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As research begins to accumulate on employee volunteering, it appears that this
behavior is largely beneficial to employee performance and commitment. It is less
clear, however, how employee volunteering is perceived by others in the workplace.
Do colleagues award volunteering “credit” (e.g., associating it with being concerned
about others) or do they “stigmatize” it (e.g., associating it with being distracted from
work)? Moreover, do those evaluations predict how colleagues actually treat em-
ployees who volunteer more often? Adopting a reputation perspective, we draw from
theories of person perception and attribution to explore these research questions.
The results of a field study reveal that colleagues gave credit to employee volun-
teering when they attributed it to intrinsic reasons and stigmatized employee vol-
unteering when they attributed it to impression management reasons. Ultimately,
through the awarded credits, volunteering was rewarded by supervisors (with the
allocation of more resources) and coworkers (with the provision of more helping
behavior) when it was attributed to intrinsic motives—a relationship that was am-
plified when stigmas were low and mitigated when stigmas were high. The results of
a laboratory experiment further confirmed that volunteering was both credited and
stigmatized, distinguishing it from citizenship behavior, which was credited but not
stigmatized.

“They are more organized in order to fit those extra
activities in their lives.”

“They are looking for activities that allow them to get
out of work time. . .”

—Colleagues when asked what they think of em-
ployees who engage in volunteering

Volunteering—giving time during a planned ac-
tivity for a volunteer group or organization (Clary &
Snyder, 1999; Rodell, 2013; Wilson, 2000)—is be-
coming an increasinglypopular activity, particularly
among employed adults (Brudney & Gazley, 2006;
Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2011). Thus far, there
has been every indication that employee volun-
teering is beneficial for companies, in terms of
harder-working employees (Rodell, 2013), positive
employee attitudes (Bartel, 2001), and retention of
employees (Jones, 2010). What remains less clear,
however, is how other people at work—supervisors

and coworkers—evaluate and react to employee
volunteering.

At first glance, there are reasons to expect that
colleagues would simply ignore an employee’s vol-
unteering completely. After all, employee volun-
teering represents effort that is directed toward some
charitable organization, and not one’s employer or
colleagues. Thus, it may be easy for scholars and
practitioners alike to overlook the relevance and
importance of volunteering in regard to how an em-
ployee is viewed and treated at work. However,
a more in-depth look at the current corporate envi-
ronment may suggest otherwise. In today’s business
world, employees’ personal lives are becoming in-
creasingly intertwined with their work (Umphress,
Tihanyi, Bierman, & Gogus, 2013). In part, this trend
may be due to the growing visibility of people’s
personal lives—for example, through social media
(Conner, 2012). It may also be the result of changing
perspectives and habits of employees, who blur the
lines between work and home with the help of elec-
tronic devices (Golden & Geisler, 2007). Regardless
of the exact method, details of employees’ personal
lives are becoming more transparent and readily
accessible, opening the door for behaviors such as

We are grateful to the associate editor, Adam Grant,
and the review team for their feedback and commitment
during the review process. This research was funded by
the University of Georgia’s Faculty Research Grants
Program.

611

Copyright of the Academy of Management, all rights reserved. Contents may not be copied, emailed, posted to a listserv, or otherwise transmitted without the copyright holder’s express
written permission. Users may print, download, or email articles for individual use only.

http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/amj.2013.0566


volunteering to be noticed and evaluated by others at
work.

A pertinent question is, then: What is the nature
of these evaluations? Recently, Umphress and
colleagues (2013) argued that behaviors in em-
ployees’ personal lives might run the gamut from
being respected to viewed as destructive. Moreover,
as evidenced by the quotes opening this paper, it is
possible that volunteering may convey both positive
and negative information. On the one hand, col-
leagues may give “credit” to volunteering because
they associate it with being concerned about others
or think it relates to effective time management. On
the other hand, colleagues may “stigmatize” volun-
teering because they associate it with being dis-
tracted from work or connect it to people acting
morally superior. The existence and nature of these
evaluations is important because they may ulti-
mately influence how colleagues treat employees
who volunteer, such as providing those individ-
uals with more or less assistance, guidance, and
resources.

The purpose of this study is to explore how col-
leagues (a term used throughout this manuscript to
refer to supervisors and coworkers in aggregate) in-
terpret employee volunteering, and to examine the
impact of such evaluations on the treatment that in-
dividuals who volunteer more frequently receive in
theworkplace. In order to understand and categorize
colleague evaluations of employee volunteering, we
use a reputation perspective and tailor it specifically
to the reputation that employees garner from their
volunteering. Recently, reputation scholars have
advocated for reputation to be examined at a more
specific level—a reputation for something as ratedby
someone based on some behavior (Anderson &
Shirako, 2008; Fombrun, 1996; Jensen, Kim, & Kim
2012; Lange, Lee, & Dai, 2011). Adopting this ap-
proach, volunteering reputation can be summarized
as the beliefs, perceptions, and evaluations that col-
leagues form about an employee based on his or her
volunteering (Anderson & Shirako, 2008; Ferris,
Blass, Douglas, Kolodinsky, & Treadway, 2003).
Under this umbrella, credits can be thought of as the
positive reputational components garnered from
volunteering, and stigmas as the negative repu-
tational components garnered from volunteering.

Continuing to draw from the reputation litera-
ture, we integrate theories of person perception
and attribution to explore our research questions
(Heider, 1958a, 1958b; Jones & Davis, 1965; Wong &
Weiner, 1981). As shown in Figure 1, we expect
that colleagues evaluate employees based on their

volunteering behavior (forming both credits and
stigmas), and that those evaluations influence their
subsequent supportive reactions (supervisor re-
source allocation and coworker helping). Theorizing
on attributions provides a foundation for examining
when colleagues evaluate volunteering positively
(and thus credit it) and when they evaluate volun-
teering negatively (and thus stigmatize it). More spe-
cifically,wepropose thatvolunteeringwill becredited
when attributed to intrinsic motives and stigmatized
when attributed to impression management motives.

This studyoffers important insights for thenascent
but growing literature on employee volunteering. In
particular, by adopting the colleagueperspective,we
are able to examine how people interpret and react
to others’ volunteering behavior. Moreover, by in-
tegrating theory about perceptions and attributions
(Heider, 1958a, 1958b; Jones & Davis, 1965; Wong &
Weiner, 1981),we are able to explore thepotential for
volunteering to be both credited and stigmatized,
shedding light on some of the reputational implica-
tions this behavior for employees. In addition, by
focusing on the reputational implications of employee
behavior in the community sphere of their lives, we
expand the work–non-work literature beyond the tra-
ditional focus on the role of one’s family (e.g., Leslie,
Manchester, Park, & Mehng, 2012; Westring & Ryan,
2010). As a result, our research enriches current un-
derstandingof thework–non-work interface, aswell as
the broader person–perception interface.

THEORETICAL DEVELOPMENT

As noted above, employee volunteering is when
employees give their time to a volunteer group in the
course of some planned activity (Clary & Snyder,
1999; Rodell, 2013:Wilson, 2000). Examples include
an employee who spends time at a local soup
kitchen, or an employee who participates in an ini-
tiative such as Habitat for Humanity during a corpo-
rate volunteer day. As illustrated by these examples,
employee volunteering can occur on one’s personal
time or as part of larger company initiative for com-
munity involvement. In addition, this conceptuali-
zation of volunteering is behavioral innature (Musick
& Wilson, 2008) and could encompass either an ini-
tial decision to volunteer or the extent of volunteer-
ing behavior—a distinction that can be thought of as
the direction or intensity of volunteering effort (see
Rodell, 2013). Consistent with the majority of exist-
ing employee volunteering research, our focus is on
volunteering intensity—particularly, whether in-
creases inone’s volunteering frequency is creditedor
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stigmatized by colleagues. In pursuit of brevity and
clarity, when we use the term “employee volun-
teering” in this manuscript, we are referring to the
frequency or intensity of the behavior.

Volunteering Reputation: Credits and Stigmas

Our first goal in this study is to determine the type
of reputation that employees develop based on their
level of volunteering. By adopting a person percep-
tion perspective, an area of research that examines
how people interpret information about others and
draw conclusions about them (e.g., Heider, 1958a,
1958b; Jones & Davis, 1965; Leising, Gallrein, &
Dufner, 2013), we can provide insight into how
one’s behavior—such as volunteering—is perceived.
The tenets of the person perception perspective
are consistent with those of similar theories, such
as signaling and social information processing,
which propose that people’s behaviors send signals
that others use to evaluate and categorize them
(Hochwarter, Ferris, Zinko, Arnell, & James, 2007;
Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978; Spence, 1973). Indeed,
a handful of studies have demonstrated that in-
dividuals’ past behaviors form the basis of their
reputation in the workplace (e.g., Anderson &
Shirako, 2008; Raub & Weesie, 1990). Thus, we ex-
pect that volunteering carries information that

forms the basis of employees’ volunteering reputa-
tions among their colleagues.

The relevant question is, then: What type of in-
formation does volunteering carry—is it positive
(and thus credited) or negative (and thus stigma-
tized)? On the one hand, colleagues may associate
positive information with volunteering, and thus
credit it. Research has demonstrated that an in-
dividual’s behavioral tendencies are relatively con-
sistent across time and situation (Diener & Larsen,
1984; Leikas, Lonnqvist, & Verkasalo, 2012). By
definition, volunteering is a proactive and helpful
behavior (Clary & Snyder, 1999; Wilson, 2000).
Colleagues may make the inference that a person
would act similarly at work—for example, dis-
playing concern for other employees and investing
themselves in their work community—and thus
assign more credit the more a person volunteers.
Although there is no direct evidence that volun-
teering is perceived positively because no studies to
date have examined colleague reactions to volun-
teering, there is support for this relationship at
a more general level. For example, reputation
scholars have suggested that the more that em-
ployees exhibit “good” behaviors—such as behav-
ing in a cooperative or trustworthy manner—the
more positively they are perceived (e.g., Anderson &
Shirako, 2008).

FIGURE 1
Conceptual Model of the Reputational Implications of Employee Volunteering
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On the other hand, colleagues may associate neg-
ative information with volunteering and stigmatize
it. Stigmatization represents the “dark side” of social
evaluations (Devers, Dewett, Mishina, & Belsito,
2009), as stigmas are affiliated with characteristics
and behaviors that are devalued in a particular social
context (Crocker, Major, & Steele, 1998). Given that
volunteering is not directly and obviously beneficial
for the company, it is possible that others could de-
value it. Colleagues may make the inference, for ex-
ample, that volunteering distracts people from their
work or that volunteers pressure others to get in-
volved. In a handful of cases, scholars have found
evidence that “good” behaviors—such as moral and
unselfish acts—have been interpreted negatively by
others (Giacalone & Promislo, 2013; Parks & Stone,
2010). Monin, Sawyer, and Marquez (2008) sug-
gested that such negative reactions emerge be-
cause the individual may be seen as a threat—that
their “good” behavior implicitly condemns col-
leagueswho do not engage in that behavior (Monin
et al., 2008). Regarding volunteering in particular,
Snyder, Omoto, and Crain (1999) demonstrated
that people can indeed stigmatize certain types of
volunteering, though the volunteers in that study
were stigmatized for the volunteer group itself
(i.e., AIDS patients) rather than for the volunteer-
ing behavior.

A key component of interpreting the behaviors of
others lies in the attribution of motives (Allen &
Rush, 1998; Feldman, 1981; Heider, 1958a, 1958b;
Zalensy & Ford, 1990). According to theory on at-
tributions, people construct causal explanations for
others’ behaviors in an effort to predict and un-
derstand their environment (Heider, 1958a). That
is, people seek to understand the motivation for
others’ behaviors—why they behave the way they
do. These explanations attributed to a behavior thus
factor in to how people interpret and evaluate that
action.

A long tradition of research on motivation has
pointed to a pivotal distinction between behaving in
a more authentic manner—because someone genu-
inely enjoys what they are doing—and behaving in
an instrumental manner—in order to get ahead or
gain something fromothers (Deci, 1971; Ryan&Deci,
2000). This distinction carries over into the attribu-
tions that people make about another person’s mo-
tives. Specifically, “good” behaviors may be viewed
positively when attributed to authentic and internal
motives, but viewed negatively when attributed
to more instrumental and external motives (see
Eastman, 1994; Grant, Parker, & Collins, 2009;

Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Hui, 1993). Applying this
theory to employee volunteering should shed light
on the valence of colleague evaluations of the be-
havior, thereby providing a more nuanced un-
derstanding of when volunteering is likely to be
credited or stigmatized.

Adopting an authentic view of volunteering be-
haviors, colleagues may attribute employee volun-
teering to a genuine interest and enjoyment in the
activity—in other words, make an intrinsic attribu-
tion (Ryan & Deci, 2000). When colleagues make
intrinsic attributions about an employee’s volun-
teering, they see that individual as being compelled
or pulled toward the volunteer work for the sake of
the activity itself. When seen as intrinsically moti-
vated, volunteering is perceived as a volitional
activity that brings personal enjoyment and sat-
isfaction to the employee. In this situation, an
employee who volunteers is likely to be seen as
someone who inherently enjoys other-focused and
helpful actions. Given the general consistency in
behavioral tendencies across situations, volunteer-
ing may then serve as a signal that such actions are
likely in the workplace (Diener & Larsen, 1984;
Leikas et al., 2012). This evaluation is in linewith the
general finding that doing “good” with good in-
tentions is viewed positively (Allen & Rush, 1998;
Grant et al., 2009). Following the attribution process
in this scenario suggests that themore that colleagues
attribute volunteering to intrinsic motives, the more
they should credit the behavior.

Research on perceptions and evaluations of
others has demonstrated that a person’s immediate
behavior—in this case, volunteering—is not the only
factor to consider; rather, colleagues may also be
“biased” by preexisting views or general opinions of
those individuals (e.g., Anderson & Shirako, 2008;
Leising et al., 2013). Given that one’s job perfor-
mance could cast a “halo” that affects the reputa-
tional consequences of volunteering, our hypotheses
control for jobperformance (Hochwarter et al., 2007).
They also control for prosocial identity to account for
preexisting opinions that the employee is generally
a good person (Grant & Mayer, 2009).

Hypothesis 1. The relationship between volun-
teering and credits is moderated by intrinsic
attributions, such that the relationship is more
positive when intrinsic attributions are high
than when they are low.

On the other end of the spectrum, research on at-
tributions for prosocial behavior has also pointed to
the unique and detrimental role of engaging in such
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behavior in order to impress others or obtain recog-
nition (Allen & Rush, 1998; Eastman, 1994; Johnson,
Erez, Kiker, & Motowidlo, 2002). This type of eval-
uation of a volunteer’smotivesmay be considered an
impression management attribution—that the be-
havior was driven by a desire to create or maintain
a particular image in the eyes of others (Bozeman &
Kacmar, 1997). When colleagues make impression
management attributions about volunteering, they
are implying that they think the person is doing it
strategically to influence the way that others view
them. Impression management attributions may be
harmful to interpretations of volunteering as col-
leagues may think the behavior is disingenuous and
being used as a political tactic (Ferris, Bhawuk,
Fedor, & Judge, 1995). In this way, volunteering may
be equated to job-focused impression management
tactics—where individuals attempt to impress
others through self-promotion—that tend to be
viewednegatively by others (Bolino, Varela, Bande, &
Turnley, 2006; Judge & Bretz, 1994; Wayne &
Ferris, 1990). Following the attribution process,
then, suggests that the more that colleagues attribute
volunteering to impressionmanagementmotives, the
more they should stigmatize the behavior.

Hypothesis 2. The relationship between volun-
teering and stigmas is moderated by impression
management attributions, such that the rela-
tionship is more positive when impression
management attributions are high than they are
low.

Supportive Reactions from Colleagues

The second goal in this study is to examine col-
league reactions to the credits and stigmas assigned
to volunteering. Returning to theories of person
perception and attribution, once people interpret
behavior—for example, categorizing volunteering
with stigmas or credits—they rely on these in-
terpretations in order to decide how to behave or
react in that particular scenario (Feldman, 1981;
Heider, 1958a). Indeed, research on reputation has
demonstrated that the information conveyed by an
individual’s reputation drives others’ reactions to them
(e.g., Johnson et al., 2002; Tsui, 1984). The question is,
then: If employee volunteering can convey both posi-
tive (credits) and negative (stigmas) information, what
are the implications for colleague reactions?

More specifically, we are asking whether col-
leagues respond supportively. The form of support-
ive reaction could vary depending on the types of

colleagues—either coworkers or supervisors. Co-
workers may react supportively by going out of their
way to be helpful to a particular employee. Although
research has historically focused on why employees
engage in helping behaviors, scholars are beginning
to examine the conditions associated with receiving
help (Bowler & Brass, 2006; Scott & Judge, 2009). In
the current context, we are exploring the possibility
that the fewer stigmas and more credits that an em-
ployee accrues, the more likely they are to receive
such help from coworkers. Helping is an important
and relevant response to examine because it can be
a powerful action (and reaction) that could create
a cycle or norm of helping behavior at work (Grant &
Patil, 2012).

Although supervisors may also direct helping be-
havior toward employees, we propose that such
helping might not be the ideal behavior to represent
supervisor reactions. In part, this is because many
helping behaviors (e.g., “I help this individual learn
about their work”) may be considered part of a su-
pervisor’s job tasks and, in part, because supervisors
have discretion over other, more important, re-
sources (e.g., work assignments and raises). As such,
we focus on the extent to which supervisors priori-
tize employees during resource allocation decisions
(Johnson et al., 2002; Kiker & Motowidlo, 1991). We
consider the possibility that the more credits and
fewer stigmas that an employee accrues, the more
likely they are to be prioritized in their supervisor’s
decisions about how to allocate resources among
employees.

Assigning credits to an employee—for example,
believing that they have more effective time
management skills or more proclivity for ethi-
cal behavior—represents more favorable colleague
evaluations, which should have positive impli-
cations for their supportive reactions (Feldman,
1981; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). As discussed
above, such behavioral tendencies are thought to
be consistent across situations (Leikas et al.,
2012). Given the benefits of a helping orientation
in the workplace (Grant & Patil, 2012; Rioux &
Penner, 2001), colleagues are likely to want to
encourage the behavior (Luthans &Kreitner, 1985;
Stajkovic & Luthans, 1997). More specifically,
coworkers may be increasingly likely to go out of
their way to help employees with more accrued
credits, and supervisors may increasingly priori-
tize these employees.

Studies conducted on reputation, and related
topics such as popularity, have provided evidence of
such supportive reactions. For example, Tsui (1984)
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demonstrated that managers who had a positive
reputation received merit increases and promotions
from their supervisors. In a study on popularity—a
label that could be considered a form of positive
reputation—Scott and Judge (2009) showed that co-
workers responded to popular employees by direct-
ing more citizenship behavior toward them. As
demonstrated byEastman (1994) andAllen andRush
(1998), colleague reactions such as these were even
more likely when employee behavior was attrib-
uted to intrinsic motives. Therefore, we expect that
credits should be positively related to colleagues’
supportive reactions. By extension, volunteering
should be positively related to supportive reactions
through credit when intrinsic attributions are high.

Hypothesis 3. The positive indirect relationship
between volunteering and supportive reactions
through credits will be moderated by intrinsic
attributions, such that the relationship is more
positive when intrinsic attributions are high
than when they are low.

Conversely, assigning stigmas to an employee—for
example viewing them as distracted from their work
or acting morally superior—represents an unfavor-
able colleague evaluation, which should have nega-
tive implications for colleagues’ supportive reactions
(Feldman, 1981; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). That is, the
more colleagues stigmatize a person, the less likely
they should be to respond in ways that could be per-
ceived as encouraging the person’s behavior (Luthans
& Kreitner, 1985; Stajkovic & Luthans, 1997). Al-
though few studies have explicitly studied unfavor-
able individual reputations, a series of laboratory
studies conducted by Johnson et al. (2002) provided
evidence of these negative consequences. Based on
manipulations of favorable versus unfavorable repu-
tations among undergraduates, Johnson et al. (2002)
demonstrated that individuals with bad reputations
received fewer rewards, in terms of pay and pro-
motion decisions, than did individuals with good
reputations. Eastman’s (1994) lab study further in-
dicated that employees received fewer rewards when
an otherwise “good” behavior was attributed to im-
pression management motives. Therefore, we expect
that stigmas are negatively related to supportive re-
actions. By extension, volunteering should be nega-
tively related to supportive reactions through stigmas
when impression management attributions are high.

Hypothesis 4. The negative indirect relationship
between volunteering and supportive reac-
tions through stigmas will be moderated by

impression management attributions, such that
the relationship is more negative when impres-
sion management attributions are high than
when they are low.

In addition, it is possible that colleagues can si-
multaneously evaluate volunteering both positively
and negatively—associating the behavior with both
credits and stigmas (Kando & Summers, 1971). For
example, a colleague may believe that the more
a person volunteers, the better they are at juggling
their time and activities (a credit), but also infer that
they are more likely to have a “holier-than-thou”
attitude (a stigma). Likewise, the more an employee
volunteers, the more they may be viewed as both an
ethical individual (a credit) and as distracted from
their work tasks (a stigma). This possibility—that
volunteering could be simultaneously credited and
stigmatized—is consistent with evaluations of other
non-work activities, which are conceptualized
as both enhancing and conflicting with work
(Edwards & Rothbard, 2000; Greenhaus & Beutell,
1985; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006).

As part of the attribution process, people consider
the intended outcomes or effects of a behavior in
order to determine the reasons why another person
engages in it (Heider, 1958a, 1958b; Jones & Davis,
1965). Because any given act can have multiple ef-
fects, it can also be attributed to multiple reasons
(Jones & Davis, 1965). One can think about these
situations inwhich volunteering is both credited and
stigmatized as mixed circumstances. In these mixed
circumstances, the reputational implications of vol-
unteering are likely to be tempered. Although we
expect colleagues to react more favorably the more
credits they assign an employee, the simultaneous
presence of stigmas may reduce the positive tenor of
those reactions. Likewise, although we expect col-
leagues to react unfavorablywhen they stigmatize an
employee, the existence of credits may combat such
negative reactions. In other words, we expect that
credits will mitigate the detriments of stigmas and
that stigmas will mitigate the benefits of credits.

Hypothesis 5a. The conditional positive in-
direct relationship between volunteering and
supportive reactions (through credits, when in-
trinsic attributions are high) will be moderated
by stigmas, such that the relationship is weaker
when stigmas are high and stronger when stig-
mas are low.

Hypothesis 5b. The conditional negative in-
direct relationship between volunteering and
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supportive reactions (through stigmas, when
impression management attributions are high)
will be moderated by credits, such that the re-
lationship is weaker when credits are high and
stronger when credits are low.

We conducted a series of two studies in order to
examine these reputational implications of em-
ployee volunteering. In Study 1, we tested our hy-
potheses in a field setting with pairs of employees
and colleagues (either a coworker or supervisor). In
Study 2,we conducted an experiment that examined
the credits and stigmas assigned to others based on
manipulations of volunteering behavior.

STUDY 1: METHOD

Participants and Procedures

Participants were recruited through classified ad-
vertisements posted on the Internet. In order to par-
ticipate, individuals had towork full-time (at least 35
hours per week), have volunteered at least once
within the past 12 months, and provide the name of
a colleague (either a supervisor or a coworker) who
would be willing to complete a survey on the par-
ticipant’s behalf. Interested participants were di-
rected to a website with these details and an online
survey where they supplied information about their
volunteering and the contact information for their
colleagues. We contacted colleagues via email four
weeks later and asked them to complete a survey
about their perceptions of the employee. Specifi-
cally, this survey inquired about the reputation
(credits and stigmas) of the employee, the resources
or help they may have provided the employee, and
the motives they attributed to their volunteering.
Questions about volunteering motives were posi-
tioned last on this survey so that the topic would not
influence responses about reputation. Both em-
ployees and colleagues received $10 compensation
for their time.

A total of 451 individuals initially signedup for the
study. Of this initial sample, participants were ex-
cluded from the final analyses if they did not com-
plete their survey, if their colleague did not complete
a survey on their behalf, or if they indicated that they
had not volunteered within the last year. As a result,
the final sample consisted of 260 employee volun-
teers (a 57.6% final response rate). In total, 67% of
the employee volunteers were female, and their av-
erage agewas33.92years (SD510.50). Their average
tenure was 4.62 years (SD 5 4.51), they volunteered

an average of 6.22 hours per week (SD 5 6.03), and
86.2% of their volunteering was conducted on their
own time (vs. 13.8% through corporate initiatives).
Of the colleagues, 60%were female, the average age
was 37.28 years (SD5 12.43), and the average tenure
was 5.94 years (SD 5 5.47). A total of 120 colleague
surveys were completed by supervisors and the
remaining 140 were completed by coworkers.

Measures

Volunteering. Employees completed a five-item
volunteering measure developed by Rodell (2013).
The instructions read, “The following items ask
about the time or skills that you give to volunteer
groups (e.g., charitable groups, nonprofit groups,
etc.). How frequently do you engage in the following
behaviors?” The items included, “I give my time to
help a volunteer group,” “I apply my skills in ways
that benefit a volunteer group,” “I devote my energy
toward a volunteer group,” “I engage in activities to
support a volunteer group,” and “I employmy talent
to aid a volunteer group.” Participants used a re-
sponse scale ranging from 1 5 Almost Never to 5 5
Very Often. The coefficient a was .93.

Volunteering credits and stigmas. Given that the
reputation literature has focused on global and posi-
tive evaluations of others (Hochwarter et al., 2007;
Jensenet al., 2012),wesetout tocreate a tool thatcould
capture a more specific reputation—garnered from
volunteering as rated by colleagues—as well as the
positive (credits) and negative (stigmas) components
of such a reputation. First, adopting an inductive ap-
proach, we relied on an open-ended questionnaire to
identify the nature of both positive and negative
evaluations of volunteering. This process resulted in
four positive themes (i.e., credits)—Time Manage-
ment,Other Focus, Sense of Community, and Ethical
Values—and four negative themes (i.e., stigmas)—
Distraction, Evangelism, Void Filling, and Self-
Righteousness. Second, we created measures of
volunteering credits and stigmas following the
procedures outlined by Hinkin and Tracey (1999;
see also Hinkin, 1998). Table 1 provides a sum-
mary of these eight themes, including their defi-
nitions, example quotes from the open-ended
questionnaire, and survey items (also see Appendix
A for a more detailed description of the scale de-
velopment process). Volunteering credits and stig-
mas were assessed using a response scale ranging
from 1 5 Strongly Disagree to 5 5 Strongly Agree.
The coefficient a values were .84 for credits and .83
for stigmas.
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Impression management attributions. Col-
leagues of the employee volunteer assessed impres-
sion management motives attributed to employee
volunteering with four items adapted from Wayne
and Ferris (1990) and Rioux and Penner (2001). An
example item included, “This colleague volunteers
because it will look good to their supervisor.” The
response scale ranged from 15 Strongly Disagree to
5 5 Strongly Agree. The coefficient a was .95.

Intrinsic attributions. Colleagues assessed the
intrinsic motives attributed to employee volunteer-
ing with four items adapted from Grant (2008). An
example item included, “This colleague volunteers
because they enjoy the activity itself.” The response
scale ranged from 1 5 Strongly Disagree to 5 5
Strongly Agree. The coefficient a was .93.

Supportive reactions. Coworkers indicated the
degree to which they helped the focal employee us-
ing six items from Van Dyne and LePine (1998). Ex-
ample items included, “I offer to do things for this
individual” and “I help this individual with their
work responsibilities.” One of the original items in
Van Dyne and LePine (1998), which referenced ori-
enting new employees to the job, was not included
because it was not relevant to the current scenario.
Supervisors indicated the degree to which they pri-
oritized the employee volunteer when making re-
source allocation decisions using four items drawn
from Kiker and Motowidlo (1991). Example items
included, “I prioritize this employee when allocat-
ing resources” and “I prioritize this employee when
making salary and bonus decisions.” The response
scale for both measures ranged from 1 5 Almost
Never to 5 5 Very Often. Once collected, responses
were standardized and combined to create the sup-
portive reactions variable. The coefficient awas .92.
A dummy-coded variable representing the source of
these reactions (1 for coworkers and 0 for supervi-
sors) was included in the analyses in order to ensure
that the results were representative of both sources.

Job performance. We included employee job
performance, as rated by colleagues, as a control
variable. As noted in our theorizing, evaluations are
not limited to relevant behaviors, but are also influ-
enced by other actions and general opinions (Leising
et al., 2013). In addition, previous research has
shown that employee performance is related to var-
iables at multiple steps in our model, including
volunteering (Rodell, 2013), reputation (Hochwarter
et al., 2007), and resource allocation (Kiker &
Motowidlo, 1991). Thus, including it in our model
creates a more robust test and helps avoid problems
associatedwith unmeasured variables (James, 1980).

Job performancewas ratedwith a five-itemmeasure
from MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Fetter (1991), using
aresponsescale that rangedfrom15StronglyDisagree
to 5 5 Strongly Agree. Example items included, “All
things considered, this individual is outstanding at
their job” and “In general, this individual is a good
performer.” Although this assessment was originally
intended for supervisors (MacKenzie et al., 1991), re-
search has also shown this scale to be valid when
completed by coworkers (Rodell, 2013). In the current
study, both types of colleagues—supervisors and
coworkers—assessed job performance with this scale.
The coefficient a was .93.

Prosocial identity. Another control variable in-
cluded in the model was prosocial identity. Similar
to job performance, the prosocial attitudes of em-
ployees who volunteer may have an important in-
fluence onhowothers perceive and treat them (Grant
& Mayer, 2009). Employees completed a three-item
prosocial identity measure developed by Grant,
Dutton, and Rosso (2008), using a response scale
that ranged from 1 5 Strongly Disagree to 5 5
Strongly Agree. An example item included, “I see
myself as caring.” The coefficient a was .80.

STUDY 1: RESULTS

The descriptive statistics and zero-order correla-
tions are listed in Table 2. We tested the hypotheses
with structural equation modeling in MPlus 6.11
(Muthén & Muthén, 2010). To begin, a measurement
model was tested for adequacy. Following recom-
mendations to create latent product terms in structural
equation modeling, the components of the product
terms (volunteering, intrinsicmotives,and impression
management motives) were modeled as single in-
dicators (Cortina, Chen, & Dunlap, 2001; Mathieu,
Tannenbaum,&Salas,1992).Stigmasandcreditswere
treated as higher-order latent variables, eachwith four
indicators that were created from scale scores for the
components uncovered during the pilot studies. The
average standardized factor loading was .73 for stig-
mas and .77 for credits. The measurement model
demonstrated adequate fit to the data (x2 (df5 194)5
377.76, CFI 5 .94, SRMR 5 .046, RMSEA 5 .060).
Paths were then added to create the structural model
inFigure2,which similarly fit thedata (x2 (df5213)5
420.56, CFI5 .93, SRMR5 .054, RMSEA5 .061).

We followed Mathieu et al.’s (1992) recommenda-
tions for modeling moderators in structural equation
modeling. Specifically, we calculated the product
terms from the mean-centered scale scores for the
independent andmoderating variables (Cortina et al.,
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2001). Those product terms were used as single in-
dicators of the latent interaction variables (Mathieu
et al., 1992). The coefficient a values for the interac-
tion terms were calculated with the formula: ((rxx 3
rzz) 1 r2xz))/(1 1 r2xz), where X was the independent
variable, Z was the moderator, and rxz was the corre-
lation between those latent variables (Cortina et al.,
2001). Direct effects of the moderators were modeled
so that the product terms could be interpreted
correctly (Cohen, Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). Fol-
lowing Williams and MacKinnon’s (2008) recom-
mendations, we used bias-corrected bootstrapping in
our analyses. In a comparison of various approaches
to testing indirect effects in complex models, this
method demonstrated the most accurate confi-
dence intervals and overall Type I error (Williams &
MacKinnon, 2008).

Hypotheses 1 and 2 proposed that one’s volun-
teering reputation—credits and stigmas—would
depend on the attributions that colleagues made
about the behavior. Hypothesis 1 predicted that the
relationship between volunteering and credits
would be moderated by intrinsic attributions, such
that the relationship would be more positive when
intrinsic attributionswere high thanwhen theywere
low. The product term between volunteering and
intrinsic attributions was positive and significant
(b 5 .12). As shown in Figure 3, the volunteering–
credits relationship was positive and significant
when intrinsic motives were high (b 5 .13, p , .05)
but not when intrinsic motives were low (b520.09,
n.s.), supporting Hypothesis 1.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that the relationship be-
tween volunteering and stigmas would be moder-
ated by impression management attributions, such
that the relationship would be more positive when
impression management attributions were high
than when they were low. The product term be-
tween volunteering and impression management
attributions was positive and significant (b 5 .15).
As shown in Figure 3, the volunteering–stigma re-
lationship was positive and significant when im-
pression management motives were high (b 5 .18,
p , .05) but not when impression management
motives were low (b 5 20.07, n.s.), supporting
Hypothesis 2.

Given the novelty of finding negative reactions
to positive behaviors, we were interested in un-
derstanding which specific forms of stigmas
were most responsible for this finding. Thus, we
conducted a series of post hoc analyses examin-
ing each of the stigma facets individually. These
tests revealed a significant interaction effect of

volunteering and impression management attribu-
tion regarding two facets—filling a void (b5 .14) and
self-righteousness (b 5 .11). The interaction term
was not significant for distraction (b 5 .06) or evan-
gelism (b 5 .08).

Hypotheses 3 and 4 predicted conditional indirect
relationships between volunteering and supportive
reactions. These first-stage moderated mediation
hypotheses were tested using the Edwards and
Lambert (2007) approach of bootstrapping the co-
efficients obtained in the structural model to deter-
mine the indirect and direct effects from volunteering
on supportive reactions. By multiplying the rele-
vant path coefficients, this procedure determines
the difference in indirect effects when the moder-
ator is high versus low. Table 3 provides a decom-
position of the effects from volunteering on supportive
reactions.

Hypothesis 3 predicted that the positive indirect
relationship between volunteering and supportive
reactions through credits would be more positive
when intrinsic attributions were high than when
theywere low. SupportingHypothesis 3, the indirect
relationship between volunteering and supportive
reactionswas positive and significantwhen intrinsic
motives were high (.06), but not significant when
intrinsic motive were low (–.04). Hypothesis 4
predicted that the negative indirect relationship
between volunteering and supportive reactions
through stigmas would be more negative when im-
pression management motives was high than when
they were low. However, because the relationship
between stigmas and supportive reactions was not
significant, this hypothesis was not supported.

Hypothesis 5 proposed a credit-by-stigma in-
teraction, such that stigmas should mitigate the
beneficial effects of credits (Hypothesis 5a) and that
credits should mitigate the detrimental effects of
stigmas (Hypothesis 5b). As shown in the tested
model (Figure 2), this interaction term was signifi-
cant (b52.18). Moreover, as shown in Figure 4, the
relationship between credits and supportive re-
actions was mitigated when stigmas were high (b 5
.24, n.s.) and amplified when stigmas were low (b5
1.00, p , .05). This interaction has implications for
the indirect effects predicted in Hypothesis 5.

In particular, it was expected that when intrinsic
attributions were high, employee volunteering would
improve colleague reactions through credits. In-
corporating the credit-by-stigma interaction term
revealed that this indirect effect was mitigated when
stigmas were high (.03) and amplified when stigmas
were low (.09), supportingHypothesis5a (seeTable3).
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A series of post hoc analyses revealed that this effect
was consistent across the four stigma facets. For each
stigma facet3 credit interaction, the interaction terms
were: distraction (b52.11, p, .05), evangelism (b5
2.13, p , .05), filling a void (b 5 2.16, p , .05), and
self-righteousness (b52.11,p, .05).Moreover, in all
four cases, this interaction influenced the positive
conditional indirect effect of volunteering on sup-
portive reactions through credits (when intrinsic at-
tributions were high). In particular, high levels of
stigmas mitigated the positive indirect effect of vol-
unteering on supportive reactions (through credits,
when intrinsic attributions were high), while low
levels of these stigmas amplified this positive indirect
effect (.08 vs. .04, for each stigma facet).

We also expected that credits would similarly
mitigate the otherwise detrimental effects of stigmas
on colleagues’ supportive reactions. Given that this
indirect effect of volunteering on supportive reactions
through stigmas was not significant, the moderating
role of credits was also not significant. Thus, Hy-
pothesis 5b was not supported.

Taken as a whole, the results from this study sup-
port the negative and positive reputational implica-
tions of employee volunteering. Colleagues assigned
both stigmas and credits to volunteering, depending
on their attributions for the behavior, and these
evaluations ultimately impacted the supportive re-
actions of helping and resource allocation.

STUDY 2: METHOD

Participants and Procedures

We conducted this study using students that
served as a subject pool as part of their introductory
business management class. In return for their par-
ticipation, students received course credit. Once
registered, participants completed an online survey
that asked about their volunteering, citizenship be-
havior, motives for volunteering and citizenship
behavior, and personality. Two weeks later, they
were sent the second survey, which asked them to
evaluate student profiles that were allegedly created

FIGURE 2
Study 1: Summary of Study Results
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based on information from the initial surveys from
other classmates. A total of 366 students completed
a Time 1 survey and 305 completed a Time 2 survey
(83.3% final completion rate). Of the participants,
54% were male, and their average age was 20.63
(SD 5 2.38). We employed two 2 3 2 designs, fully
crossed, where participants were randomly assigned
to evaluate one of 16 profiles. These profiles ma-
nipulated volunteering (high and low), citizenship
behavior (high and low), as well as attributions for

both volunteering (intrinsic and impression man-
agement) and citizenship behavior (intrinsic and
impression management).

We advertised this study as an investigation of
how individuals perceive each other and how that
evaluation impacts the degree to which they wish to
work together. We took several steps to create re-
alism for the participants. First, participants were
told that their initial surveys would be used to create
anonymous profiles so that students could evaluate

FIGURE 3
Study 1: Moderating Effects of Intrinsic and Impression Management Motives
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TABLE 3
Study 1: Indirect Effects of Volunteering on Supportive Reactions from Colleagues

Hypothesis Mediator First Stage Moderator
Second Stage
Moderator Indirect Effect

3 Credits High intrinsic attribution – 0.06*
Low intrinsic attribution – –0.04

4 Stigmas High impression management attribution – 0.00
Low impression management attribution – 0.00

5a Credits High intrinsic attribution High stigmas 0.03*
High intrinsic attribution Low stigmas 0.09*

5b Stigmas High impression management attribution High credits –0.04
High impression management attribution Low credits 0.04

Note: n 5 260.
* p , .05
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each other. They were further told that they were
evaluating randomly selected actual classmates in
the second survey and that other classmates may
receive their profile to evaluate (when, in truth, the
profiles were fictitious). Second, students were told
that their evaluations of these profiles could influ-
ence group assignments for the second class in the
series they were taking. Finally, the profiles also in-
cluded other non-relevant information: a blurred
picture of a student next to the profile description
(gender was randomly rotated), a randomly gener-
ated student identification number, and profile
information about an unrelated personality trait
(moderation).We employed this design to try to keep
students from focusing exclusively on volunteering
and citizenship information and from engaging in
hypothesis guessing.We alsowanted them tobelieve
that their evaluations had the potential for real out-
comes (who theywere assigned toworkwith thenext
semester) in order to encourage them to make re-
alistic evaluations. After all data were collected,
participants were debriefed about the need for de-
ception and the true purpose of the study.

In addition to the traditional benefits of employ-
ing an experimental design—such as addressing
concerns about causality (Pedhazur & Schmelkin,
1991)—this study allowed us to consider the role of
citizenship behavior. Citizenship behavior and vol-
unteering are similar in a few obvious ways; for ex-
ample, they are both volitional and positive in nature
(Clary & Snyder, 1999; Organ, 1988). These behaviors
alsovary, however, as theyoccur indifferent domains
with different referents: citizenship behavior is effort
directed toward the workplace (e.g., helping co-
workers or voicing concerns about work) while vol-
unteering is directed outside the workplace (e.g.,
dedicating time to a nonprofit). Manipulating the

levels of both of these behaviors allowed us to com-
pare and contrast the behaviors more specifically.

Manipulations and Measures

We created profiles with information about ficti-
tious students regarding volunteering and citizen-
ship behavior, and either intrinsic or impression
motives for volunteering. The information within
these profiles is described below. Based on the study
design, there were 16 versions of these profiles.
Participantswere told that the profileswere based on
the initial survey that all students filled out, lending
credence to the realism of the manipulations.

High volunteering condition. “He/she scored
above the 80th percentile on volunteering. This
means that he/she often gives time or skills to vol-
unteer groups (e.g., charitable groups, nonprofit
groups, community groups, etc.). Specifically, he/
she has frequently volunteered with Adopt-a-
Highway, Green Corps, or IMPACT, among others.”

Low volunteering condition. “He/she scored be-
low the 20th percentile on volunteering. This means
that he/she rarely gives time or skills to volunteer
groups (e.g., charitable groups, nonprofit groups,
community groups, etc.). Specifically, he/she has
occasionally volunteered with Adopt-a-Highway,
but has not volunteered with groups that other stu-
dents are involved in (e.g., Green Corps, IMPACT).”

High citizenship condition. “He/she scored above
the 80th percentile on citizenship. This means that
he/she often uses his/her discretion to improve the
functioning of the group. Specifically, he/she has
kept others informed about group issues, shared
personal property with others in the group, and
assisted group members with their duties.”

Low citizenship condition. “He/she scored below
the 20th percentile on citizenship. This means that
he/she rarely uses his/her discretion to improve the
functioning of the group. Specifically, he/she has
occasionally kept others informedabout group issues,
but has not engaged in behaviors that other students
have (e.g., sharedpersonal propertywith others in the
group, assisted group members with their duties).”

Intrinsic attribution condition.When pairedwith
a high volunteering (or citizenship) condition, in-
trinsic motive was manipulated with, “When asked
why he/she volunteers, he/she reported that he/she
finds it fun and engaging.” When paired with a low
volunteering (or citizenship) condition, intrinsic
motive wasmanipulatedwith, “When askedwhy he/
she volunteers, he/she reported that, to the extent that
he/she does it, he/she finds it fun and engaging.”

FIGURE 4
Study 1: Interaction Effect of Credits and Stigmas on

Colleague Supportive Reactions
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Impression management attribution condition.
When paired with a high volunteering (or citizen-
ship) condition, impression motive was manipu-
lated with, “When askedwhy he/she volunteers, he/
she reported that he/she essentially does it to im-
press other people and make himself/herself look
good.” When paired with a low volunteering (or
citizenship) condition, impression motive was ma-
nipulated with, “When asked why he/she volun-
teers, he/she reported that, to the extent that he/she
does it, he/she does it to impress other people and
make himself/herself look good.”

Measures of credits and stigmas. Participants
evaluated the profiles using the stigma and credit
measures developed in Study 1. The response scale
ranged from 1 5 Strongly Disagree to 5 5 Strongly
Agree. The coefficient a was .85 for stigmas (.80 for
distraction, .92 for evangelism, .94 for filling a void,
and .95 for self-righteousness) and .93 for credits (.95
for time management, .91 for other focus, .93 for
sense of community, and .92 for ethical values).

STUDY 2: RESULTS

Manipulation Checks

Weused analysis of variance (ANOVA) to examine
whether our manipulations were effective. For the
manipulation check, we used one item from Rodell
(2013): “He/she gives time to help a volunteer
group.” Participants rated the profiles of the high
volunteering condition as higher for volunteering
(M 5 4.39) than the profiles in the low volunteering
condition (M 5 2.61; F [1, 303] 5 283.34, p , .05).
Intrinsic attributions were assessed with the item
“He/she volunteers because it is fun and engaging”
(Grant, 2008). Participants rated the profiles of the
intrinsic attribution condition higher on this item
(M 5 4.10) than profiles of the impression manage-
ment attribution condition (M 5 2.38; F [1, 302] 5
239.20,p, .05). Vice versa, impressionmanagement
attributions were assessed with the item “He/she
volunteers because it impresses other people”
(Rioux & Penner, 2001; Wayne & Ferris, 1990). Par-
ticipants rated the profiles of the impression man-
agement attribution higher on this item (M 5 4.51)
than profiles of the intrinsic attribution condition
(M 5 3.05; F [1, 302] 5 161.84, p , .05). Finally, for
the citizenship behavior manipulation check, we
used one item from Lee and Allen (2002): “He/she
assists others with their duties.” Participants rated
the high citizenship condition higher on citizenship
behavior (M 5 3.72) than the low citizenship

condition (M 5 2.82; F [1, 302] 5 74.12, p , .05).
Taken together, these results indicated that the
manipulations effectively represented our vari-
ables of interest.

Hypothesis Testing

A series of between-subjects ANOVAs were used
to examine the conditional effects of volunteering on
credits and stigmas, providing another test of Hy-
potheses 1 and2.Themeans and standarddeviations
for each condition are presented in Table 4. The re-
sults showed that there was a main effect of volun-
teering on credits—participants assigned more credit
to profiles indicating high volunteering than to profiles
of low volunteering (F [1, 303] 5 50.06, p , .05). In
addition, there was a significant interaction effect of
volunteering and intrinsic attributions on credits
(F [1, 302]5 4.87,p, .01), such thatmore creditswere
assigned to volunteering when the behavior was at-
tributedto intrinsicmotives thanwhenitwasattributed
to impression management motives (see Figure 5).

The results also indicated a main effect of volun-
teering on stigmas—participants assigned more
stigmas to profiles indicating high volunteering than
toprofiles of lowvolunteering (F [1, 304]518.81,p,
.05). However, there was no significant interaction
effect of volunteering and impression management
attributions on stigmas (F [1, 304] 5 0.50, n.s.). A
series of post hoc analyses on the four stigma di-
mensions revealed that themain effectwas driven by
two facets in particular—evangelism (highM5 2.78,
SD 5 0.89 vs. low M 5 2.00, SD 5 0.82; F [1, 304] 5
65.75,p, .05) and filling a void (highM5 2.90,SD5
0.96 vs. lowM5 2.52, SD5 0.75; F [1, 304]5 14.12,

TABLE 4
Study 2: Means and Standard Deviations by Condition

Volunteering

High Low

DV
Volunteering

Motive M SD M SD

Credits Intrinsic 3.59 0.58 3.02 0.56
Impression

management
3.14 0.69 2.76 0.61

Total 3.36 0.68 2.89 0.60
Stigmas Intrinsic 2.81 0.52 2.49 0.49

Impression
management

2.99 0.61 2.79 0.50

Total 2.90 0.57 2.63 0.52

Notes: n 5 305; M5mean, SD 5 standard deviation.

2016 625Rodell and Lynch



p , .05). Taken together, these results suggest that
volunteering was both stigmatized and credited, and
that credits where amplified when intrinsic attribu-
tions were made for volunteering.

The results regarding citizenship behavior re-
vealed a different pattern of effects. As with vol-
unteering, there was a main effect of citizenship
behavior on credits—participants assigned more
credit to profiles indicating high citizenship behav-
ior (M5 3.32, SD5 0.62) than to profiles of low citi-
zenship behavior (M 5 2.88, SD 5 0.66; F [1, 304] 5
43.57, p , .05). In addition, there was a significant
interaction effect of citizenship behavior and in-
trinsic attributions on credits (F [1, 304]5 6.80, p,
.05), indicating that the relationship was stronger
when intrinsic attributions were made.

However, unlike volunteering, citizenship be-
havior was not associated with higher levels of
stigmatization. In contrast to the pattern with
volunteering, themean level of stigmaswas lower for
profiles indicating high citizenship (M5 2.71, SD5
0.56) than for low citizenship (M5 2.82, SD5 0.56).
Although this mean difference in stigma levels be-
tween high and low citizenship behavior did not
reach significance (F [1, 304]5 3.30, p5 .08), it was
significantly different from—and in the opposite
direction to—the mean difference between high
and low volunteering. Indeed, the 95% confidence
intervals for these values—volunteering .27 (95%
CI: .15, .39) and citizenship behavior 2.11 (95%

CI: 2.23, .01)—did not overlap. The overall pattern
of these results points to an important distinction
between volunteering and citizenship behavior. Al-
though the design of this experiment allowed for
citizenship behavior to be stigmatized—seen as an
act of self-righteousness or a distraction from work
tasks—participants did not evaluate it that way.
Whereas both volunteering and citizenship behavior
were credited, only volunteering was stigmatized.

In addition, we examined the possibility that vol-
unteering and citizenship behavior may interact in
a way that affects credits and stigmas. Our results
showed that, indeed, the interaction between vol-
unteering and citizenship behavior was positively
related to credits (F [1, 304]5 4.33, p, .05), but not
significantly related to stigmas (F [1, 304]5 0.118,
n.s.). This pattern of results suggests that a combina-
tion of volunteering and citizenship behavior leads
to the greatest level of credits; however, engaging in
citizenship behavior does not mitigate the stigma-
tizing associated with volunteering.

GENERAL DISCUSSION

Despite the apparent positive outcomes of em-
ployee volunteering for companies (Bartel, 2001;
Jones, 2010; Rodell, 2013), the reputational impli-
cations of volunteering are unclear. Is volunteering
viewed positively or negatively by colleagues, and
what are the behavioral repercussions of those

FIGURE 5
Study 2: Conditional Effects of Volunteering on Credits by Attributions
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evaluations? Traditional research about the role of
non-work activities (Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985) has
suggested that colleague evaluations of employee
volunteering are negative. For example, colleagues
may think that volunteering distracts employees
from their job or that employees who volunteer are
likely to pressure others to get involved. However,
more recent views about the role of non-work activ-
ities have suggested that employee volunteering can
be viewed positively (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). For
example, colleagues may think that volunteering pro-
motes good time management or that employees who
volunteer are more likely to care about others. The
purpose of this manuscript was to examine the poten-
tial forbothpositiveandnegativeevaluations—through
credits and stigmas—and, ultimately, colleagues’ be-
havioral reactions to employee volunteering.

Integration of Study Results

When combined, the lab and field studies provide
useful information about the reputational implica-
tions of employee volunteering. At a global level, the
results suggest that volunteering canbeboth credited
and stigmatized, and that the nature of this evalua-
tion may be dependent upon the attributions that
colleagues make about employee motives for vol-
unteering. Moreover, the reputation that emerges
fromvolunteering has implications for howsomeone
is treatedby their coworkers and supervisors atwork.

The results regarding credits are relatively
straightforward. As demonstrated in the experiment,
volunteering may be credited directly, regardless of
any attribution for the behavior. Colleagues may
simply interpret volunteering as a positive signal
about the individual and evaluate them accordingly.
Moreover, as demonstrated in both the field study
and the experiment, this positive evaluation is am-
plified when colleagues believe that the employee
was volunteering for personal enjoyment and ful-
fillment. In particular, colleagues tend to credit em-
ployee volunteering—associating it with strong time
management skills, concern for others, a sense of
responsibility toward their community, and good
ethical values—when they believe that it is in-
trinsically motivated. The results from the field
study further suggest that the credits associatedwith
volunteering ultimately pay off for employees in
terms of the treatment they receive from others—in
terms of both assistance and resources.

Compared to credits, the results revealed a rela-
tively complex and nuanced story regarding the
stigmatization of employee volunteering. When

considering both studies in conjunction, the most
straightforward take-away would be that volunteer-
ing is seen as an attempt to fill a void in one’s life—an
evaluation that is amplified when the volunteering
is attributed to impression management motives.
There were also indications that the more an em-
ployee volunteers, the more their colleagues view
them as evangelical and, if attributed to impression
management motives, self-righteous.

The least consistent set of findings pertains to the
stigma of distraction. Although perceptions that an
employee is distracted from work tasks could cer-
tainly harm colleague treatment, there was no evi-
dence that volunteering was associated with this
evaluation. In fact, in the experiment, the relation-
ship between volunteering and distraction was
negative (and bordered on significance). Upon re-
flection, it is possible that this result emerged in the
lab study due to the nature of the sample: college
students. Perhaps students believe that volunteer-
ing is a positive signal—that volunteering students
have their priorities straight and are focused on the
right things. Given that the vast majority of com-
panies encourage and reward employee volunteer-
ing (Aguilera, Rupp, Williams, & Ganapathi, 2007;
Points of Light Foundation, 2006), students may be-
lieve that such behavior is as important as their task
to find a job. Future research on distraction should
carefully consider the nature of the sample and the
different role that volunteering may play depend-
ing on the relevant goals and outcomes for the
participants.

Although stigmas did not have a direct impact on
others’ reactions across studies, it appears that stig-
matizing volunteering can influence the impact of
credits on others’ reactions. In particular, the credits
associated with volunteering more significantly
benefit the individual when there are fewer stigmas.
However, when colleagues associate volunteering
with both credits and stigmas, there is potential for
stigmas to mitigate the otherwise positive effects of
credits. This suggests that an ideal scenario emerges
when an employee is perceived as volunteering for
intrinsic reasons—this person is likely to be credited
and not stigmatized, thus maximizing colleagues’
reactions. In a scenario where there are mixed
attributions—when colleagues believe that an em-
ployee volunteers for both intrinsic and impression
management reasons and both stigmatize and credit
the behavior—the potential for favorable colleague
reactions is tempered.

Overall, these findings are important because they
show that volunteers can derive tangible benefits
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from their colleagues, just by devoting time to a vol-
unteer group. In particular, the more that an em-
ployee volunteers, themore likely they are to receive
assistance from their coworkers, and to receive more
resources—such as prioritization in promotion de-
cisions and job assignment decisions—from their
supervisors. The caveat, it appears, is that these re-
wards are more likely realized when employees are
perceived to be volunteering for the “right” reasons
(i.e., intrinsic) and not the “wrong” reasons (i.e.,
impression management). What is striking, for good
or for bad, is that these benefits of volunteering occur
even when accounting for the employee’s job perfor-
mance and prosocial tendencies.

Theoretical and Practical Implications

This manuscript expands what is currently
a rather limited understanding of employee volun-
teering (Grant, 2012; Tschirhart, 2005). Based on
prior research, there is evidence of various ante-
cedents of employee volunteering—centered on
personal characteristics, the volunteer context, and
workplace factors (e.g., Penner, 2002; Rodell,
2013; Wilson, 2000)—as well as a handful of
consequences—such as well-being, performance,
and commitment (Bartel, 2001; Harlow & Cantor,
1996; Jones, 2010; Rodell, 2013). However, un-
derstanding the consequences of volunteering in
the workplace involves more that just the resulting
attitudes and behaviors of the volunteer—it should
also consider the opinions and reactions of others.
Although the role of others has been commonly
considered in studies of other workplace phenom-
ena, it has yet to be considered regarding volun-
teering. With that in mind, this manuscript extends
existing knowledge by considering the impact that
others’ perceptions—in particular, those of co-
workers and supervisors—have on employees who
volunteer.

Moreover, it is unclear whether volunteering is
likely to reflect positively or negatively on an
employee. Indeed, extrapolating from thework–non-
work literature suggests that such activity in the non-
work domain can have either a positive or a negative
impact on the work domain (Greenhaus & Beutell,
1985; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006). The current con-
sensus from research on employee volunteering is
that the behavior is generally positive for employees’
work attitudes and behaviors (Mojza, Sonnentag, &
Bornemann, 2011; Paço &Nave, 2013; Rodell, 2013).
Considering the fact that volunteering is inherently
an off-task (and sometimes non-work) activity,

however, there is clearly potential for downsides and
a negative impact in the workplace (Greenhaus &
Beutell, 1985). By including the potential for vol-
unteering to be both credited and stigmatized, this
study provides a comprehensive examination of the
implications of employee volunteering.

At a practical level, this manuscript provides im-
portant information for managers of companies that
are currently running or seeking to implement em-
ployee volunteer programs. Despite the prevalence
of this practice in the corporateworld (Points of Light
Foundation, 2006), there is still limited data from
which managers can make decisions about these
efforts. Our results are the first to provide informa-
tion regarding the impact of volunteering on the
interpersonal relationships among colleagues. For
example, our findings show that opinions about
employee volunteering can vary on a wide range
from positive—such as a strong sense of ethics and
good time management—to negative—such as being
self-righteous and distracted from work. Moreover,
they point to the importance of role attributions in
these opinions. Given the stigmas associated with
volunteering for impression management motives,
managers may seek to minimize the potential for
this motive and the resulting negative perceptions to
emerge.

Because the act of employee volunteering crosses
the boundary between one’s work and home do-
mains, our findings also have broader implications
for the work–non-work interface. Traditionally, re-
search in this literature stream has focused on the
role of one’s family demands and behaviors (see
Westring & Ryan, 2010)—and how these choices
are evaluated by one’s colleagues (e.g., Leslie et al.,
2012)—yet has rarely considered the role of other
non-work activities in this regard. Our finding that
employees are judged for their volunteering suggests
that aspects of one’s non-work domain beyond fam-
ily can also influence one’s workplace experiences.
In a “big-picture” sense, it appears that employees’
reputations at work—and, ultimately, how they are
treated—are not simply dictated by their workplace
attitudes and behavior. Rather, the other individuals
in that domain (supervisors and/or coworkers) are
also paying attention to that person’s non-work
behaviors—such as family choices and community
involvement—incorporating that information into
their opinions and allowing it to influence how they
treat that employee.

In addition, our results speak to important trends
ongoing in the reputation literature. For starters,
our focus on volunteer reputation represents a pivot
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away from treating reputation as a global evaluation
toward a more specific evaluation—that is, an
attribute-specific evaluation based on prior behav-
iors by a specific audience (Jensen et al., 2012; Jensen
& Roy, 2008; Lange et al., 2011). Proponents of this
approach have argued that evaluations of global
reputation are too easily confused with other global
evaluations, such as managerial effectiveness (e.g.,
Tsui, 1984). Our treatment of volunteer reputation
as stigmas and credits (“for something”) based on
one’s volunteering behavior rated by one’s col-
leagues (“by someone”) encapsulates this new di-
rection, acting as an example of the potential merits
of this approach.

In a relatedvein, our considerationof bothpositive
and negative components of reputation, through
credits and stigmas, is also consistent with the evo-
lution from global to specific representations of
reputation. Part of the argument for a transition to
specific reputation is that it makes it possible to si-
multaneously explore positive and negative com-
ponents (Jensen et al., 2012). Although many global
definitions of reputation are broad enough to en-
compass both positive and negative aspects, prior
research has largely focused on the positive side of
reputation (e.g., Ferris et al., 2003; Mishina, Block, &
Mannor, 2012; Rindova, Williamson, Petkova, &
Sever 2005). Our findings—that volunteering may
carry both positive and negative reputational
implications—further support the fruitfulness of this
direction for research.

Limitations and Future Research

Several limitations exist within our studies,
which should be noted. Aswithmany studies in the
social sciences, there may be concern about com-
mon method bias. Given that several variables in
our field study—credits and stigmas, attributions
for motives, and supportive reactions—were re-
ported by colleagues, there is the potential for
inflated correlations and questions about causal
direction (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff,
2003). We introduced temporal and source separa-
tion wherever possible—two common procedural
remedies that combat this threat (Doty & Glick,
1998)—collecting our data across two time periods
and sources. Given that colleague evaluations and
attributions are most accurately self-reported, there
were some same-time, same-source relationships in
the model. However, in those instances, there was
theoretical reasoning to support the hypothesized
causal order.

It should also be noted that we focused on
one specific conceptualization of volunteering—
frequency (Rodell, 2013). Although we found sig-
nificant results, we acknowledge that this is not the
only way to study employee volunteering. Drawing
on the motivation literature, we can consider the
direction, intensity and persistence of volunteering
efforts (Latham & Pinder, 2005; Mitchell & Daniels,
2003). Applying this framework, the current study
addressed the intensity of effort. Studies may also
address the direction of effort (the initial decision to
volunteer, or volunteering vs. non-volunteering), as
well as the persistence of effort (volunteering
commitment)—a choice that should be driven by one’s
research questions.

In addition, although we accounted for two at-
tributed motives for volunteering—intrinsic and im-
pression management—we did not examine the
potential interplay between these perceived mo-
tives. Recent research has demonstrated that im-
pression management motives may undermine the
positive role of other, more highly regarded, motives
(Takeuchi, Bolino, & Lin, 2015). Accordingly, future
research on volunteering motives may consider how
such motives co-exist and even conflict with one
another. Moreover, it is possible that colleagues may
be influenced by other aspects of the employee’s
volunteering behavior, beyond their motives. For
example, theymayhave opinions—either positive or
negative—about the specific type of volunteering.
Indeed, Snyder et al. (1999) showed that volunteering
for an AIDS organization came with a particular
stigma. Likewise, colleagues may be concernedwith
the timing or scheduling of the volunteering en-
deavor. Volunteering that occurs during the day and
interrupts work time may be evaluated differently
than volunteering conducted on the weekend.

Our results also point to some additional di-
rections for research. Given the increasing potential
for volunteering to benefit both companies and em-
ployees (Bartel, 2001; Jones, 2010; Rodell, 2013), it is
likely that companies will continue to support vol-
unteering. Assuming that is the case, future research
may be conducted to gain a better understanding of
the various forms of support that companies canoffer
employees for volunteering, and the effectiveness of
these approaches. There is a relatively wide range of
the type and formality of support that companies can
offer their employees for volunteering. For example,
company support may range from raising awareness
about local opportunities to financially supporting
employees’ own initiatives to organizing company-
sanctioned volunteer days, to praising employee
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volunteering through a formal rewards system (see
Peterson, 2004). Although reports have suggested
that over 50% of companies formalize their support
for volunteering in their business plans (Points of
LightFoundation&AllstateFoundation, 2000), there
are few details about the specific nature or structure
of that support, let alone any evidence of its effec-
tiveness. Additionally, given the potential stigmas
associated with volunteering, it is worth exploring
how best to advertise these opportunities in a way
that minimizes the potential stigmas.

The current findings regarding attributions also
point to further questions about corporate volunteer
programs. Our results indicate that employee eval-
uations are highly dependent on the attributions that
colleagues make for volunteering. Prior research on
attributions has indicated that people are more to
likely seek out explanations for behavior when it
deviates from expectations (Pyszczynski &Greenberg,
1981; Wong & Weiner, 1981). Companies with
established and publicized volunteer programs may
consider volunteering the norm and an expectation
of employees. If so, colleagues may be less likely to
engage in the attribution process. In the absence of
a volunteer program, however, colleaguesmay search
harder for information on which to base their evalu-
ations of the behavior. The company signal of ex-
pectations may have an impact on perceptions of
volunteering in that workplace.

Conclusion

Although it already appears that employee vol-
unteering is good for companies, it is equally im-
portant to understand whether volunteering also
pays off for the employees engaging in the behavior.
One important consideration is the nature of col-
league evaluations of employee volunteering and
the implications for how colleagues treat those
employees—such as allocating resources and
helping. Our results demonstrate that supervisors
and coworkers associated employee volunteering
with both credits (time management, other focus,
sense of community, and ethical values) and
stigmas (distraction, evangelism, void filling, self-
righteousness), depending on the nature of the
attribution. Employees were credited when the be-
havior was believed to be intrinsically motivated,
but stigmatized when it was believed to be moti-
vated by impression management. Ultimately, due
to the credits, supervisors allocated more resources
to those employees, and coworkers were also more
likely to help them.
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APPENDIX A

SCALE DEVELOPMENT FOR VOLUNTEERING
CREDITS AND STIGMAS

We created scales to assess volunteering credits and
stigmas by following prescriptions described by Hinkin
(1995, 1998). The first step in this process was to generate
items that assessed the underlying construct of interest.
Following Hinkin’s (1998) prescriptions, we adopted an
inductive approach to item generation because our con-
struct of interestwas both newand abstract. This inductive
approach begins by asking a set of participants to respond
to broad open-ended questions about the construct of in-
terest. Participants’ responses are then content analyzed to
determine the relevant dimensions of the construct.

We provided an open-ended questionnaire to a sample
of 31 executive MBA students. Of the participants, 26%
were female, their average agewas 37.17 years (SD5 6.74),
and they were all full-time employees. Participants
were provided with our definition of volunteering and

encouraged to write down at least three negative and three
positive evaluations that they associated with their col-
leagues who volunteered (“What bad or negative things do
you associate with coworkers who volunteer?” and “What
good or positive things do you associate with coworkers
who volunteer?”). The order of this request for negative and
positive responses was counterbalanced. The responses
were then transcribed into the NVivo 8.0 software system.

We followed a content analysis approach to identify
themes within the data (Duriau, Reger, & Pfarrer, 2007;
Krippendorff, 2004).Aspart of that approach,we readeach
discrete statement provided by the participants, organized
the statements by assigning them to similar themes, and
created new themes when necessary in an iterative pro-
cess. Themes were ultimately labeled to reflect their con-
tent. For example, one theme with statements such as
“volunteers generally care about other people”was labeled
“other focus.” Ultimately, we retained eight themes—four
positive (i.e., “credits”) and four negative (i.e., “stigmas”)—
because they met a threshold of three mentions (Hollensbe,
Khazanchi, & Masterson, 2008). Other themes were ex-
cluded because they fell outside the boundary of “volun-
teeringreputation” (e.g., referencedmotives forvolunteering
or behavioral treatment of volunteers).

The volunteering credits included: Time Management,
Other Focus, Sense of Community, and Ethical Values.
Thus, it appears that employee volunteering can be asso-
ciated with managing time well, caring about others, feel-
ing a sense of responsibility for the community, andhaving
ethical values. The volunteering stigmas included: Dis-
traction,Evangelism,VoidFilling, andSelf-Righteousness.
It appears that employee volunteering can be associated
with being distracted, pressuring others to get involved in
the community, attempting to fill a void in life, and
thinking highly of one’s self.

The next step was to create measures that assessed the
content that emerged from this inductive process. Hinkin
(1998) suggested that scholars create a list of potential
survey items of the construct of interest and then rely on
participant evaluations of these items—in reference to the
construct’s definition—in order to reduce the number of
items down to a final measure (Hinkin, 1998; Hinkin &
Tracey, 1999). Based on our definitions of the dimensions
that emerged from the content analysis (see Table 1), we
generated six potential survey items for each volunteering
credit and stigma (Hinkin, 1998).

A total of 492 undergraduate business students were
recruited to assess the content of these items.Of these, 48%
were female, and the average age was 20.68 years (SD 5
1.52). Using Hinkin and Tracey’s (1999)method of content
validation, participants were asked to assess the extent to
which each survey item accurately reflected the volun-
teering stigma or credit according to the definition pro-
vided.Theparticipants rated each itemusinga seven-point
scale where 1 5 Extremely Bad Match and 7 5 Extremely
GoodMatch. For example, in one version of the survey, the
definition of “distraction”was provided in the directions,
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and participants were asked to what extent the six dis-
traction items accurately reflected the definition. Those
participants were also given the survey items for the
other three stigmas (evangelism, void filling, and self-
righteousness) and asked to what extent these items ac-
curately reflected the distraction definition. This process
helped to ensure that participants could distinguish the
correct items for the distraction definition from the in-
correct ones. Similar survey versionswere created for each
of the other volunteering stigma and credit definitions.

ANOVA was conducted to compare the rating of each
survey item in instanceswhere participantswere provided
with its correct definition to instances where participants

were provided with one of the other three definitions. For
example, one ANOVA tested whether the mean defini-
tional convergence for distraction items was higher for the
distraction definition than for the evangelism, void filling,
or self-righteousness definitions. Based on these results,
survey items were deleted if they cross-loaded onto an
incorrect definition or if they had a low mean rating. As
a result of this process, four items for each volunteering
credit and stigmawere retained to create themeasures (see
Table 1). The average mean rating was 6.03 out of 7.00
(with a range of 5.43 to 6.50). Moreover, ratings for credits
and stigmas with the correct definition were significantly
higher than ratings with the incorrect definition.
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