominantly considered as a cognitive concept, recent research 

has started to examine more explicitly individual feelings to (in)justice (e.g., Barclay et al., 2005; 

Goldman, 2003). In a meta-analysis, Colquitt et al. (2013) identified two primary explanations for 

justice effects—exchange¬-based justice and affect-based justice. In the latter framework, a 

typical justice situation is seen as an affective event (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996). Thus, it can be 

considered as a special case of the appraisal models of emotions (Weiss et al., 1999). Consistent 

with this reasoning, help recipients may develop various affective responses determined by 

different affective events (i.e., justice situations in helping interactions). 

From this perspective, the evaluations of justice can elicit discrete emotions (Ellsworth & 

Scherer, 2003), and these different emotions tend to activate different action tendencies (Lawler 

& Thye, 1999; Lazarus, 1991). Weiss et al. (1999) examined two justice types (i.e., distributive 

and procedural justice) and identified four discrete emotions based on specific and unique 

combinations of outcome favorability and procedural fairness—happiness, anger, guilt, and pride. 

Importantly, they found that different discrete emotions can be simultaneously experienced. For 

example, individuals felt happy, proud, and guilty at the same time when they received favorable 

outcomes and biased procedures in favor of themselves. In other words, emotions with different 

hedonic directions can be concomitantly experienced. However, this study is limited in that it 

does not include the interpersonal dimension of justice, which may be due to this dimension is the 

newest conceptualization in justice (Chebat & Slusarczyk, 2005). I will address this limitation by 
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incorporating interpersonal justice in helping interactions because experiencing interactional 

injustice has been described as “hot and burning” (Bies, 2001; Mikula, 1986), and thus form 

emotions accordingly. 

In receiving helping at work, I expect that help recipients’ may have discrete emotions 

with different action tendencies, which then influence their behaviors. In particular, I will discuss 

gratitude, anger, and shame for different combinations of distributive justice and interpersonal 

justice perceptions, as these are the most relevant emotions as discussed below.  

Gratitude 

As discussed above, a civil interaction during help is likely to be associated with 

interpersonal justice. Gratitude is an emotion that arises when individuals perceive an 

improvement in their well-being due to other people’s good intentional actions (Emmons & 

Shelton, 2002). When help proves to be helpful, help recipients are likely to experience gratitude 

because this constitutes an improvement from which they benefit. 

In addition, according to the broaden-and-build theory (Fredrickson, 2001), positive 

emotions have the ability to broaden people’s momentary thought-action repertoires (Fredrickson, 

1998; Fredrickson, 2001). As such, positive emotions widen the modes of thinking or action by 

creating a variety of thought-action tendencies, such as to explore, to play, and to envision future 

achievement, leading to increases in emotional well-being (Fredrickson, 2001). 

Consistent with this reasoning, the action tendency that elicited by gratitude is the urge to 

behave prosocially (McCullough et al., 2001) by considering a wide range of actions that may 

benefit others and promote the well-being of other people beyond the original benefactor 

(Fredrickson, 2004; McCullough et al., 2001). This is because feelings of gratitude motivate 

“giving back” as a way to support cooperation (Emmons, 2008). For example, helping a coworker 

who is overwhelmed by workload by sitting together and working on a task or two can be very 
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helpful to him/her. As a result, this coworker is more likely to cover the workload next time for 

the employee when needed.  

As such, I hypothesize that help recipients are likely to have higher intentions to help and 

have lower levels of CWB intentions. However, when help recipients receive help that is less 

helpful, the positive relationship between interpersonal justice and gratitude will be weaker.  

Hypothesis 4a: Help recipients’ perception of distributive justice will moderate the 

indirect relationship of perception of interpersonal justice and helping intentions through 

gratitude, such that the positive indirect effect is weaker for lower (vs. higher) distributive justice.  

Hypothesis 4b: Help recipients’ perception of distributive justice will moderate the 

indirect relationship of perception of interpersonal justice with CWB intentions through 

gratitude, such that the negative indirect effect is weaker for lower (vs. higher) distributive 

justice.  

Anger 

The second emotion that help recipients may experience is anger. As emotions are 

generally elicited by external events or thoughts (Frijda, 1993), individuals may express anger as 

a response to unfair events. In that vein, affective events theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) 

suggests that perception of interpersonal injustice caused by a lack of respect and politeness can 

be viewed as an adverse workplace event, which likely elicits negative emotions such as anger 

and frustration, which in turn can drive affect-laden behaviors, such as aggression (Glomb, 2002) 

and withdrawal (Spencer & Rupp, 2009).  

The stressor-emotion model of CWB (Spector & Fox, 2005) suggests that job stressors 

(i.e., justice-related stressors, role stressors, and interpersonal conflict) may elicit a range of 

negative emotions, which in turn may encourage individuals to engage in CWB as a way of 
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coping the negative feelings. Empirical evidence has shown support for this emotion-centered 

model. For example, Yang and Diefendorff (2009) in a within-person study found that perceived 

supervisor interpersonal injustice is related to CWB-I through daily negative emotions and that 

customer interpersonal injustice is related to CWB-O through daily negative emotions.  

Among a number of discrete negative emotions, anger is particularly relevant as a 

response to interpersonal injustice and as an antecedent of CWB. Indeed, a common consequence 

of perceptions of injustice is anger (Clayton, 1992; Krehbiel & Cropanzano, 2000; Mikula, 1986). 

First, people may feel anger or frustration because an injustice treatment prevents them from 

achieving a desired goal (Kulik & Brown, 1979), especially when the thwarting is also 

unexpected or illegitimate (Berkowitz, 1989). Second, an injustice instance represents the 

violation of social norms (Zhou et al., 2018). Indeed, anger has been found to be mediated the 

relationship between customer interactional mistreatment and employee emotional labor (Rupp & 

Spencer, 2006). Likewise, Zhou et al. (2018) found that anger mediated the relationship between 

daily stressor (i.e., daily illegitimate tasks) and next-day CWB.  

In addition, Skarlicki and Folger (1997) suggested that the anger associated with 

perceptions of unfairness may lead individuals to engage in retaliation. In other words, anger may 

promote efforts to rectify an injustice or create discomfort for the offenders, thus is linked to 

active CWB (Le Roy et al., 2012). This is because the innate action tendency for anger is the 

impulse to attack (Lazarus, 1991), especially when individuals experience a demeaning offense 

and a threat to their self-esteem (Meier et al., 2013). Indeed, a meta-analysis reported that anger is 

positively associated with CWB and negatively associated with OCB (Shockley et al., 2012). 

Therefore, the most relevant negative emotion in this relationship is anger.  

Distributive justice, however, is expected to moderate the relationship between 

interpersonal justice and anger. A lower distributive justice and a lower interpersonal justice 
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reflects a situation in which employees not only receive help that is low in utility but also are 

treated in an uncivil manner, leading to barriers to goal attainment as well as threats to self-

esteem. However, in seeking and receiving help, employees may feel the need to suppress anger 

even when they feel it. Therefore, I propose that individuals will have higher levels of CWB 

intentions after perceiving a violation of interpersonal justice, with the negative relationship being 

stronger when distributive justice is also lower compared to when it is higher. At the same time, 

individuals will have lower intentions to help after they perceive a violation of interpersonal 

justice, with the positive relationship being stronger when the distributive justice is also lower.  

Hypothesis 5a: Help recipients’ perception of distributive justice will moderate the 

indirect relationship of perception of interpersonal justice with helping intentions through anger, 

such that the negative indirect effect is stronger for lower (vs. higher) distributive justice.  

Hypothesis 5b: Help recipients’ perception of distributive justice will moderate the 

indirect relationship of perception of interpersonal justice with CWB intentions through anger, 

such that the negative indirect effect is stronger for lower (vs. higher) distributive justice.  

Shame 

Lastly, an interpersonal injustice situation in receiving help may also elicit feelings of 

shame. Typically, shame is experienced by a failure to live up to an ego-ideal (Lazarus, 1991). 

For example, the lack of ability of performing a task at work represents the discrepancy between 

self and ideal, and thus is relevant to negative ego-ideal (Kaplan & Whitman, 1965). Hence, the 

central experience of shame is a threatened or damaged self (Lewis, 1971), and a typical way to 

cope with shame is to withdraw or to hide (Lazarus, 1991).  

Recent research suggests that, in general, there are three categories related to 

organizational shame—morality, performance, and social norms (Daniels & Robinson, 2019). I 

propose that feelings of shame will be stronger when the help received is higher in utility (i.e., 
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higher levels of distributive justice) compared to when it is lower in utility. High utility help 

indicates a performance failure for help recipients, in a way that those helping them seem to 

possess higher problem-solving skills in comparison. In other words, receiving helpful help 

represents a public exposure of one’s shortcomings (Tangney et al., 1996), and therefore help 

recipients may feel that they are indeed unworthy and incompetent, especially if they are treated 

in a rude and disrespectful manner when receiving the help that nonetheless they have a need for. 

This is because when people receive negative and derogatory comments or gestures, they may 

feel diminished and inferior to others due to public disapproval (Hillebrandt & Barclay, 2020; 

Scherer & Wallbott, 1994). That is, shame will be more intense when help recipients perceive a 

higher level of distributive justice and lower levels of interpersonal justice.  

Seen as a painful experience, the prevailing view of shame is that it is aversive and 

maladaptive (Fedewa et al., 2005), and as a result it often triggers self-defensive behaviors such 

as avoidance and withdrawal (Gausel et al., 2012). However, recent studies suggest that shame is 

sometimes associated with constructive or prosocial responses (Daniels & Robinson, 2019; Leach 

& Cidam, 2015). This is because one way to cope with a threatened self after a shame experience 

is to take actions to repair (Daniels & Robinson, 2019). Research shows that people are more 

willing to retry a new task following a shame scenario (De Hooge et al., 2010). Shame may 

trigger constructive behaviors as a strategy to enhance people’s self-image as capable and helpful 

person (Daniels & Robinson, 2019; Grant & Mayer, 2009), especially when individuals perceive 

the failure as more reparable (De Hooge et al., 2011). Even if the failure is seen as less reparable, 

people may engage in other constructive approaches to avoid negative evaluations and protect 

their self-image, such as impression management behaviors (Bonner et al., 2017). On the other 

hand, individuals who experience shame are likely to engage in withdrawal behaviors because 

such emotion-focused coping helps them to reappraise the situation as no longer threatening 

(Lazarus, 1993; Perrewé & Zellars, 1999). Indeed, individuals reported that they wanted to avoid 
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thinking about the situation in which they felt ashamed (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985), and those who 

experienced expected failure reported a higher likelihood to utilize escape or avoidance coping 

strategies (Wong & Weiner, 1981). In that regard, I hypothesize that there is a positive 

relationship between shame and helping intentions. In addition, there is also a positive 

relationship between shame and CWB intentions.  

To sum up, the negative indirect effect from interpersonal justice on intentions to help 

will be stronger for higher levels of distributive justice, and the negative indirect effect from 

interpersonal justice on CWB intentions will also be stronger under higher levels of distributive 

justice. 

Hypothesis 6a: Help recipients’ perception of distributive justice will moderate the 

indirect relationship of perception of interpersonal justice with helping intentions through shame, 

such that the negative indirect effect is stronger for higher (vs. lower) distributive justice.  

Hypothesis 6b: Help recipients’ perception of distributive justice will moderate the 

indirect relationship of perception of interpersonal justice CWB intentions through shame, such 

that the positive indirect effect is stronger for higher (vs. lower) distributive justice.   

Taken together, I expect that help recipients will feel gratitude when they are involved in 

a civil helping interaction, especially when the help also proves helpful. Furthermore, they will 

feel angry when they are involved in an uncivil helping interaction, especially when the help is 

low in utility. However, they will have mixed emotions of gratitude, shame, and anger when they 

perceive interpersonal injustice during an interaction with a coworker, despite high utility help.  

Justice Perceptions for Third Parties 

As mentioned above, the interaction between helper and help recipient can have an effect 

on third parties observing. The implications for third parties are of great importance, because for 
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every dyad in an interaction, a number of coworkers could observe, or hear (Skarlicki & Kulik, 

2004; Skarlicki & Rupp, 2010) about the possible unfair experiences it signified, all of which 

may influence their reactions. Indeed, a growing amount of research has shown that the harmful 

effects of workplace incivility can extend to third-party observers beyond the dyad (Schilpzand et 

al., 2016). 

The first reason that third parties may care about coworker mistreatment is self-interest 

(Skarlicki & Kulik, 2004). Consistent with social learning theory (Bandura & McClelland, 1977), 

observers are likely to develop outcome expectancies by observing the consequences of other’s 

behavior (Manz & Sims, 1981). In an unhelpful helping interaction, the helper may either reject 

assistance or provide lower-utility help that fails to serve the intended goal. Third parties might be 

disturbed by such helping interaction because it arouses self-concerns. That is, third parties may 

start to worry they may receive similar treatment from the helper in the future when they seek 

help—they could be rejected for assistance or receive ineffective help when they need help if they 

perceive the similarity of the help recipient to themselves. Thus, I expect that third parties may 

perceive distributive injustice when witnessing a lower-utility help between a dyad. 

As a complement to the self-interest perspective, the deontic model of justice (Folger, 

2001) explains third parties’ reactions from a moral perspective. Although all types of injustice 

can trigger third parties’ deontic reactions (Folger, 2001; Folger et al., 2005), O'Reilly et al. 

(2016) argued that interpersonal justice is more likely to trigger deontic responses than 

distributive or procedural justice, because interpersonal justice violations are often less 

ambiguous. While observers may need extra contextual information to make attributions and 

judgments on distributive and procedural justice, it is often easier to identify interpersonal 

injustice by attributing who is to blame (Folger, 2001). For instance, when employee A is rude to 

employee B in public, observers can easily tell who is responsible for the norm violation; whereas 

when employee A refuses to help employee B, it is less clear for observers to evaluate whether 
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this is unfair or not; this refusal of help might have happened because employee A realized that 

employee B is just lazy about doing the task, or because employee A is not personally 

accountable for the request and is already overwhelmed with his/her own workload, or because 

employee A is not a team player and simply is uncooperative.  

In that regard, I expect that receiving uncivil help is likely to trigger observers’ 

perceptions of interpersonal injustice, because rudeness is a clear violation of norms. 

Hypothesis 7: During a helping episode, the utility of help is positively associated with 

third-party observers’ perceptions of distributive justice at work. 

Hypothesis 8: During a helping episode, the incivility of help is negatively associated 

with observers’ perceptions of interpersonal justice at work. 

Affective Responses for Third Parties  

Whereas a low utility or uncivil helping interaction between coworkers may represent a 

weaker situation than an abusive supervision interaction between supervisors and subordinates, 

this mistreatment may happen more frequently than abusive supervision, as coworker interactions 

are typically ongoing (Reich & Hershcovis, 2015), and thus may be reciprocated with more 

negative behaviors (Schilpzand et al., 2016). 

As discussed above, because interpersonal violations require less contextual information 

(O'Reilly et al., 2016), observers who witness rudeness and mistreatment are likely to develop an 

intuition that it is wrong even without conscious awareness (Reich & Hershcovis, 2015) and 

likely to experience “empathic anger” (feelings of anger at someone else’s suffering; Vitaglione 

& Barnett, 2003). This vicarious emotional response for third parties is particularly relevant in 

response to perceived unfairness (Bringle et al., 2018), and is different from personal anger, an 

emotion when one’s own moral standard or justice is violated (Batson et al., 2007). Instead, 
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observers feel anger, not because of themselves but because others’ interests have been thwarted 

(Batson et al., 2007). In fact, empathic anger could be more intense than the anger individuals feel 

on their own behalf (Batson et al., 1992). Thus, in uncivil helping interactions in which helpers 

communicate in a rude and disrespectful way to recipients, observers may feel empathic anger on 

behalf of help recipients toward helpers for their mistreatment. 

However, this will not happen for everyone—a fundamental assumption in the response 

above is that observers believe the victimized help recipient should be well-treated. Emergent 

research suggests that observers may experience contentment instead. This nonmatching 

vicarious emotional experience can be explained by an appraisal theory of empathy (Wondra & 

Ellsworth, 2015), which suggests that the observers can have a nonmatching emotion when they 

do not identify with the target and thus appraise the situation differently. In that vein, extending 

the research by Weiner (1980a, 1980b, 1985, 1986), Feather (2006) uses appraisal theories to link 

emotions with justice and propose that judgments of deservingness activate different emotions, 

which accompany the feelings of justice has been served. In particular, they propose that 

contentment emerges when the judgment on the other person’s negative outcome is believed to be 

deserved. Furthermore, individuals tend to have a bias in favor of others’ positive outcomes as 

more deserved when others are liked and belong to an ingroup, compared with when others are 

disliked and belong to an outgroup (Feather, 2006). That is, contentment will be elicited more 

strongly toward people in an outgroup or that are disliked (Greenier, 2015; Hareli & Weiner, 

2002), or whose negative outcome are perceived to be deserved (Feather & Sherman, 2002; 

Lange & Boecker, 2019). 

Empirical research on abusive supervision has explored this emotion for third party 

observers (e.g., Chen et al., 2020; Harris et al., 2013; Mitchell et al., 2015; Priesemuth, 2013), 

and found that whereas some observers became angry and tried to help the victimized coworker, 

not all third parties were bothered by the mistreatment; on the contrary, some considered that the 
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targeted coworker was deserving of abusive supervision and felt contented. In particular, Mitchell 

et al. (2015) posited that the different reactions of third parties to abusive supervision depend on 

their exclusion beliefs, or whether they perceive the targeted coworker as deserving of the 

mistreatment. They found that witnessing abusive supervision elicited anger when exclusion 

beliefs are lower, but contentment when exclusion beliefs are higher.  

I draw from this line of research and predict that observers are likely to experience 

empathic anger or contentment, depending on their exclusion beliefs toward the help recipient. In 

sum, I predict that observers are likely to experience higher empathic anger and lower 

contentment when they perceive the targeted coworker is deserving of the interpersonal injustice. 

In contrast, observers are likely to experience lower empathic anger and higher contentment when 

perceiving the mistreatment is undeserving. 

Hypothesis 9: Observers’ exclusion beliefs about the help recipient will moderate the 

relationship of perception of interpersonal justice and observers’ empathic anger and 

contentment, such that observers will experience higher a) empathic anger and lower b) 

contentment when exclusion beliefs about the help recipient are lower (vs. higher). 

Behavioral Responses for Third Parties 

Empathic anger behavior can motivate prosocial behaviors (Tangney et al., 1996; 

Vitaglione & Barnett, 2003) as well as punishment (O'Reilly et al., 2016). Whereas the action 

tendency for personal anger is to promote one’s own interests, the action tendency for empathic 

anger is to promote the interests of the victims (Batson et al., 2007). That is, third parties may 

choose to help the victim as a constructive way in response to feelings of anger. In addition, third 

parties may also engage in counterproductive work behaviors toward helpers to discourage the 

same behaviors in the future, or they may engage in more covert forms of punishing behaviors 

toward helpers, such as withholding information or spreading rumors (Meier et al., 2013). 



40 
 

In contrast, feelings of contentment that arise from a justification of the perpetrator’s 

behavior provide license and may initiate further collective mistreatment from observers (Li et 

al., 2017). Importantly, such mistreatments may occur in either active or passive ways—the 

former of which involve overt undermining and hostility, and the latter includes withholding 

information and assistance from the targeted coworker (Li et al., 2017; Neuman & Baron, 2005). 

Whereas passive mistreatment may seem relatively innocuous, less harmful, or even acceptable 

organizationally, it can have greater negative influence on employee well-being and attitudes than 

active mistreatment such as aggression (O'Reilly et al., 2014; Robinson et al., 2012).  

Following this reasoning, in judging other person’s outcome, observers may think that 

help recipients “deserved” the unfavorable outcome or the uncivil treatment (Feather, 1999; 

Feather, 2006). For example, for a help recipient who is known to be rude and condescending to 

others or constantly slacking off, other colleagues as observers may think that he/she deserve the 

mistreatment from the helper, and as a result they are less likely to engage in deviant behaviors 

toward the helper for the mistreatment. Whereas observers are more likely to engage in deviant 

behavior toward the helper when the help recipient is known to be friendly and hard working.  

In sum, I expect that observers who feel contentment may withhold helping from help 

recipients, and they are less likely to engage in deviant behaviors directed toward helpers. 

Hypothesis 10: Observers’ empathic anger will be positively related to a) helping 

intentions (recipient-directed) and b) CWB intentions (helper-directed). 

Hypothesis 11: Observers’ contentment will be negatively related to a) helping intentions 

(recipient-directed) and b) CWB intentions (helper-directed). 
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CHAPTER IV 
 

 

METHODOLOGY 

I conducted a laboratory experiment to test my hypotheses. In this experiment, types of 

helping were manipulated via a confederate, who was instructed to manifest high(low) utility 

helping coupled with high(low) incivility. Participants were randomly assigned to a help recipient 

or observer condition. Help recipients and observers responded to survey questions about their 

justice perceptions, affective states, and behavioral intentions; coupled with the assigned 

conditions, this allowed for my hypotheses to be tested. 

Sample 

Data were collected from a sample of 62 help recipients and 62 observers enrolled in 

undergraduate business courses at a large public institution. In a between-subjects design, one 

participant was randomly assigned to be a help recipient in one of four helping conditions: 1) high 

utility and civil, 2) high utility and uncivil, 3) low utility and civil, and 4) low utility and uncivil. 

Another participant was assigned to an observer role. Three observations from help recipients and 

one from observers were excluded because of missing values in the dependent or independent 

variables. The final sample size was thus composed of 59 help recipients and 61 observers. 47% 

of participants identified as male, and their average age was 21 (SD = 2.4).  
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Procedure 

Simulated office task. Participants were recruited with the requirement for basic 

familiarity with Microsoft Excel. The task used in this study is similar to previous research that 

adopted simulated typical office work (e.g., Hockey & Earle, 2006), including proofreading, basic 

data entry and analysis using Excel functions. Participants arrived at the laboratory and were 

assigned to a group that consisted of three or four people: the helper (confederate; participant A), 

the help recipient (participant B) and an observer (participant C; and for some groups, another 

observer participant D, who was not included in the final sample1). In each room, participants had 

access to consent forms, photo/video publication release forms, pens, blank paper, computers or 

laptops, and their nametag labels.  

Participants were asked to read through and sign the consent form and photo/video 

publication release form. They started by completing a sign-up survey, which included 

demographic questions and other control variable measures. Participants were then asked about 

their familiarity with Microsoft Excel. To signal help availability, the confederate then indicated 

that he/she just finished a class and has learned a lot (e.g., “I’m glad that I’m assigned to do this, 

because I’ve taken a class so I’m fairly familiar with it”, “very familiar; I use it on a daily basis”); 

this should elicit more opportunities of help seeking from participant B (the help recipient) in this 

task. Participants were then randomly assigned to either the simulated Microsoft Excel task (help 

recipient), requiring them to provide summary statistics for a hypothetical company using their 

employee database, or to be a judge of their team members’ communication skills (observers). 

The confederate was always assigned to the Microsoft Excel task.  

 
1 The design of the study required at least 3 people in the group (helper, help recipient, and the 

observer). Due the possibility of no-shows for lab experiment, I opened this additional slot. However, 

participants were always randomly assigned to observer C first, and one would be randomly assigned to 

observer D if there were 4 people. Therefore, in the data analysis, I only used the observer data from 

observer C.  
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Each group was given 30 minutes for the entire task. In order to encourage them to 

engage with the task more closely, participants were told that the better their team performed, the 

higher the credit they would receive. 

Manipulations. Confederates received training on how to provide help with differing 

levels of utility and civility. For the higher utility of help (i.e., helpful) condition, confederates 

were trained on the concepts and Excel functions to assist with the task, and they were told to 

show participants what to do in a step-by-step fashion until the problem was solved. For the lower 

utility of help (i.e., unhelpful) condition, they were trained to explain unrelated concepts. Paired 

with the utility of help, confederates were instructed on friendly comments to give (for the civil 

helping condition) and likewise on how to give rude or unpleasant comments (for the uncivil 

helping conditions). Civil and uncivil statements were adapted from Giumetti et al. (2013). 

Sample uncivil comment were “Seriously, these tasks aren’t that difficult” and “It’s not exactly 

rock and science”. Civil comments included “I really appreciate your efforts on these tasks” and 

“Working with you has made this much easier”. 

Post-experiment measures. Participants were instructed to complete a second survey 

after their tasks. Participant B (help-recipient) provided assessments of their cognitive and 

affective response, and behavioral intentions. Participant C/D (observers) were given a separate 

survey on their affective responses and behavioral intentions. Participants were then fully 

debriefed and dismissed.  

Measures 

Unless otherwise indicated, all measures were self-reported and all items were collected 

on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). All measures are listed in the 

Appendix.  
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Manipulation check. To check the helping manipulation, help recipients were asked to 

rate the extent to which they feel the confederate was helpful/effective in getting their problems 

solved (help utility), and to rate the extent to which they feel it was an unpleasant/negative 

interaction (help civility).  

Distributive justice. Perceptions of distributive justice for help recipients were measured 

using four items from Colquitt (2001). The adaptations of the scales refer to receiving help in a 

general context. An example item is “Was the help you received appropriate for the work you 

have completed?”  

For observers, distributive justice was measured by four items adapted from Dunford et 

al. (2015) so that they refer to the help that help recipient received. Example items are “Does 

he/she get the help needed?” and “Is the help adequate given his/her needs?” The coefficient 

alphas for this measure were .96 and .94 for help recipients and observers, respectively. 

Interpersonal justice. Interpersonal justice was measured using four items by Colquitt 

(2001). Example items include “Has he/she treated you in a polite manner?” and “Has he/she 

treated you with dignity?”  

I adapted the same set of items for observers. Example items include “To what extent 

does the helper treated help recipient in a polite manner?” and “To what extent does the helper 

treated the help recipient with dignity?” The coefficient alpha for this measure was .95 and .94 for 

help recipients and observers, respectively. 

Exclusion beliefs. Observers’ exclusion beliefs were measured using two items by 

Mitchell et al. (2015). The items include “It is OK to treat this coworker unfairly” and “This 

coworker deserves to be treated poorly.” The coefficient alpha for this measure was unable to be 

computed and did not apply due to lack of variance (see below).  
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Social exchange relationship. To capture social exchange relationship, participants were 

asked to complete the four-item scale by Colquitt et al. (2014). The items include “Mutual 

obligation,” “Mutual trust,” “Mutual commitment,” and “Mutual significance.” The coefficient 

alpha for this measure was .93. 

Gratitude. Gratitude was measured using three items by Tsang (2007). The items include 

“Grateful,” “Thankful,” and “Appreciative.” The coefficient alpha for this measure was .97. 

Shame. Shame was measured using items by Woodyatt and Wenzel (2014). Participants 

were asked “When I think about what I have done…” The scale consists of four items “…I feel 

ashamed,” “…want to hide,” “…feel small,” “…feel I can’t face myself in the mirror.” The 

coefficient alpha for this measure was .89. 

Anger. Anger was assessed using 9 items by Spencer and Rupp (2009). Example items 

include “Pissed” and “Irritated”. The coefficient alpha for this measure was .92. 

Emphatic Anger. Emphatic anger was measured using 7 items by Vitaglione and Barnett 

(2003). An example items is “If I see that someone is feeling mad because he or she was 

mistreated, I feel mad too.” The coefficient alpha for this measure was .90. 

Contentment. Contentment was measured using three items from Fredrickson et al. 

(2003). These items are “content”, “serene”, and “peaceful”. The coefficient alpha for this 

measure was .82. 

Helping intentions. Helping intentions were measured using 8 OCBI items adapted from 

Lee and Allen (2002). The adaptation referred to the intentions to help the helper in the future. 

Example items include “Willingly give my time to help him/her who have work-related 

problems,” and “Assist him/her with his/her duties.”  
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For observers, I measured their intentions to help toward help recipients using the same 

set of items. The coefficient alpha for this measure was .97 and .96 for help recipients and 

observers, respectively. 

CWB intentions. CWB intentions were measured using 4 items adapted from Dalal et al. 

(2009) and Ferris et al. (2015). The adaptation referred to the intentions to engage in 

counterproductive work behaviors. Example items include “Speak poorly about them to others,” 

and “Criticize their opinion or suggestion.”  

The same set of items were adapted for observers to assess their CWB intentions toward 

helpers. The coefficient alpha for this measure was .85 and .65 for help recipients and observers, 

respectively. 

Supplemental Analysis. Due to the empirical overlap between shame and guilt, I tested a 

model wherein shame was substituted for guilt, which was assessed using 3 items from Spencer 

and Rupp (2009). The items include emotional adjectives “Guilty,” “Sorry,” “Regretful,” The 

coefficient alpha for this measure was .78.  

In order provide an alternative estimate for the behavioral outcomes, help recipients were 

given a choice to “adjust” the SONA credit for both the helper and the observer, while they were 

not able to adjust the actual SONA credit (explained in the debrief). Specifically, from a 1-5 

scale, they can adjust the credit in either direction up to (50%). That is, 50% lower, 25% lower, 

default, 25% higher, and 50% higher. I added it as an additional outcome variable in the model.  

Lastly, to explore whether help recipients’ attributions can influence the effect of helping 

on justice perceptions, help recipients rated their attribution for the helpers’ behavior in terms of 

performance promotion motives and injury initiation motives, adapted from Liu et al. (2012). 

Each motive was measured with 3-items. An example item for performance promotion motives is 
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“Desire to help me”, and an example item for injury initiation motives is “Desire to make me feel 

bad about myself”. The coefficient alpha for this measure was .91 for both attributions. 

Analytical Approach 

All analyses were tested with path model analysis using R version 4.0.3. Due the 

relatively large number of parameters in this path model to estimate and the relatively small 

sample size of the data for each role (i.e., 59 help recipients, and 61 observers in the final 

sample), hypotheses were tested separately for help recipients and observers. However, I also 

tested all hypotheses in one path model, and results remained the same.  

To test Hypotheses 1-2, utility of help and incivility of help were regressed on 

distributive justice perceptions and interpersonal justice perceptions. To test Hypotheses 3a-3b, 

distributive justice, interpersonal justice, and their interaction, as well as the direct effects from 

utility of help and incivility of help were regressed on social exchange quality, which then is 

regressed on help intentions and CWB intentions. Positive and significant coefficients for the 

main effects of justice and justice interaction would support this moderation effect, coupled with 

a) a positive coefficient of social exchange quality on helping intentions and b) a negative 

coefficient of social exchange quality on CWB intentions would support these two hypotheses.  

Similarly, Hypotheses 4a-6b were tested by regressing interpersonal justice, distributive 

justice, and their interaction, as well as the direct effects from utility of help and incivility of help 

on three discrete emotions (i.e., gratitude, anger, and shame), which then were regressed on 

helping intentions and CWB intentions. Again, the coefficients for the main effects of justice and 

justice interactions were hypothesized to be positive and significant; in addition, the coefficient 

for gratitude was hypothesized to be positive on helping intentions, and negative on CWB 

intentions (H4a-4b). For anger (H5a-5b), the main effect of interpersonal justice was 

hypothesized to be negative, and the coefficient for justice interaction on anger was hypothesized 
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to be positive; the coefficient of anger was hypothesized to be negative and significant on helping 

intentions, whereas positive and significant on CWB intentions. Lastly, the main effect of 

interpersonal justice on shame and the coefficient of justice interaction on shame were both 

hypothesized to be negative and significant, and the coefficients of shame on helping intentions 

and CWB intentions were both hypothesized to be positive and significant (H6a-6b).  

Hypotheses 7-8 were tested by regressing utility of help and incivility of help on 

observers’ distributive justice perceptions and interpersonal justice perceptions. Hypothesis 9 was 

tested by adding exclusion belief and the interaction between exclusion belief and interpersonal 

justice on empathic anger and contentment. The coefficient for the main effect of interpersonal 

justice was hypothesized to be negative, and the interaction to be positive on empathic anger 

(Hypothesis 9a); the main effect of interpersonal justice was hypothesized to be positive, and the 

interaction effect to be negative on contentment (Hypothesis 9b). Finally, the effect of empathic 

anger was hypothesized to be positive and significant on recipient-directed helping intentions and 

helper-directed CWB intentions (Hypothesis 10). The effect of contentment was hypothesized to 

be negative and significant on recipient-directed helping intentions and helper-directed CWB 

intentions. 

I used full information maximum likelihood estimation to handle missing data. To 

calculate the simple slopes and plot the interaction effects, I selected the typical conditional 

values at 1 SD away from the mean for moderators (Aiken & West, 1991), and graphed the full 

range of data for independent variables and dependent variables. To test the conditional indirect 

effects, I used bootstrapping with 20,000 resamples to create 95% bias-corrected confidence 

intervals (CI95%) around the indirect effect point estimate (Shrout & Bolger, 2002).  
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CHAPTER V 
 

 

RESULTS 

Manipulation checks showed that the high utility help condition (M = 4.21) was rated as 

more helpful than the low utility help condition (M = 2.61, F = 24.42, p <.01), and that the uncivil 

help condition (M = 1.34) was rated as more uncivil than the civil help condition (M = 2.48, F = 

16.89, p <.01). 

Shown in Table 1 are correlations, means, and standard deviations for all study variables. 

Table 2-7 report the ANOVA summary tables. There were 16, 16, 16, and 13 participants in 

condition 1, 2, 3, and 4 respectively. As can been seen in Table 2 and Table 6, the main effect of 

the utility of help on distributive justice was statistically significant, F (1,55) = 9.30, p = .00. 

Participants in the low utility of help condition reported .89 units lower distributive justice 

perceptions than participants in the high utility of help condition. The main effect of the incivility 

of help on distributive justice showed that participants in the high incivility condition 

expressed .73 units lower distributive justice perceptions than those in the low incivility 

condition, and main effect was also statistically significant, F (1,55) = 5.93, p = .02. The 

interaction between utility and incivility of help was not statistically significant F (1,55) = .18, p 

= .68. Similarly, the main effect of the utility of help on interpersonal justice was statistically 

significant, F (1,55) = 7.71, p = .02, the main effect of the incivility of help on the incivility of 

help on interpersonal justice was also statistically significant, F (1,55) = 19.51, p = .00, but the 
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interaction effect of utility and incivility on interpersonal justice was not statistically significant, 

F (1,55) = .55, p = .46. 

Table 8 summarizes the path model results for help recipients. Hypothesis 1 predicted 

that the utility of help would be positively associated with distributive justice, and Hypothesis 2 

argued that the incivility of help would be negatively associated with interpersonal justice. These 

two hypotheses were supported (γ = .88, p < .01 for H1; γ = -.74, p < .05 for H2). 

 Hypothesis 3a proposed that interpersonal justice would moderate the indirect 

relationship of distributive justice on helping intentions through social exchange quality, such that 

the positive indirect effects would be weaker for lower interpersonal justice. While distributive 

justice and interpersonal justice were both positively associated with social exchange quality (γ = 

.30, p < .01 for distributive justice; γ = .38, p < .01 for interpersonal justice), their interaction was 

not statistically significant (γ = .00, p = .97). Similarly, Hypothesis 3b proposed that interpersonal 

justice would moderate the indirect relationship of distributive justice on CWB intentions through 

social exchange quality, such that the negative indirect effects would be stronger for higher 

interpersonal justice. Because the interaction between distributive justice and interpersonal justice 

was not statistically significant, Hypothesis 3a and 3b were not supported. 

Hypothesis 4a through 6b examined the interaction between justice perceptions on 

helping intentions and CWB indentions through three emotions. Hypotheses 4a and 4b examined 

the moderation effect of distributive justice on the relationship between interpersonal justice with 

a) helping intentions through gratitude, such that the positive indirect effect would be weaker for 

lower distributive justice, and b) CWB intentions, such that the negative indirect effect would be 

weaker for lower distributive justice. Hypotheses 4a and 4b were also not supported, as there was 

no significant interaction between distributive justice and interpersonal justice effects when 
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predicting gratitude (γ = -.12, p = .09). However, gratitude was positively associated with helping 

intentions toward the helper (γ = .47, p < .01). 

Hypothesis 5a argued that distributive justice would moderate the indirect effect of 

interpersonal justice on helping intentions through anger, such that the negative indirect effect 

would be stronger for lower distributive justice. As reported in Table 8, interpersonal justice was 

negatively associated with anger (γ = -.35, p < .01), and this negative relationship was weaker for 

higher levels of distributive justice (γ = .12, p < .05). This interaction effect is shown in Figure 2. 

A simple slope analysis confirmed with this effect—the simple slope of interpersonal justice on 

anger was negative and significant at lower levels of distributive justice (γ = -.48, p < .01), but 

non-significant at higher levels of distributive justice (γ = -.21, p = .09). However, anger was not 

associated with helping intentions (γ = -.15, p = .35). Hypothesis 5a was partially supported. 

Hypothesis 5b argued that distributive justice would moderate the indirect effect of 

interpersonal justice on CWB intentions through anger, such that the negative indirect effect 

would be stronger for lower distributive justice. As shown in Figure 2, the negative effect 

between interpersonal justice and anger was indeed stronger for higher levels of distributive 

justice (γ = .12, p < .05), and anger was associated with higher levels of CWB intentions (γ = .38, 

p < .01). The indirect effect was -.184 (CI95% [-.305, -.063] for lower distributive justice, and -

.08 (CI95% [-.181, .022]) for higher levels of distributive justice. Hypothesis 5b was thus 

supported.  

Hypotheses 6a and 6b argued that distributive justice would moderate the indirect effect 

of interpersonal justice on a) helping intentions via shame, such that the negative indirect effect 

would be stronger for higher distributive justice, and b) CWB intentions, such that the positive 

indirect effect would be stronger for higher distributive justice. Hypotheses 6a and 6b were 

mostly supported, as interpersonal justice was negatively associated with shame (γ = -.23, p < 



52 
 

.01), and this negative relationship was stronger for higher levels of distributive justice (γ = -.14, 

p < .01). This interaction is depicted in Figure 3. A simple slope analysis showed that the slope of 

interpersonal justice on shame was negative and stronger for higher levels of distributive justice 

(γ = -.39, p < .01), and was non-significant at lower levels of distributive justice (γ = -.07, p = 

.44). However, shame was neither associated with helping intentions nor CWB intentions (γ = -

.14, p = .40 for helping intentions; γ = -.09, p = .43 for CWB intentions). 

Hypotheses 7 through 11 examined the observers’ perspective. Hypothesis 7 argued that 

the utility of help would be positively associated with distributive justice, and Hypothesis 8 

argued that the incivility of help would be negatively associated with interpersonal justice. These 

two hypotheses were both supported (γ = 1.21, p < .01 for H7; γ = -1.52, p < .02 for H8).  

Hypothesis 9 posited that observers’ exclusion beliefs would moderate the relationship 

between interpersonal justice and empathic anger and contentment, such that observers would 

experience higher a) empathic anger and lower b) contentment when exclusion belief were lower. 

This hypothesis was not supported, as there was no interaction between exclusion belief and 

interpersonal justice on either empathic anger or contentment (γ = -.00, p = .97 for H9a; γ = .30, p 

< .14 for H9b). Notably, in this student sample, almost all students (98%) reported low levels of 

exclusion belief (mean = 1.10, SD = .51, skew = 4.3, and kurtosis = 17.22), and this hypothesis 

was unsupported likely due to the effects of range restriction. 

Hypothesis 10 proposed that observers’ empathic anger would be positively associated 

with helping intentions toward the help recipient and CWB intentions toward the helper. As 

shown in Table 9, empathic anger was not associated with helping intentions toward the help 

recipient (γ = .41, p = .16). However, empathic anger was positively associated with CWB 

intentions toward the helper (γ = .60, p < .01). Hypothesis 10 was thus partially supported.  
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Hypothesis 11 argued that observers’ contentment would be negatively associated with 

helping intentions toward the help recipient and CWB intentions toward the helper. As shown in 

Table 9, contentment was neither associated with helping intentions (γ = .15, p = .23) nor CWB 

intentions (γ = -.02, p = .60). Hypothesis 11 was not supported. 

Supplemental Analysis  

 I ran several supplemental analyses to further explore the relationships in my model. 

First, although my hypothesis focused on shame as a response to justice perceptions for help 

recipients, guilt is a similar self-conscious emotion with shame. Indeed, even though theorists 

have argued that shame and guilt are two distinct emotions—guilt is associated with approach 

responses, but shame is more strongly associated with avoidance responses (e.g., Tangney et al., 

1996; Wicker et al., 1983), research has not always supported this empirically (Schmader & 

Lickel, 2006). Therefore, I included both shame and guilt in the model and reported the results in 

the Supplemental Analysis tables. As Table C1 showed, justice perceptions had a similar effect 

on guilt with that on shame, there was also a negative relationship between interpersonal justice 

and guilt (γ = -.23, p < .05), and this negative relationship became stronger at higher levels of 

distributive justice (γ = -.17, p < .05). Indeed, simple slope analysis revealed that the slope of 

interpersonal justice on shame was -.41 (p < .01) when distributive justice was higher, and the 

slope was not statistically significant (γ = -.04, p = .68) when distributive justice was lower. This 

resulted the same pattern for justice perceptions on shame (interpersonal justice on shame was 

negative and stronger for higher levels of distributive justice and was non-significant at lower 

levels of distributive justice). In addition, similar with the effects of shame, guilt was also not 

associated with helping intentions and CWB intentions. This finding was not surprising as the 

correlation between guilt and shame was .82 (t = 10.91, p <.01). This high correlation suggested 

that these items did not adequately capture two distinct constructs. 
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 Second, because this experiment study only focused on behavioral intentions instead of 

behavioral outcomes, I collected another question that has greater meaning for help recipients. 

Specifically, help recipients were instructed that they have an opportunity to recommend 

adjusting other participant’s amount of SONA credit by assigning to the other people from 50% 

lower to 50% higher than default. This decision-making outcome was correlated with helping 

intentions at .56 (t = 5.09, p <.01), and with CWB intentions at -.37 (t = -3.08, p <.01). However, 

none of the cognitive or affective response had a statistically significant effect on this outcome. 

 Finally, help recipients were instructed to answer their attributions for other people’s 

behavior, adapted from Liu et al. (2012). As shown in Table C3, while distributive justice was not 

impacted by the joint effect of attribution and utility/incivility of help, there was a positive 

interaction between incivility of help and performance promotion motive (γ = .54, p < .05). 

Specifically, simple slope analysis revealed that the slope of interpersonal justice on incivility 

was negative and significant at lower levels (that is, 1SD below the mean) of performance 

promotion motive (γ = -.80, p < .05), but was non-significant at higher levels of performance 

promotion motive (γ = .58, p = .12). A Johnson-Neyman procedure of calculating the region of 

significance indicated that the slope of incivility on interpersonal justice only became negative 

and significant when performance promotion motive was below 2 (from a 1 to 5 scale; mean for 

this scale was 2.98; SD = 2.98). This means that people’s attribution did play a role in 

interpretating other’s behaviors, such that at low levels of performance promotion motive 

attribution, incivility of help was negatively and more strongly associated with interpersonal 

justice. 
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CHAPTER VI 
 

 

DISCUSSION 

Helping coworkers is a common phenomenon in workplace. Help recipients are often 

assumed to generally feel grateful (and experience other positive effects) when receiving help at 

work. However, help recipients may receive a variety of types of help, to which they will respond 

differently. Therefore, in this dissertation, I examined the experiences of help recipients and 

observers during a helping interaction. Integrating two frameworks of justice (i.e., exchange-

based justice and affect-based justice), I tested the theoretical model for both help recipients and 

observers in an experiment study using 59 help recipients and 61 observers. Below I discuss the 

main findings in the study, and theoretical and practical implications of these results. In addition, 

I discuss the limitations of this study and potential future directions. 

Overview of Results 

In summary, my dissertation proposed a path model to examine how different types of 

helping impact help recipients’ justice perceptions, cognitive and affective responses, and 

behavioral intentions. I also examined justice perceptions, affective responses and behavioral 

intentions from the observers’ perspective. As I discussed above in the Results section, some of 

my hypotheses were supported—people perceived lower levels of distributive justice when they 

receive help that was lower in utility and higher in incivility, and they perceived lower levels of 

interpersonal justice when the help was higher in incivility. As hypothesized, there was a negative 

relationship between interpersonal justice and anger, but this negative relationship was weakened  
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when the help was helpful (higher in utility). In other words, when receiving uncivil help, people 

seemed to be less angry when the help was helpful. In addition, people felt the strongest shame 

when they perceived lower levels with interpersonal justice combined with higher distributive 

justice, that is, when the help was provided in a rude manner but was helpful. However, data did 

not support for the justice perception interactions on social exchange quality and on gratitude. In 

terms of their behavioral intentions, people were more likely to reciprocate the help when they 

felt gratitude, and more likely to engage in CWB behaviors when they felt angry.  

In the observers’ model, observers indeed perceived lower levels of distributive justice 

for help in lower utility, and lower levels of interpersonal justice for help that was higher in 

incivility. In other words, observers had similar justice perceptions as help recipients do when 

they observed the helping interactions. However, in this student sample for observers, data did 

not provide support for the moderation effect between interpersonal justice and exclusion belief 

on empathic anger and contentment. In terms of their behavioral responses, observers’ empathic 

anger was associated with higher levels of CWB intentions toward the helpers but was not 

associated with helping intentions toward the help recipients.  

Theoretical and Practical Implication  

There are several theoretical and practical implications for the findings for this 

dissertation, and I discuss them below.  

Helping and Justice Perceptions 

This study contributes to OCB literature by proposing and testing how receiving different 

types of help are associated with justice perceptions, which then trigger cognitive and affective 

responses, with implications for behavioral intentions. Most of the OCB literature has either 

focused on helpers or assumed that receiving help is always a positive experience for help 

recipients. However, help recipients do not always feel gratitude when they receive help; instead, 
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they might even feel anger and engage in CWB behaviors toward the helper because of the 

perception of unfairness when the help is provided under certain conditions (low utility and/or 

civility). This is an important finding for the OCB literature, because help recipients may not 

benefit from helping if this helping is somehow dysfunctional.  

The hypotheses pertaining to this relationship proposed that the utility of help would be 

positively associated with perceptions of distributive justice, and the incivility of help would be 

negatively associated with perceptions of interpersonal justice. I found that the utility of help was 

indeed positively associated with perceptions of distributive justice, and the incivility of help was 

negatively associated with both distributive justice and interpersonal justice. It seems that the 

incivility of help is especially relevant to people’s justice perceptions. If the help was provided in 

a rude manner, however, people perceived it to be unfair for across both types of justice 

perceptions. However, as mentioned above in the Supplemental Analysis, I found that for 

interpersonal justice, help recipients perceived that it was fair when they attributed the intentions 

of helpers as trying to help them to improve their performance. Managers need to realize that 

building a supportive environment in the teams not only means employees should be willing to 

help each other, but also how the help should be delivered.  

Exchange-based Justice and Affective-base Justice  

Second, I also provide a more comprehensive framework by integrating exchange-based 

justice and affective-based justice. Though social exchange theory has been the dominant lens in 

justice literature, research on affect has been less clear. I predicted that people’s justice 

interactions would be associated with both social exchange quality, and three discrete emotions 

(i.e., gratitude, anger, and shame).  

However, my hypotheses pertaining to the interaction between interpersonal justice and 

distributive justice on social exchange quality were not supported. However, both direct effects of 
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distributive justice and interpersonal justice are positive and significant on social exchange 

quality. This means help recipients perceive that they have higher social exchange quality as 

either distributive justice or interpersonal justice increase, but these operate individually rather 

than interactively. Therefore, the results confirm with the literature that people indeed have 

higher levels of social exchange quality when they perceive it is fair for the help that they receive. 

On a more nuanced note, however, this seems to be driven by an additive model—in social 

exchange processes, individuals “tally the score”, summing for positive and negative 

contributions, but they do not, in fact, seem to be discounting one based on the other.  

I hypothesized and found support for two of the three justice interactions on discrete 

emotions—anger and shame. Specifically, on average, people felt anger when interpersonal 

justice was low. However, this relationship was weakened when the help was helpful—at higher 

levels (i.e., 1 SD above the mean) of distributive justice, the simple slope of anger on 

interpersonal justice was flat. This confirms that though people indeed felt anger if the helper was 

rude and uncivil, their anger was low if the help was helpful. In other words, the utility of help 

undoes the negative effect of incivility on interpersonal justice.  

The anger, in turn, was associated with CWB intentions toward the helper. Similarly, on 

average, people felt shame when interpersonal justice decreased, and they felt the strongest shame 

when the help was helpful, and they perceived higher levels of distributive justice. It appears that 

shame arise from people’s incompetence being pointed out in an uncivil manner. At lower levels 

of distributive justice, the simple slope of shame on interpersonal justice was not different from 

zero. Put simply, people suppressed their feelings of anger and felt shame if the help was helpful 

but was provided in a rude manner. However, as reported in the Supplemental Analysis, guilt and 

shame had considerable empirical overlap.  
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In terms of the third emotion, interpersonal justice and distributive justice were both 

positively associated with gratitude, but the positive relationship between interpersonal justice 

and gratitude was positive for higher or lower levels of distributive justice. In other words, people 

felt gratitude as long as the helper was nice to them, regardless of the utility of helping. The 

feelings of gratitude were then associated with helping intentions toward the helper in the future.  

This finding theoretically contributes to the affective-based justice by demonstrating that 

people did not only cognitively perceive justice, but they also felt justice—and the way they felt 

justice was more nuanced than the additive way they evaluated social exchange. Therefore, this 

dissertation has implications for examining the mediating role of affect between justice 

perceptions and behavioral outcomes. This dissertation suggests that it would be beneficial to 

consider employees’ emotions in helping experiences, because while there were only main effects 

for cognitive response (i.e., social exchange quality), the interaction of justice perceptions 

influenced people’s emotions in a nuanced way. This suggests that managers should pay attention 

to situations when employees provide mixed valence of helping, as it may elicit negative affect 

from help recipients.  

Observers’ Justice Perceptions and Emotional Responses 

Third, I extend the research on third-party justice perceptions in the helping context. Just 

as in other interpersonal interactions, observers may develop different cognitive and affective 

responses from those who involved in the interaction (Skarlicki & Kulik, 2004; Skarlicki & Rupp, 

2010). Therefore, I proposed and found support that, similar to help recipients, observers 

perceived lower levels of distributive justice as utility of help decreased, and lower levels of 

interpersonal justice as the incivility of help increased. I also hypothesized that observers’ 

exclusion beliefs moderated the relationship between interpersonal justice and empathic anger 

and contentment. However, the results showed that exclusion beliefs did not moderate this 
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relationship. One possible reason was that exclusion beliefs had no variance to allow for this 

hypothesis to be properly tested. That is, because most of them have never met before the 

experiment, these students typically did not hold any negative opinions about either the help 

recipient or the helper. It is possible that this measure would have greater variance among the 

employees in organizations because observers are more likely to work in the same team with help 

recipient or at least know their colleague (help recipient) prior to the helping interaction.  

Although exclusion beliefs did not moderate the relationship between justice perceptions 

and observers’ emotions, at average levels of exclusion beliefs, observers’ interpersonal justice 

was negatively associated with observers’ empathic anger, which in turn, was positively 

associated with their CWB intentions toward the helper. As such, this has theoretical implications 

for the deontic model of justice for third-party observers as it showed that helping interactions 

can have a far-reaching effect beyond the helping dyad. This finding is also consistent with the 

deontic perspective in justice literature, especially in interpersonal justice violations (O'Reilly et 

al., 2016). Therefore, managers need to be especially cautious about the types of helping 

employees may engage in. Even though helping behavior is typically encouraged and rewarded in 

organizations, dysfunctional helping may have negative effects above and beyond the helping 

dyad.  

Limitations and Future Directions 

This study has a number of limitations. First, the data was collected using an 

experimental study with undergraduate students. The nature of the sample tends to recruit 

participants with similar characteristics (e.g., age, work experiences), which may not represent 

well of the workplace population (Henrich et al., 2010). However, as helping are essentially 

interpersonal interactions, I believe that as these students, employees at work should have similar 

responses in terms of their justice perceptions, cognitive and affective response, and behavioral 
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intentions. Another limitation with this sample is that these student groups typically do not have 

prior information about their teammates, but it is quite likely that in organization settings, people 

who observe their team members’ helping interaction have some familiarity with their colleagues. 

However, this experimental study is the most appropriate to establish the causal relationship 

between types of helping and justice perceptions. Future research should investigate if the 

findings hold for organizational samples in the field.  

Second, all the variables were assessed using self-reported measures at one time point, 

which gives rise to common method variance concerns (Podsakoff et al., 2003). However, self-

report is the most appropriate source for justice perceptions, emotions and behavioral intentions, 

because these justice perceptions, emotions and behavioral intentions are not available to other 

people. Future research may be benefit from assessing behavioral outcomes from other-rated 

measures (e.g., helper rated reciprocated helping behavior).  

Third, because interpersonal interactions are complex, it is entirely possible that utility 

and incivility do not adequately capture all types of helping experiences. For example, Dalal and 

Sheng (2019) identified dimensions of help taxonomy, including proactive vs. reactive, serious 

vs. minor, giving, indirect vs. doing, direct, personal vs. anonymous; they also summarized the 

types of help taxonomy that include psychosocial support, information or recommendations, 

evaluative feedback, and instrumental support. This dissertation focused on instrumental helping 

for the sake of simplicity. The reason I chose to focus on this type of helping is that I believe that 

instrumental support is the most relevant type of helping that occurs among employees at 

workplace, whereas emotional support tends to happen more among friends and family. However, 

it is possible that people have other types of emotions and behavioral intentions in response to 

helping besides instrumental support.  
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Finally, in this experimental study, all students only interacted with each other once, 

while working together on a single task; this could be a different context than typical helping 

interactions at organizations, where employees interact and engage in helping behaviors on a 

regular and ongoing basis. The repeated nature of personal interactions may influence how people 

ultimately react and respond to receiving or observing help. For example, even though my 

dissertation showed that people suppress their anger when the helper was rude but helpful, it is 

possible that under repeated interactions, employees eventually feel anger even when the help has 

of high utility. On the other hand, if employees got stuck working with their colleagues who were 

always unhelpful but only nice, they may eventually feel frustrated and anger because the work 

cannot be done properly. However, the results for the dissertation should hold at least for an 

initial interaction between the helping dyad, and such interactions were also common at work. 

This dissertation points several avenues for future research. First, future research can 

investigate the perspectives of helpers, help recipients, and observers simultaneously. This 

dissertation focused on the experiences of help recipients and observers, but there could be 

different reasons when helpers provide such help. For example, the helper may feel frustrated and 

loss of self-control if help recipients have lower levels of competence, or they feel entitled and 

take the assistance for granted. These factors were controlled in this dissertation, as the helpers 

were confederates, but this does not imply that it is always the case for helping interactions at 

workplace. The beliefs of helpers may play an important role in determining why different types 

of help are provided, and future research should examine the relationship between helpers, help 

recipients, and observers.   

Another avenue for future research is attribution processes. The results in the 

Supplemental Analysis section suggest that people did generate different levels of emotions if 

they attributed the helper’s behavior to performance promotion motive rather than injury 

initiation motive. In addition, attribution processes are important not only for help recipients, but 
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also for helpers. Theories of attribution have indicated that beliefs of causality influence people’s 

emotion and motivation (Weiner, 2014). Using the same example above, helpers’ thoughts and 

emotions are determined by appraisals and attributions. For example, if helpers believe that help 

recipients come to seek help is due to the lack of effort (under personal control), they may feel 

anger and think that it is justified to provide uncivil help. Additionally, observers may respond 

differently with their attributions to the specific helping interaction. Therefore, future research 

should examine the attribution process for all parties involved in helping interactions, and these 

congruence or incongruence among attributions and beliefs from the three roles (helpers, help 

recipients, and observers) may also generate interesting results.  

Finally, this dissertation was focused on the outcomes of receiving help. As mentioned 

above, another possible future research is to examine the factors that influence why helpers 

provide dysfunctional helping. It would be enlightening to explore if organization rewarding 

policies impacts the helping interactions as such findings would be informative to managers and 

employee motivation.  

Conclusion 

In summary, I developed and tested a theoretical model that examined the cognitive and 

affective process of justice perceptions based on different types of helping that they received, and 

how social exchange quality and these emotions were further associated with helping intentions 

and CWB intentions. Data was collected in a laboratory with providing different types of help 

being provided by a confederate. The hypotheses on the cognitive processes behind justice 

perceptions were not supported. However, the hypotheses on the affective processes behind 

justice perceptions were supported for two of the three discrete emotions (i.e., anger and shame). 

In addition, anger was further associated with CWB intentions. Supplemental analysis reveals that 

people’s attributions also play a role in justice perceptions, beyond just the types of helping that 
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they receive. Overall, this study found support for the importance of justice perceptions and affect 

between helping and behavioral intention outcomes. 
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APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A: Tables 

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among Study Variables 

Variable Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1. Utility of help 0.48 0.50           

2. Incivility of help 0.48 0.50 -.20          

3. Distributive justice  3.10 1.30 .44 -.20         

4. Interpersonal justice  3.60 1.40 .36 -.36 .72        

5. Social Exchange Quality  3.22 1.29 .44 -.36 .60 .76       

6. Gratitude 3.35 1.49 .66 -.26 .61 .65 .78      

7. Shame 1.45 0.69 .39 -.01 -.05 -.24 .12 .32     

8. Anger 1.45 0.86 -.41 .26 -.64 -.68 -.62 -.66 -.18    

9. Help intentions 3.52 1.13 .42 -.45 .51 .56 .64 .65 .13 -.28   

10. CWB intentions 1.30 0.67 -.41 .41 -.42 -.63 -.67 -.64 -.18 .35 -.66  

11. Decision making 3.77 1.16 .60 -.28 .43 .63 .62 .72 .14 -.42 .66 -.65 

12. Distributive justice (C) 3.39 1.38 .65 -.33 .50 .53 .81 .69 .23 -.54 .57 -.49 

13. Interpersonal justice (C) 3.67 1.25 .55 -.64 .60 .51 .65 .55 .24 -.28 .71 -.64 

14. Exclusion beliefs (C) 1.13 0.59 .17 .24 .02 -.05 -.18 .03 -.14 .05 -.24 -.08 

15. Empathic Anger (C) 1.33 0.56 -.16 .34 -.38 -.36 -.58 -.28 -.06 .55 -.19 .08 

16. Contentment (C) 3.11 0.95 .35 -.07 -.17 .11 .26 .03 .08 -.01 .23 -.11 

17. Help intentions (C) 4.16 0.86 .59 -.02 .23 .18 .32 .51 .37 -.26 .25 -.15 

18. CWB intentions (C) 1.18 0.41 -.02 .08 -.06 .08 -.12 -.05 -.20 -.02 -.21 -.11 
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Table 1. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations among Study Variables (Cont.) 

Variable 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

1. Utility of help        

2. Incivility of help        

3. Distributive justice         

4. Interpersonal justice         

5. Social Exchange Quality         

6. Gratitude        

7. Shame        

8. Anger        

9. Help intentions        

10. CWB intentions        

11. Decision making        

12. Distributive justice (C) .60       

13. Interpersonal justice (C) .53 .69      

14. Exclusion beliefs (C) -.16 -.10 -.17     

15. Empathic Anger (C) -.20 -.68 -.43 .34    

16. Contentment (C) .32 .36 .18 -.41 -.13   

17. Help intentions (C) .37 .50 .22 -.02 -.06 .33  

18. CWB intentions (C) -.23 -.25 -.19 .79 .36 -.22 -.19 

Note. N = 59 help recipients and 61 observers. Variable 1-11 are response from help 

recipients, and 12-18 are responses from observers. Correlations that are greater than .25 

are statistically significant at p <.05. Exclusion beliefs, Distributive justice and 

interpersonal justice perceptions are grand mean centered. Variables marked with C refer 

to observer measures.  

* p < .05 
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Table 2. Mean Distributive Justice Perceptions for Help Recipients in Each Condition 

Distributive Justice  Utility Marginal means  

  Low High  

Incivility 
Low 3.11 3.88  3.50 

High 2.25 3.27 2.76 

Marginal Means  2.68 3.58  

Note. Utility and incivility were dummy coded as 0 for low and 1 for high.  
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Table 3. Mean Interpersonal Justice Perceptions for Help Recipients in Each Condition 

Interpersonal Justice  Utility Marginal means  

  Low High  

Incivility 
Low 4.03 4.47  4.25 

High 2.43 3.33 2.88 

Marginal Means  3.23 3.90  

Note. Utility and incivility were dummy coded as 0 for low and 1 for high.  
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Table 4. Mean Distributive Justice Perceptions for Observers in Each Condition 

Distributive Justice  Utility Marginal means  

  Low High  

Incivility 
Low 3.20 4.33  3.77 

High 2.48 3.85 3.17 

Marginal Means  2.84 4.09  

Note. Utility and incivility were dummy coded as 0 for low and 1 for high.  
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Table 5. Mean Interpersonal Justice Perceptions for Observers in Each Condition 

Interpersonal Justice  Utility Marginal means  

  Low High  

Incivility 
Low 4.27 4.61  4.44 

High 2.48 3.23 2.86 

Marginal Means  3.38 3.92  

Note. Utility and incivility were dummy coded as 0 for low and 1 for high.  
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Table 6. ANOVA Summary Table for Help Recipients 

 df SS MS F  p 

Distributive Justice      

Utility of help 1 12.52 12.52 9.30 .00** 

Incivility of help 1 7.98 7.98 5.93 .02* 

Utility x Incivility of help 1 .24 .24 .18 .68 

Residuals 55 74.05 1.35   

Interpersonal Justice      

Utility of help  1 7.71 7.71 5.41 .02* 

Incivility of help 1 27.83 27.83 19.51 .00** 

Utility x Incivility of help 1 .78 .78 .55 .46 

Residuals 55 78.44 1.43   

Note. SS = Sum of Squares. MS = Mean Squares.  
* p < .05  
** p < .01 
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Table 7. ANOVA Summary Table for Observers 

 df SS MS F  p 

Distributive Justice      

Utility of help 1 23.84 23.84 16.82 .00** 

Incivility of help 1 5.59 5.59 3.94 .05 

Utility x Incivility of help 1 .20 .20 .14 .71 

Residuals 56 79.36 1.42   

Interpersonal Justice      

Utility of help  1 5.78 5.78 6.62 .01* 

Incivility of help 1 38.40 38.40 43.96 .00** 

Utility x Incivility of help 1 .61 .61 .70 .41 

Residuals 57 49.80 .87   

Note. SS = Sum of Squares. MS = Mean Squares.  
* p < .05  
** p < .01 
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Table 8. Full Path Model Results for Help Recipients 

 
Distributive justice Interpersonal justice Social Exchange Quality Gratitude 

Coefficients γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value 

Intercept -.04 -.04 -.18 .33 .24 1.30 3.16 2.52 19.70 3.05 2.10 15.68 

Helping Variables              

Utility of help  .88** .35 3.01 .65* .23 2.14 .55* .22 2.92 .97* .33 4.25 

Incivility of help -.74* -.29 -2.52 -1.38** -.49 -4.55 -.37* -.15 -1.81 -.08 -.03 -.32 

Mediators             

Distributive justice       .30** .30 3.34 .33** .31 2.94 

Interpersonal justice       .41** .45 4.44 .44** .39 4.10 

Justice interaction       -.00 -.00 -.02 -.10 -.11 -1.35 

Social Exchange Quality                   

Gratitude                    

Anger             

Shame              

R2 .22   .31   .72   .69   

Note. N = 59 help recipients. Justice interaction = distributive justice x interpersonal justice. 
* p < .05  
** p < .01 
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Table 8. Full Path Model Results for Help Recipients(cont.) 

 
Anger Shame Helping intentions CWB intentions 

Coefficients γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value 

Intercept 1.24 1.50 8.41 1.38 1.93 9.50 2.35 2.12 4.31 .98 1.49 2.74 

Helping Variables              

Utility of help  .21 .12 1.18 .41* .29 2.42 -.32 -.14 -1.30 .19 .14 1.17 

Incivility of help .01 .01 .06 .06 .04 .31 -.18 -.08 -.78 .17 .13 1.12 

Mediators             

Distributive justice -.08 -.13 -1.01 .08 .13 .93 -.01 -.01 -.05 .10 .19 1.40 

Interpersonal justice -.33** -.56 -3.92 -.22* -.44 -2.69 .06 .07 .39 -.10 -.22 -1.10 

Justice interaction .11* .21 1.96 -.14* -.32 -2.56       

Social Exchange Quality             .07 .07 .37 -.03 -.06 -.26 

Gratitude              .47* .62 3.14 -.05 -.11 -.52 

Anger       -.12 -.09 -.73 .36* .46 3.38 

Shame        -.15 -.09 -.86 -.07 -.07 -.60 

R2 .45   .28   .56   .47   

Note. N = 59 help recipients. Justice interaction = distributive justice x interpersonal justice. 
* p < .05  
** p < .01 
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Table 9. Full Path Model Results for Observers 

 
Distributive justice Interpersonal justice Empathic Anger Contentment  

Coefficients γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value 

Intercept -.23 -.17 -.89 .48 .39 2.45 1.35 2.65 13.83 2.92 3.00 14.36 

Helping Variables              

Utility of help  1.24** .46 4.18 .45 .18 1.88 -.01 -.01 -.05 .21 .11 .85 

Incivility of help -.61* -.23 -2.06 -1.59* -.64 -6.86 -.07 -.06 -.47 .22 .12 .80 

Distributive justice       -.01 -.02 -.14 .18 .25 1.76 

Interpersonal justice             -.32** -.70 -4.75 .20 .26 1.55 

Social Exclusion Beliefs             .01 .01 .05 -.55* -.33 -2.89 

Interpersonal justice x 

Social Exclusion Beliefs 
       

  
 

 
 

-.01 -.01 -.08 .23 .14 1.15 

Empathic Anger             

Contentment             

R2 .26   .47   .41   .30   

Note. N = 61 observers. 
* p < .05  
** p < .01 
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Table 9. Full Path Model Results for Observers (Cont.) 

 
Helping intentions CWB Intentions  

Coefficients γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value 

Intercept 3.12 3.56 5.79 .46 1.30 3.38 

Helping Variables        

Utility of help  .22 .13 .95 -.00 -.01 -.06 

Incivility of help .11 .06 .41 -.09 -.11 -1.22 

Distributive justice .08 .13 .84 .07* .22 2.30 

Interpersonal justice      .18  .25 1.21 -.04 -.12 -.97 

Social Exclusion Beliefs      .12  .08 .69 .15* .21 2.80 

Interpersonal justice x Social Exclusion Beliefs             

Empathic Anger .30 .20 1.25 .61* .82 8.74 

Contentment .19 .22 1.59 -.03 -.06 -.76 

R2 .21   .68   

Note. N = 61 observers. 
* p < .05  
** p < .01 
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APPENDIX B: Supplemental Analysis Tables 

Table B1. Guilt as an Additional Emotion 

 
Distributive justice Interpersonal justice Social Exchange Quality Gratitude 

Coefficients γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value 

Intercept -.04 -.04 -.18 .33 .24 1.30 3.16 2.52 19.70 3.05 2.10 15.68 

Helping Variables              

Utility of help  .88** .35 3.01 .65* .23 2.14 .55* .22 2.92 .97* .33 4.25 

Incivility of help -.74* -.29 -2.52 -1.38** -.49 -4.55 -.37* -.15 -1.81 -.08 -.03 -.32 

Mediators             

Distributive justice       .30** .30 3.34 .33** .31 2.94 

Interpersonal justice       .41** .45 4.44 .44** .39 4.10 

Justice interaction       -.00 -.00 -.02 -.10 -.11 -1.35 

Social Exchange Quality                   

Gratitude                    

Anger             

Shame              

R2 .22   .31   .72   .69   

Note. N = 59 help recipients. Justice interaction = distributive justice x interpersonal justice. 
* p < .05  
** p < .01 
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Table B1. Guilt as an Additional Emotion (cont.) 

 
Anger Shame Guilt 

Coefficients γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value 

Intercept 1.24 1.50 8.41 1.38 1.93 9.50 1.39 1.65 7.93 

Helping Variables           

Utility of help  .21 .12 1.18 .41* .29 2.42 .48* .28 2.34 

Incivility of help .01 .01 .06 .06 .04 .31 .09 .05 .39 

Mediators          

Distributive justice -.08 -.13 -1.01 .08 .13 .93 .04 .06 .37 

Interpersonal justice -.33** -.56 -3.92 -.22* -.44 -2.69 -.23* -.37 -2.26 

Justice interaction .11* .21 1.96 -.14* -.32 -2.56 -.17* -.32 -2.52 

Social Exchange Quality                

Gratitude                 

Anger          

Shame           

R2 .45   .28   .26   

Note. N = 59 help recipients. Justice interaction = distributive justice x interpersonal justice. 
* p < .05  
** p < .01 
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Table B1. Guilt as an Additional Emotion (cont.) 

 
Helping intentions CWB intentions 

Coefficients γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value 

Intercept 2.35 2.13 4.26 .92 1.41 2.59 

Helping Variables        

Utility of help  -.32 -.14 -1.30 .18 .13 1.11 

Incivility of help -.18 -.08 -.78 .17 .13 1.15 

Mediators       

Distributive justice -.01 -.01 -.05 .08 .16 1.11 

Interpersonal justice .06 .07 .39 -.11 -.24 -1.22 

Justice interaction       

Social Exchange Quality .07 .07 .37 -.04 -.08 -.36 

Gratitude  .47* .62 2.91 -.01 -.03 -.13 

Anger -.12 -.09 -.73 .37* .46 3.43 

Shame  -.15 -.10 -.59 .05 .05 .30 

Guilt .00 .00 .02 -.14 -.18 -.97 

R2 .56   .48   

Note. N = 59 help recipients. Justice interaction = distributive justice x interpersonal justice. 
* p < .05  
** p < .01 
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Table B2. Decision Making as an Outcome for Help Recipients 

 
Distributive justice Interpersonal justice Social Exchange Quality Gratitude 

Coefficients γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value 

Intercept -.04 -.04 -.18 .33 .24 1.30 3.16 2.52 19.70 3.05 2.10 15.68 

Helping Variables              

Utility of help  .88** .35 3.01 .65* .23 2.14 .55* .22 2.92 .97* .33 4.25 

Incivility of help -.74* -.29 -2.52 -1.38** -.49 -4.55 -.37* -.15 -1.81 -.08 -.03 -.32 

Mediators             

Distributive justice       .30** .30 3.34 .33** .31 2.94 

Interpersonal justice       .41** .45 4.44 .44** .39 4.08 

Justice interaction       -.00 -.00 -.02 -.10 -.11 -1.35 

Social Exchange Quality                   

Gratitude                    

Anger             

Shame              

R2 .22   .31   .72   .69   

Note. N = 59 help recipients. Justice interaction = distributive justice x interpersonal justice. 
* p < .05  
** p < .01 
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Table B2. Decision Making as an Outcome for Help Recipients (cont.) 

 
Anger Shame Helping intentions CWB intentions 

Coefficients γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value 

Intercept 1.24 1.50 8.41 1.38 1.93 9.50 2.35 2.12 4.31 .98 1.49 2.74 

Helping Variables              

Utility of help  .21 .12 1.18 .41* .29 2.42 -.32 -.14 -1.30 .19 .14 1.17 

Incivility of help .01 .01 .06 .06 .04 .31 -.18 -.08 -.78 .17 .13 1.12 

Mediators             

Distributive justice -.08 -.13 -1.01 .08 .13 .93 -.01 -.01 -.05 .10 .19 1.40 

Interpersonal justice -.33** -.56 -3.92 -.22* -.44 -2.69 .06 .07 .39 -.10 -.22 -1.10 

Justice interaction .11* .21 1.96 -.14* -.32 -2.56       

Social Exchange Quality             .07 .07 .37 -.03 -.06 -.26 

Gratitude              .47* .62 3.14 -.05 -.11 -.52 

Anger       -.12 -.09 -.72 .36* .46 3.38 

Shame        -.15 -.09 -.86 -.07 -.07 -.60 

R2 .45   .28   .56   .47   

Note. N = 59 help recipients. Justice interaction = distributive justice x interpersonal justice. 
* p < .05  
** p < .01 
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Table B2. Decision Making as an Outcome for Help Recipients (cont.) 

 
Decision Making 

Coefficients γ γ' t-value 

Intercept 3.26 2.84 5.15 

Helping Variables     

Utility of help  .51 .22 1.80 

Incivility of help .16 .07 .58 

Mediators    

Distributive justice -.19 -.20 -1.46 

Interpersonal justice .21 .26 1.29 

Justice interaction    

Social Exchange Quality   .04     .04 .18 

Gratitude  .26 .33 1.47 

Anger -.28 -.20 -1.46 

Shame  -.25 -.16 -1.29 

R2 .45   

Note. N = 59 help recipients. Justice interaction = distributive justice x interpersonal justice. 
* p < .05  
** p < .01 
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Table B3. Predicting Help Recipient Justice Perceptions from Different Attributions 

 
Distributive justice Interpersonal justice 

Coefficients γ γ' t-value γ γ' t-value 

Intercept -.04 -.04 -.18 .33 .24 1.30 

Helping Variables        

Utility of help  .50* .18 1.98 .17 .07 .87 

Incivility of help .15 .05 .47 -.13 -.06 -.54 

Performance Promotion Motives .74* .68 3.80 .46* .50 3.07 

Injury Initiation Motives -.21 -.16 -.65 -.27 -.25 -1.12 

Utility of help x Performance Promotion Motives -.27 -.17 -1.26 -.13 -.10 -.77 

Incivility of help x Performance Promotion Motives -.28 -.17 -1.19 .54* .40 2.98 

Utility of help x Injury Initiation Motives -.02  -.01 -.08 -.38 -.24 -1.92 

Incivility of help x Injury Initiation Motives -.14 -.10 -.39 .12 .10 .43 

R2 .22   .31   

Note. N = 59 help recipients. Performance promotion motives and injury initiation motives centered at their corresponding grand 

means. 
* p < .05  
** p < .01 
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APPENDIX C: Figures 

Figure 1. Conceptual Model of Antecedents and Outcomes of Helping Experiences 
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Figure 2. Interaction between Interpersonal Justice and Distributive Justice on Anger 
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Figure 3. Interaction between Interpersonal Justice and Distributive Justice on Shame 
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APPENDIX D: Measures 

For Helpers: 

Manipulation Check (utility of help; civility of help) 

(1= Not at all; 5= very much) 

1. In this incident that you experienced, please rate the extent to which you feel the other 

person was helpful/effective in getting your problems solved 

2. In this incident that you experienced, please rate the extent to which you feel it’s an 

unpleasant/negative interaction 

 

Distributive Justice (4 items) 

(Colquitt, J. A. (2001). On the dimensionality of organizational justice: a construct validation of a 

measure. Journal of applied psychology, 86(3), 386) 

Instructions: The questions below refer to the helping that you just received. To what extent: 

(1 = to a small extent; 2 = to some extent; 3 = to a moderate extent; 4 = to a great extent; 5 = to a 

very great extent)  

1. Did the help you received reflect the effort you have put into your work? 

2. Was the help you received appropriate for the work you have completed? 

3. Did the help you received reflect what you have contributed to the task to the 

organization? 

4. Was the help you received justified, give your performance? 

 

Interpersonal Justice  

(Colquitt, J. A. (2001). On the dimensionality of organizational justice: a construct validation of a 

measure. Journal of applied psychology, 86(3), 386) 

Instructions: The following items refer to the people who helped you. To what extent  

(1 = to a small extent; 2 = to some extent; 3 = to a moderate extent; 4 = to a great extent; 5 = to a 

very great extent)  

1. Did he/she treat you in a polite manner? 

2. Did he/she treat you with dignity? 

3. Did he/she treat you with respect? 

4. Did he/she refrain from improper remarks or comments? 

 

Guilt  

(Spencer, S., & Rupp, D. E. (2009). Angry, guilty, and conflicted: Injustice toward coworkers 

heightens emotional labor through cognitive and emotional mechanisms. Journal of applied 

psychology, 94(2), 429) 

1. Guilty 

2. Sorry 

3. Regretful 

 

Shame (PANAS-X; Watson & Clark, 1994; 6 items) 

(Heaven, P. C., Ciarrochi, J., & Leeson, P. (2009). The longitudinal links between shame and 

increasing hostility during adolescence. Personality and Individual Differences, 47(8), 841-844.) 

1. Ashamed  

2. Blameworthy  

3. Disgusted with self 

4. Angry at self 
5. Dissatisfied with self 
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Social Exchange Relationship (SER) 

(Colquitt, J. A., Baer, M. D., Long, D. M., & Halvorsen-Ganepola, M. D. (2014). Scale indicators 

of social exchange relationships: A comparison of relative content validity. Journal of Applied 

Psychology, 99(4), 599.) 

Instructions: The following items refer to the people who helped you. To what extent is your 

relationship with Participant A (the person helping me) is characterized by  

(1 = to a small extent; 2 = to some extent; 3 = to a moderate extent; 4 = to a great extent; 5 = to a 

very great extent)  

1. Mutual obligation  

2. Mutual trust  

3. Mutual commitment  

4. Mutual significance 

 

Emotions toward Participant A  

Instructions: We would like to know how you are feeling. Please rate the extent to which you are 

experiencing the following toward each person in your group.  

For participant A…(duplicate section) 

 

Gratitude Tsang, J. A. (2007). Gratitude for small and large favors: A behavioral test. The Journal 

of Positive Psychology, 2(3), 157-167. 

(1 = “not at all;” 2 = “slightly;” 3 = “moderately;” 4 = “quite a bit;” 5 = “very much”) 

1. Grateful  

2. Thankful  

3. Appreciative  

 

Anger (Spencer, S., & Rupp, D. E. (2009). Angry, guilty, and conflicted: Injustice toward 

coworkers heightens emotional labor through cognitive and emotional mechanisms. Journal of 

applied psychology, 94(2), 429) 

Anger Regarding Customer Treatment Toward Self. (9 items; Adapted from Mattern, Bedwell, & 

Rupp, 2004) 

Instructions: We would like to know how you are feeling. Please rate the extent to which you are 

experiencing the following  

(1 = “not at all;” 2 = “slightly;” 3 = “moderately;” 4 = “quite a bit;” 5 = “very much”) 

1. Irritated  

2. Angry  

3. Furious  

4. Annoyed  

5. Hostile  

 

 

Behavioral Intentions toward Participant A  

Helping intentions (Adapted to intentions) 

(Lee, K., & Allen, N. J. (2002). Organizational citizenship behavior and workplace deviance: The 

role of affect and cognitions. Journal of applied psychology, 87(1), 131.) 

On a scale from (1 = “not at all;” 2 = “slightly;” 3 = “moderately;” 4 = “quite a bit;” 5 = “very 

much”), to what extent would you, if given the opportunity in the future, be willing to …  

1. Help them. 

2. Willingly give your time to help them. 

3. Go out of the way to make them feel welcome. 

4. Show genuine concern and courtesy toward them. 

5. Give up time to help them. 
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6. Assist them with their work. 

 

Counterproductive Work Behavior Intentions (Adapted to intentions) 

(CWB adapted; original 6 items) Dalal, R. S., Lam, H., Weiss, H. M., Welch, E. R., & Hulin, C. 

L. (2009). A within-person approach to work behavior and performance: Concurrent and lagged 

citizenship-counterproductivity associations, and dynamic relationships with affect and overall 

job performance. Academy of Management Journal, 52(5), 1051-1066.) 

(Avoidance items from Ferris, D. L., Yan, M., Lim, V. K., Chen, Y., & Fatimah, S. (2016). An 

approach–avoidance framework of workplace aggression. Academy of Management Journal, 

59(5), 1777-1800.) 

On a scale from (1 = “not at all;” 2 = “slightly;” 3 = “moderately;” 4 = “quite a bit;” 5 = “very 

much”), to what extent would you, if given the opportunity in the future, be willing to …  

 

CWBI (Active)  

1. Behave in an unpleasant manner toward them 

2. Criticize their opinion or suggestion. 

3. Exclude them from a conversation. 

4. Speak poorly about them to others. 

 

 

Attribution for Participant A’s behavior  

(Adapted from Liu, D., Liao, H., & Loi, R., 2012.The dark side of leadership: A three-level 

investigation of the cascading effect of abusive supervision on employee creativity. Academy of 

management journal). 

Instruction: For each of the following statements, please indicate your agreement or disagreement 

with each item. Participant A’s behavior was… 

(1 = Strongly Disagree, 5 = Strongly Agree) 

1. Performance Promotion Motives 

2. Desire to help me 

3. Desire to stimulate me to meet my performance goals  

4. Desire to push me to work harder  

5. Injury Initiation Motives 

6. Desire to cause injury on me. 

7. Desire to hurt my feelings. 

8. Desire to make me feel bad about myself. 

 

 

Decision making toward Participant A 

Instructions: Thank you for all the work today! We understand that not all sessions run as 

smoothly as we want them to. We have implemented giving the opportunity to participants to 

recommend adjusting other participants’ credit to account for this. As a result, you now have the 

opportunity to adjust the amount of SONA credits for Participant A in either direction by 2 

(default is 2.5). Depending on your interactions with him/her, or on other criteria, choose the 

recommended credits to be assigned to him/her 

1.25 (50% lower), 1.875 (25% lower), 2.5 (default), 3.125 (25% higher), 3.75 (50% higher) 

 

For Observers: 

Distributive Justice (Adapted; original is on patient care) 

(Dunford, B. B., Jackson, C. L., Boss, A. D., Tay, L., & Boss, R. W. (2015). Be fair, your 

employees are watching: A relational response model of external third‐party justice. Personnel 

Psychology, 68(2), 319-352)  
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Instructions: (Adaptation) - You might have noticed one of your team-mates receiving help 

during this session. Please use the items below to indicate your agreement to the following 

statements that describe the help given, if any. To what extent: 

(1 = to a small extent; 2 = to some extent; 3 = to a moderate extent; 4 = to a great extent; 5 = to a 

very great extent)  

1. Was the help Participant B (help recipient) received appropriate? 

2. Did Participant B (help recipient) get the help needed? 

3. Was the help adequate given his/her needs? 

4. Did Participant B (help recipient) get the help deserved? 

 

Interpersonal Justice  

(Colquitt, J. A. (2001). On the dimensionality of organizational justice: a construct validation of a 

measure. Journal of applied psychology, 86(3), 386) 

Instructions: You might have noticed one of your team-mates receiving help during this session. 

Please use the items above to indicate your agreement to the following statements that describe 

the help given, if any. To what extent does Participant A (the person who provided the help)… 

(1 = to a small extent; 2 = to some extent; 3 = to a moderate extent; 4 = to a great extent; 5 = to a 

very great extent)  

1. treated Participant B (help recipient) in a polite manner? 

2. treated Participant B (help recipient) with dignity? 

3. treated Participant B (help recipient) with respect? 

4. refrained from improper remarks or comments to Participant B (help recipient)? 

 

Exclusion beliefs about the targeted help-recipients 

(Mitchell, M. S., Vogel, R. M., & Folger, R. (2015). Third parties’ reactions to the abusive 

supervision of coworkers. Journal of Applied Psychology, 100(4), 1040.) 

Instructions: Please rate the extent to which you are experiencing the following toward 

Participant B right now. 

(1 = to a small extent; 2 = to some extent; 3 = to a moderate extent; 4 = to a great extent; 5 = to a 

very great extent)  

1. It is OK to treat Participant B (help recipient) unfairly 

2. Participant B (help recipient) deserves to be treated poorly 

 

Contentment  

(3 items; Frederickson, Tugade, Waugh, and Larkin, 2003) 

1. Content 

2. Serene 

3. Peaceful 

 

Empathic anger (8 items) 

1. Mad  

2. Angry  

3. Furious  

4. Resentful  

5. Irritated  

6. Enraged  

7. Aggravated  

8. Outrated 

 

Counterproductive Work Behavior (Adapted to intentions) toward Participant A 



111 
 

(CWB adapted; original 6 items) Dalal, R. S., Lam, H., Weiss, H. M., Welch, E. R., & Hulin, C. 

L. (2009). A within-person approach to work behavior and performance: Concurrent and lagged 

citizenship-counterproductivity associations, and dynamic relationships with affect and overall 

job performance. Academy of Management Journal, 52(5), 1051-1066.) 

(Avoidance items from Ferris, D. L., Yan, M., Lim, V. K., Chen, Y., & Fatimah, S. (2016). An 

approach–avoidance framework of workplace aggression. Academy of Management Journal, 

59(5), 1777-1800.) 

Rate the extent to which you are willing to engage in behaviors in the future toward each person 

in your group.  

For participant A, to what extent would you, if given the opportunity in the future, be willing to 

… 

(1 = “not at all;” 2 = “slightly;” 3 = “moderately;” 4 = “quite a bit;” 5 = “very much”) 

CWBI (Active) 

1. Behave in an unpleasant manner toward them 

2. Criticize their opinion or suggestion. 

3. Exclude them from a conversation. 

4. Speak poorly about them to others. 

 

 

Behavioral Intentions toward Participant B 

Helping intentions (Adapted to intentions) 

(Lee, K., & Allen, N. J. (2002). Organizational citizenship behavior and workplace deviance: The 

role of affect and cognitions. Journal of applied psychology, 87(1), 131.) 

Rate the extent to which you are willing to engage in behaviors in the future toward each person 

in your group.  

For participant B, to what extent would you, if given the opportunity in the future, be willing to 

… (1 = not at all to 5 = very much) 

1. Help them. 

2. Willingly give my time to help them. 

3. Go out of the way to make them feel welcome. 

4. Show genuine concern and courtesy toward them. 

5. Give up time to help them. 

6. Assist them with their work. 
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