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Abstract

This study examines organizational hypocrisy (OH) in relation to counterproductive work
behavior (CWB) and investigates the indirect roles of organizational silence (OS) and job
withdrawal behaviors (JOW). Drawing on Social Exchange Theory, the study proposes that
perceived inconsistencies between organizational values and actual practices are associated
with employee silence, withdrawal, and counterproductive work behavior. Data were
collected from 437 employees working in Saudi Arabian five-star hotels and Class-A travel
agencies and analyzed using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-
SEM). The results revealed that organizational hypocrisy was positively associated with
organizational silence, job withdrawal behaviors, and counterproductive work behavior.
Organizational silence showed significant positive relationships with both job withdrawal
behaviors and counterproductive work behaviors, while job withdrawal behaviors were
also positively associated with counterproductive work behavior. Furthermore, statisti-
cally significant individual indirect associations through organizational silence and job
withdrawal behaviors, as well as a sequential indirect association through both variables,
were identified within the proposed model. The findings extend Social Exchange Theory
by providing support for an interconnected pattern of associations between perceived
organizational hypocrisy, organizational silence, job withdrawal behaviors, and counter-
productive work behavior. Rather than establishing a progressive temporal sequence, the
results are consistent with the theoretically proposed ordering of these constructs within the
model. This integrated perspective contributes to the literature by documenting individual
and sequential indirect associations within a unified theoretical framework in the tourism
and hospitality context. Given the cross-sectional design, however, the findings do not
establish causality or confirm the temporal ordering of the examined variables. The findings
also offer practical insights for managers seeking to strengthen organizational authenticity,
encourage employee voice, and address employee disengagement and counterproductive
work behavior.
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1. Introduction
Counterproductive work behavior (CWB) has become a major concern for tourism

and hospitality organizations because service quality and guest satisfaction depend heavily
on employees’ attitudes and behaviors. Such behaviors have been associated with a range
of organizational and individual factors, including frustration, disengagement, and per-
ceived unfairness among employees [1]. In service-intensive settings, where employees
interact directly with customers, even relatively minor organizational inconsistencies may
be associated with unfavorable employee responses that undermine productivity, service
quality, and organizational reputation [2,3]. Consequently, understanding the organiza-
tional conditions associated with counterproductive work behavior remains an important
priority for both researchers and practitioners [4].

One organizational factor that has received growing scholarly attention is organiza-
tional hypocrisy, which refers to inconsistencies between an organization’s stated values,
commitments, or promises and its actual practices [5]. Such discrepancies may be par-
ticularly salient in tourism and hospitality organizations because these industries place
considerable emphasis on authenticity, reliability, and consistency in interactions with both
employees and customers [6]. When employees perceive a mismatch between organiza-
tional rhetoric and organizational actions, trust in the organization may decline, potentially
weakening the psychological exchange relationship between employees and their employer.
Previous studies have suggested that these perceptions are associated with a variety of
unfavorable employee attitudes and behaviors [7–9].

Existing research has also linked organizational hypocrisy to organizational silence
and job withdrawal behaviors, both of which represent important employee responses to
unfavorable organizational experiences [10,11]. Employees who perceive organizational
inconsistencies may become reluctant to express opinions or offer constructive sugges-
tions because they believe their views will not be valued or because they fear negative
consequences [12]. Organizational silence has, in turn, been associated with withdrawal-
related behaviors such as psychological disengagement, absenteeism, and reduced orga-
nizational commitment, reflecting lower employee involvement in the organization [13].
Both organizational silence and job withdrawal behaviors have also been associated with
counterproductive work behavior, whereby dissatisfied employees may express their frus-
tration through behaviors that undermine organizational functioning [14,15]. In tourism
and hospitality organizations, these behaviors may include neglecting service responsibili-
ties, reducing work effort, or interacting inappropriately with customers, all of which may
adversely affect service quality, customer satisfaction, and organizational reputation [16,17].

Taken together, prior research suggests that organizational hypocrisy is positively
associated with organizational silence, organizational silence is positively associated with
job withdrawal behaviors, and both organizational silence and job withdrawal behaviors
are positively associated with counterproductive work behavior. These documented as-
sociations indicate that organizational hypocrisy may represent more than a superficial
inconsistency between organizational rhetoric and practice. Instead, it may be associated
with a broader pattern of unfavorable employee responses. Accordingly, examining the
indirect relationships involving organizational silence and job withdrawal behaviors may
contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of how organizational hypocrisy is
statistically associated with counterproductive work behavior in tourism and hospitality
organizations [18–22].

This study is grounded in Social Exchange Theory (SET), which proposes that em-
ployment relationships are based on reciprocal exchanges involving trust, fairness, and
mutual obligations [23]. From this perspective, employees evaluate the quality of their
exchange relationship with the organization according to whether organizational actions
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are consistent with stated commitments. When employees perceive violations of these
expectations, they may become less willing to reciprocate positively, resulting in lower
engagement and behaviors that are less beneficial to the organization [24–26]. Within this
theoretical framework, SET provides a useful basis for examining the proposed associations
among organizational hypocrisy, organizational silence, job withdrawal behaviors, and
counterproductive work behavior.

Although counterproductive work behavior has been widely examined, much of
the existing literature has focused on manufacturing organizations and general business
settings, whereas comparatively less attention has been devoted to service-intensive indus-
tries such as tourism and hospitality [27–29]. Moreover, previous studies have frequently
investigated counterproductive work behavior in relation to factors such as workplace
stress, organizational injustice, or personality characteristics (e.g., [16,30]), while organiza-
tional hypocrisy has received comparatively limited attention as a potential organizational
antecedent. As a result, understanding of how perceived organizational inconsistencies are
associated with employee attitudes and behaviors remains incomplete.

A second limitation concerns the examination of intervening mechanisms. Although
organizational silence and job withdrawal behaviors have each been examined separately in
previous studies (e.g., [15,31]), relatively few studies have investigated their sequential in-
direct relationships within a single conceptual framework. Consequently, limited empirical
evidence is available regarding whether organizational hypocrisy is statistically associated
with counterproductive work behavior indirectly through organizational silence and job
withdrawal behaviors. Addressing this gap may contribute to a better understanding
of the relationships among these constructs, particularly within tourism and hospitality
organizations where employee behavior has direct implications for service delivery and
customer experiences [6].

To address these gaps, the present study examines a conceptual model in which
organizational silence and job withdrawal behaviors are proposed as sequential medi-
ators of the association between organizational hypocrisy and counterproductive work
behavior. Rather than examining these constructs independently, the study conceptualizes
them as interconnected variables within a broader Social Exchange Theory framework.
Specifically, the proposed model examines whether perceptions of organizational hypocrisy
are statistically associated with organizational silence, job withdrawal behaviors, and
counterproductive work behavior through direct and indirect relationships.

Accordingly, this study investigates the associations among organizational hypocrisy,
organizational silence, job withdrawal behaviors, and counterproductive work behavior
among employees working in five-star hotels and Class-A travel agencies in the Eastern
Region of Saudi Arabia. By examining both direct and sequential indirect relationships, the
study seeks to extend current understanding of how these organizational and behavioral
constructs are statistically related within a service-intensive context.

This study makes three principal contributions. First, it extends the organizational
hypocrisy literature by examining its statistical association with counterproductive work
behavior, an outcome that has received relatively limited attention within tourism and
hospitality research. Second, it evaluates a sequential mediation model in which organi-
zational silence and job withdrawal behaviors are examined as interconnected mediating
variables linking organizational hypocrisy with counterproductive work behavior. Third,
by focusing on tourism and hospitality organizations in Saudi Arabia, the study contributes
context-specific evidence from a service-intensive industry in which employee behavior
is closely related to service quality, customer satisfaction, and organizational reputation.
Collectively, these contributions provide additional empirical evidence regarding the rela-
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tionships among these constructs while offering practical insights for managers seeking to
promote healthier organizational environments.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development
2.1. Social Exchange Theory (SET)

Social Exchange Theory (SET) provides an appropriate theoretical framework for
examining the proposed relationships among organizational hypocrisy, organizational
silence, job withdrawal behaviors, and counterproductive work behavior. The central
premise of SET is that employment relationships are based on reciprocal exchanges in-
volving trust, fairness, and mutual obligations [32]. Employees continuously evaluate
the quality of their exchange relationship with the organization, and when they perceive
that organizational actions are inconsistent with stated commitments, they may reassess
the value of their contributions and adjust their attitudes and behaviors accordingly [16].
Within this perspective, organizational hypocrisy—defined as the inconsistency between
what an organization communicates and what it does—may be perceived as a violation
of reciprocal expectations and has been associated with lower levels of trust and weaker
exchange relationships [5,33].

From the perspective of SET, organizational silence can be viewed as one possible
employee response associated with perceived violations of the exchange relationship [34].
Employees who perceive organizational hypocrisy may become less willing to express ideas,
concerns, or suggestions because they question whether doing so will be meaningful or
appropriately valued. Rather than representing only fear of negative consequences, silence
may also reflect a reduction in employees’ willingness to make discretionary contributions
to the organization, consistent with the principle of negative reciprocity described by
SET [33]. In this way, withholding voice may represent a behavioral response associated
with employees’ perceptions of an imbalanced exchange relationship [35,36].

SET also provides a useful framework for understanding the association between
perceived organizational imbalance and job withdrawal behaviors [37]. Employees who
perceive that the exchange relationship has become unfair may reduce their psycholog-
ical and behavioral investment in the organization by disengaging from work-related
activities [38]. Behaviors such as absenteeism, reduced effort, declining organizational
commitment, and psychological detachment may therefore reflect adjustments in employ-
ees’ contributions that are consistent with their perceptions of reciprocity and fairness [39].
Within this framework, job withdrawal behaviors may be interpreted as another manifes-
tation of negative reciprocity, reflecting lower employee engagement rather than active
organizational participation [40,41].

Counterproductive work behavior likewise can be interpreted within the SET frame-
work as one of several employee behaviors associated with deteriorating exchange rela-
tionships. Employees who perceive organizational betrayal or inconsistency may exhibit
behaviors that are less supportive of organizational objectives, including neglecting respon-
sibilities, reducing service quality, or engaging in actions that undermine organizational
functioning. In tourism and hospitality organizations, where employee interactions directly
influence customer experiences, such behaviors may have particularly important organi-
zational implications [1]. Accordingly, SET offers a coherent theoretical foundation for
examining the proposed direct and indirect associations among organizational hypocrisy,
organizational silence, job withdrawal behaviors, and counterproductive work behavior
without implying that these relationships reflect established causal or temporal processes.
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2.2. Organizational Hypocrisy and Counterproductive Behaviors

Organizational hypocrisy refers to the inconsistency between an organization’s stated
values, commitments, or promises and its actual practices. When employees perceive
discrepancies between organizational rhetoric and organizational actions, they may ques-
tion the authenticity and credibility of organizational commitments, thereby weakening
trust in the employment relationship [5,42]. Such perceptions have been associated with
employee frustration, cynicism, and dissatisfaction, which previous research has linked to
counterproductive work behavior [26].

From the perspective of Social Exchange Theory, organizational hypocrisy may be
interpreted as a perceived violation of reciprocal obligations between employees and the or-
ganization. When employees believe that organizational commitments are not consistently
reflected in managerial actions, they may become less willing to reciprocate positively by
maintaining high levels of engagement and discretionary effort [43]. Within this context,
counterproductive work behavior has been discussed as one potential employee response
associated with perceived organizational inconsistency, including behaviors such as reduc-
ing work effort, neglecting responsibilities, or engaging in actions that are detrimental to
organizational functioning [44].

These relationships may be particularly relevant in tourism and hospitality organi-
zations because frontline employees play a central role in service delivery and customer
experiences. Behaviors that undermine organizational effectiveness may therefore extend
beyond internal organizational outcomes and be associated with service quality, customer
satisfaction, and organizational reputation [45].

Previous empirical studies provide evidence consistent with a positive association
between organizational hypocrisy and unfavorable employee outcomes. Existing research
has linked organizational hypocrisy with lower levels of trust, reduced psychological
safety, weaker organizational commitment, and greater employee cynicism [22,46]. Like-
wise, perceived discrepancies between organizational rhetoric and actual practices have
been associated with frustration, moral disengagement, and perceptions of organizational
insincerity, all of which have been linked to counterproductive work behavior [47,48].
Collectively, this body of evidence suggests that employees who perceive higher levels of
organizational hypocrisy may also report higher levels of counterproductive work behavior.
Accordingly, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H1. Organizational hypocrisy is positively associated with counterproductive work behavior.

2.3. Organizational Hypocrisy and Organizational Silence

Organizational silence refers to employees’ intentional withholding of ideas, concerns,
or opinions that could be beneficial to the organization. Previous research has identified or-
ganizational hypocrisy as an organizational condition that is associated with organizational
silence because employees may perceive managerial statements as being inconsistent with
organizational actions [49,50]. When employees observe persistent discrepancies between
organizational rhetoric and actual practices, they may view expressing their opinions as un-
likely to influence decisions or produce meaningful organizational change. Consequently,
remaining silent may be perceived as a more appropriate response than speaking up [20,51].
This issue is particularly relevant in tourism and hospitality organizations, where effective
communication, employee feedback, and continuous problem-solving are essential for
maintaining service quality and operational effectiveness [52]. In organizational envi-
ronments characterized by perceived hypocrisy, employees may become less willing to
communicate operational concerns, service-related suggestions, or constructive criticism,
thereby limiting the exchange of information that supports organizational learning and
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service improvement [53]. Empirical evidence generally supports a positive association be-
tween organizational hypocrisy and organizational silence. Previous studies have reported
that organizational hypocrisy has been associated with lower confidence in managerial
responsiveness, reduced psychological safety, and stronger perceptions that transparency
and open communication are not genuinely valued within the organization [10,20]. Like-
wise, employees who perceive inconsistencies between organizational promises and actual
practices have been found to regard speaking up as ineffective, making them more likely to
withhold their opinions and remain silent [18,54]. Collectively, these findings suggest that
higher perceived organizational hypocrisy is associated with higher levels of organizational
silence. Hence, we hypothesize:

H2. Organizational hypocrisy is positively associated with organizational silence.

2.4. Organizational Hypocrisy and Job Withdrawal Behaviors

Job withdrawal behaviors refer to employees’ psychological and behavioral disen-
gagement from their work roles, including reduced effort, absenteeism, lateness, and lower
participation in organizational activities [55]. Within the Social Exchange Theory perspec-
tive, perceived organizational hypocrisy may be associated with greater job withdrawal
because inconsistencies between organizational values and organizational practices may
weaken employees’ willingness to invest time, energy, and commitment in the employment
relationship [56]. Rather than openly confronting perceived organizational inconsisten-
cies, employees may respond by distancing themselves psychologically and behaviorally
from their work roles, making withdrawal one possible response to an organizational
environment perceived as lacking authenticity or credibility [5]. This relationship may be
especially relevant in tourism and hospitality organizations, where employee engagement
and service commitment are fundamental to service quality and customer satisfaction.
Lower levels of employee involvement have been associated with withdrawal-related
behaviors that may disrupt teamwork, reduce service consistency, and adversely affect
customer experiences [6,16]. Existing research provides considerable empirical support
for a positive association between organizational hypocrisy and job withdrawal behaviors.
Previous studies have reported that organizational hypocrisy has been associated with
weaker psychological attachment to the organization, stronger feelings of betrayal and
disillusionment, and lower commitment to work responsibilities [11,57,58]. Employees who
perceive discrepancies between organizational promises and organizational practices may
therefore become less engaged with their work roles and less willing to contribute beyond
minimum job requirements. Collectively, these findings suggest that higher perceived
organizational hypocrisy is associated with higher levels of job withdrawal behaviors.
Therefore, we postulate that:

H3. Organizational hypocrisy is positively associated with job withdrawal behaviors.

2.5. Organizational Silence and Counterproductive Behaviors

Organizational silence limits employees’ opportunities to express concerns, share sug-
gestions, or communicate dissatisfaction through constructive channels. When employees
repeatedly withhold their opinions, unresolved workplace issues and negative emotions
may accumulate, and these experiences may be associated with behavioral rather than
verbal expressions of dissatisfaction [59,60]. Accordingly, organizational silence repre-
sents more than the absence of communication; it has also been associated with employee
attitudes and behaviors that are detrimental to organizational functioning [61]. This relation-
ship is particularly relevant in tourism and hospitality organizations, where service quality
depends heavily on employee initiative, communication, and responsiveness. Employees
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who remain silent about operational problems, service failures, or workplace concerns may
become less engaged with organizational objectives, and this reduced engagement has
been associated with higher levels of counterproductive work behavior that may adversely
affect service performance and customer experiences [1]. Previous research provides em-
pirical support for this association. Organizational silence has been linked to unresolved
frustration, feelings of powerlessness, cynicism, and lower organizational commitment,
all of which have been associated with counterproductive work behavior [14,21,62]. Fur-
thermore, organizational silence has been associated with psychological withdrawal and
employee disengagement, which have likewise been linked to behaviors that undermine
organizational effectiveness [63]. Collectively, these findings suggest that higher levels of
organizational silence are associated with higher levels of counterproductive work behavior.
Consequently, the following hypothesis is proposed:

H4. Organizational silence is positively associated with counterproductive work behavior.

2.6. Job Withdrawal Behaviors and Counterproductive Behaviors

Job withdrawal behaviors reflect employees’ psychological and behavioral disengage-
ment from their work roles through actions such as absenteeism, lateness, reduced work
effort, and psychological detachment. Employees who report higher levels of withdrawal
behaviors may also exhibit weaker attachment to organizational goals and responsibili-
ties, which may be associated with lower motivation to maintain expected performance
standards [6]. Within this context, job withdrawal behaviors have been associated with con-
ditions under which counterproductive work behavior is more frequently observed [64,65].
This relationship is particularly important in tourism and hospitality organizations, where
service quality depends heavily on employee commitment, responsiveness, and discre-
tionary effort. Employees who become disengaged from their work roles may demonstrate
lower support for organizational objectives and may be more likely to neglect respon-
sibilities that directly affect customer experiences and operational performance [66,67].
Previous empirical studies have consistently reported positive associations between job
withdrawal behaviors and counterproductive work behaviors. Job withdrawal has been
associated with lower accountability, greater emotional detachment, and weaker commit-
ment to organizational norms [68–70]. More recent evidence likewise indicates that higher
levels of withdrawal behaviors are associated with higher levels of counterproductive
work behavior, particularly in service settings where employee engagement is closely
related to operational performance and service quality [15]. Collectively, these findings
provide support for examining a positive association between job withdrawal behaviors
and counterproductive work behavior. Accordingly, we hypothesize:

H5. Job withdrawal behaviors are positively associated with counterproductive work behavior.

2.7. Organizational Silence and Job Withdrawal Behaviors

Organizational silence represents more than a communication-related behavior and
has also been associated with employees’ psychological and behavioral disengagement
from their work roles. Employees who repeatedly withhold their opinions, concerns,
and suggestions may become less psychologically connected to both their work and their
organization [71]. As opportunities for meaningful participation become more limited,
employees may perceive their contributions as having little value, which may be associated
with lower motivation to remain actively involved in organizational activities [72]. This
relationship is especially relevant in tourism and hospitality organizations, where employee
participation and communication play important roles in maintaining service quality and
operational effectiveness [73]. Reduced employee voice has been associated with lower
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levels of organizational involvement and belonging, as well as withdrawal-related behav-
iors such as reduced effort, absenteeism, and diminished organizational commitment [74].
Previous research has linked organizational silence to job withdrawal through feelings of
futility, alienation, emotional exhaustion, and weaker organizational identification [75,76].
Collectively, these findings suggest that employees reporting higher levels of organizational
silence may also report higher levels of job withdrawal behaviors. Thus, we hypothesize:

H6. Organizational silence is positively associated with job withdrawal behaviors.

2.8. The Mediating Role of Organizational Silence in the Link Between Organizational Hypocrisy
and Counterproductive Behavior

Perceptions of organizational hypocrisy are unlikely to be associated with counterpro-
ductive work behavior solely through direct relationships. Instead, employees frequently
respond to perceived inconsistencies between organizational rhetoric and actual practices
by withholding their opinions, concerns, and suggestions [1]. When employees believe
that organizational actions do not align with declared values, they may perceive voice as
ineffective and gradually disengage from constructive forms of participation [36]. Orga-
nizational silence may represent an important mechanism through which perceptions of
organizational hypocrisy are associated with harmful workplace behaviors [26]. By sup-
pressing voice, employees experience the absence of a constructive channel through which
dissatisfaction can be expressed and addressed. Consequently, unresolved frustration
and disengagement may accumulate and become associated with negative behavioral re-
sponses rather than being expressed through open communication [24,77]. Organizational
hypocrisy has been associated with organizational silence, while organizational silence has
been associated with counterproductive work behavior [18,52,53]. Accordingly, organiza-
tional silence is expected to be associated with the relationship between organizational
hypocrisy and counterproductive work behavior. Consequently, we hypothesize:

H7. Organizational silence mediates the association between organizational hypocrisy and counter-
productive work behavior.

2.9. The Mediating Role of Organizational Silence in the Link Between Organizational Hypocrisy
and Job Withdrawal Behaviors

The proposed relationships suggest that organizational silence may serve as a theoreti-
cally relevant mechanism linking organizational hypocrisy to job withdrawal behaviors.
When employees perceive inconsistencies between organizational discourse and actual
practices, they may become reluctant to express concerns, suggestions, or feedback, viewing
communication as ineffective or potentially risky [10,78]. This reduction in voice represents
an early sign of disengagement and is associated with lower levels of employee involve-
ment in organizational activities. Persistent silence has also been associated with feelings of
alienation, reduced organizational attachment, and higher levels of withdrawal behaviors
such as reduced effort, absenteeism, and psychological disengagement [79–81]. Thus, orga-
nizational silence may help explain the association between perceptions of organizational
hypocrisy and more visible forms of employee withdrawal. Existing evidence supporting
the links between organizational hypocrisy and silence, as well as between silence and
withdrawal, further supports this mediating role [18,24]. Accordingly, we hypothesize:

H8. Organizational silence mediates the association between organizational hypocrisy and job
withdrawal behaviors.
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2.10. The Mediating Role of Job Withdrawal Behaviors in the Link Between Organizational
Hypocrisy and Counterproductive Behaviors

Employee reactions to organizational hypocrisy are not necessarily reflected in im-
mediate counterproductive actions [5]. In many cases, employees respond by distancing
themselves from their work roles and reducing their involvement in organizational ac-
tivities. This behavioral retreat represents a coping response to perceived inconsistencies
between organizational values and actual practices without directly confronting the organi-
zation [82]. As employees become increasingly disengaged from their responsibilities, their
attachment to organizational goals and norms may weaken [83]. Reduced participation,
lower effort, and psychological detachment may reduce employees’ sense of obligation
toward the organization and may be associated with counterproductive behaviors. In this
regard, job withdrawal may represent a transitional mechanism through which perceptions
of organizational hypocrisy are associated with more visible forms of workplace miscon-
duct [11,15]. Empirical evidence supports this reasoning by showing that organizational
hypocrisy is associated with higher levels of withdrawal, while withdrawn employees are
more likely to engage in behaviors that undermine organizational effectiveness [15,84].
Therefore, job withdrawal behaviors are expected to mediate the association between orga-
nizational hypocrisy and counterproductive work behavior. Accordingly, we hypothesize:

H9. Job withdrawal behaviors mediate the association between organizational hypocrisy and
counterproductive work behavior.

2.11. The Mediating Role of Job Withdrawal Behaviors in the Link Between Organizational Silence
and Counterproductive Work Behavior

Organizational silence is associated with counterproductive work behavior both di-
rectly and indirectly through job withdrawal behaviors [85]. Employees who consistently
withhold their opinions, concerns, and suggestions may become less engaged with their
work roles and organizational responsibilities. As silence persists, reduced participation
and psychological detachment are associated with more visible forms of withdrawal,
including diminished effort, absenteeism, and lower involvement in organizational activ-
ities [56,86]. Job withdrawal behaviors may represent a pathway through which organi-
zational silence is associated with counterproductive actions. Employees who disengage
from their roles may show lower adherence to organizational expectations and exhibit
higher levels of behaviors that undermine organizational effectiveness [87,88]. Thus, the
association between organizational silence and counterproductive work behavior may be
partially explained by employees’ withdrawal from work responsibilities [81,89]. Therefore,
we hypothesize:

H10. Job withdrawal behaviors mediate the association between organizational silence and counter-
productive work behavior.

2.12. The Sequential Mediating Role of Organizational Silence and Job Withdrawal Behaviors

The proposed model suggests that organizational hypocrisy may be associated with
counterproductive work behavior through a sequence of interconnected employee re-
sponses. Drawing on Social Exchange Theory and the employee disengagement literature,
organizational silence and job withdrawal behaviors are conceptualized as theoretically
related mechanisms reflecting increasing levels of employee disengagement. When em-
ployees perceive discrepancies between organizational values and actual practices, they
may become less willing to express their opinions, concerns, and suggestions, resulting in
organizational silence [5,16]. Organizational silence, in turn, is associated with lower in-
volvement in organizational activities and reduced participation in workplace processes [1].
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As employees perceive that expressing their views is ineffective or unlikely to influence
organizational decisions, they may reduce their psychological and behavioral investment
in the organization, with withdrawal potentially representing a more immediate response
than overt deviant behavior. Employees who refrain from voicing their concerns are there-
fore more likely to exhibit withdrawal behaviors such as reduced effort, absenteeism, and
psychological detachment [73,81]. Job withdrawal behaviors are further linked to weaker
attachment to organizational goals and responsibilities, which has been associated with
counterproductive work behavior [88]. Because withdrawal reflects a deeper level of dis-
engagement, employees may experience weaker constraints imposed by organizational
norms and expectations, which are associated with behaviors that undermine organiza-
tional effectiveness. In this sense, withdrawal may represent an intermediate mechanism
through which early disengagement is associated with more visible and harmful workplace
behaviors [35,81]. Accordingly, organizational silence and job withdrawal behaviors are
conceptualized as interconnected mediating mechanisms through which organizational
hypocrisy may be associated with counterproductive work behavior [24]. Rather than
functioning as independent mediators, organizational silence and job withdrawal behav-
iors are conceptualized as sequential stages within the proposed conceptual model. This
process-oriented perspective extends Social Exchange Theory by providing a framework
for understanding how perceived organizational hypocrisy is associated with increasingly
harmful employee responses through interconnected mechanisms of disengagement [24,60].
Therefore, we hypothesize:

H11. Organizational silence and job withdrawal behaviors sequentially mediate the association
between organizational hypocrisy and counterproductive work behavior.

Based on the above-mentioned, a proposed model has been suggested, as illustrated
in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Research Conceptual Framework.
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3. Methodology
3.1. Sampling and Data Collection

The present study employed a non-probability convenience sampling strategy tar-
geting employees working in five-star hotels and Class-A travel agencies in the Eastern
Region of Saudi Arabia. Data were collected using a cross-sectional survey between May
and August 2025. Participants were recruited through professional networks, industry
contacts, and online communities frequented by hospitality and tourism employees. To
ensure eligibility, respondents confirmed that they were currently employed in either a
five-star hotel or a Class-A travel agency within the study area. Screening questions at
the beginning of the questionnaire verified these criteria, and ineligible responses were
excluded from the final dataset.

The participating organizations represented the upper tier of the tourism and hos-
pitality sector, characterized by intensive employee–customer interactions, standardized
service procedures, and a strong emphasis on service quality. This context was considered
appropriate because employees regularly encounter organizational policies, managerial
communication, and customer-facing responsibilities directly related to the study vari-
ables. Consequently, these organizations provide an appropriate setting for examining
the relationships among organizational hypocrisy, organizational silence, job withdrawal
behaviors, and counterproductive work behavior.

Data were collected through a structured electronic questionnaire. Before full deploy-
ment, the survey instrument was pilot tested to evaluate clarity, wording, and formatting in
accordance with established survey research guidelines (e.g., [90]). The final questionnaire
was distributed through individualized invitations sent to identified eligible employees
using direct email and professional networking platforms, including LinkedIn, Facebook,
and X. These platforms served solely as communication channels to deliver invitations to
employees identified through the researchers’ professional networks and industry contacts
and were not used to disseminate an open or publicly accessible survey link. In total,
500 unique survey invitations were issued to eligible employees. Because invitations were
delivered through multiple communication channels, the exact number of completed ques-
tionnaires attributable to each channel could not be determined. Responses were monitored
throughout the data collection period to ensure quality and consistency.

Several procedural safeguards were implemented to minimize duplicate and invalid
responses. These included restricting multiple submissions from the same IP address where
feasible, examining response patterns for inconsistencies or straight-lining, and removing
incomplete or suspicious questionnaires during data cleaning. No participation incentives
were offered, thereby reducing the likelihood of careless or repeated submissions.

Because all variables were measured using a self-reported cross-sectional survey
administered to a single source, several procedural remedies were adopted to reduce the
potential influence of common method bias (CMB) [91]. First, respondents were assured of
anonymity and confidentiality to reduce evaluation apprehension and social desirability
bias. Second, the questionnaire emphasized that there were no right or wrong answers
and encouraged honest responses. Third, all measurement items were adapted from
previously validated scales and carefully reviewed during pilot testing to ensure clarity
and minimize ambiguity. In addition, different scale anchors and item wording were
used where appropriate to reduce respondents’ tendency to provide uniform responses
across constructs.

Following data collection, common method bias was assessed statistically. Harman’s
single-factor test was conducted using exploratory factor analysis, and the first unrotated
factor explained less than 50% of the total variance, indicating that common method
variance was unlikely to pose a serious concern. Furthermore, full collinearity variance
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inflation factor (VIF) values were all below the recommended threshold of 3.3, providing
additional evidence that common method bias did not materially affect the results [92].

Ethical considerations were carefully addressed throughout the study. The introduc-
tory section of the questionnaire explained the study objectives, assured respondents of
anonymity and confidentiality, and emphasized that participation was voluntary. Elec-
tronic informed consent was obtained before respondents completed the questionnaire.
Participants were also provided with the researchers’ contact information for any questions
regarding the study.

3.2. Research Instruments

The questionnaire consisted of five sections. The first collected respondents’ demo-
graphic information. The second measured organizational silence using the 15-item scale
developed by [93]. The third assessed job withdrawal behaviors using the four-item scale
adapted from [94]. The fourth measured organizational hypocrisy using the nine-item scale
adopted from [48]. Finally, counterproductive work behavior (CWB) was measured using
the six-item scale adapted from [95].

To establish content validity, the questionnaire was reviewed by academic experts in
organizational behavior and hospitality management, who confirmed the clarity, relevance,
and appropriateness of the measurement items for the research context. All constructs
were measured using a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
(strongly agree).

3.3. Data Evaluation

A total of 500 unique survey invitations were sent directly to identified eligible full-
time employees working in five-star hotels and Class-A travel agencies in the Eastern
Region of Saudi Arabia. Invitations were delivered through the researchers’ professional
networks and industry contacts using direct email and individualized messages via pro-
fessional networking platforms, including LinkedIn, Facebook, and X. These platforms
were used exclusively to communicate with identified eligible employees and were not
used to distribute a publicly accessible survey link. Of these, 437 valid questionnaires were
returned, representing a response rate of 87.4%. No missing data were identified.

The sample size exceeded the recommendation of [96], who suggested a minimum
ratio of 10 observations per measurement item. Among the respondents, 351 (80.3%) were
male and 86 (19.7%) were female. Employees aged between 26 and 35 years constituted the
largest age group (81.5%).

Data analysis was performed using SPSS version 24 and SmartPLS version 4. Follow-
ing the two-step analytical procedure proposed by [97], the analysis included descriptive
statistics and partial least squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM). PLS-SEM was
selected because of its suitability for exploratory and prediction-oriented research [98], as
well as its robustness when handling moderate sample sizes and non-normal data distri-
butions [99,100]. To further assess the potential influence of common method variance,
Harman’s single-factor test was performed following the recommendation of [91].

4. Results
4.1. Measurement Model

An Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was initially conducted on the 34 items to verify
the potential impact of common method variance (CMV). The results indicated that the
first unrotated factor accounted for only 24.3% of the total variance, suggesting that CMV
was unlikely to represent a serious concern in the present study [91] (see Table 1). The
convergent validity and internal consistency reliability of the measurement model were
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further assessed using the average variance extracted (AVE), composite reliability (CR),
and Cronbach’s alpha (see Table 1). According to [100], the recommended threshold values
are 0.50 for AVE, 0.70 for CR, and 0.70 for standardized outer loadings. The results revealed
that all constructs satisfied the recommended AVE and CR thresholds, indicating that more
than 50% of the variance in the indicators was explained by their corresponding constructs
and demonstrating satisfactory levels of internal consistency reliability. Furthermore, all
measurement items exhibited outer loadings above the recommended threshold of 0.70,
indicating adequate indicator reliability. In addition, all variance inflation factor (VIF)
values were below the threshold of 5, indicating the absence of multicollinearity issues.
Consequently, the measurement model demonstrated satisfactory convergent validity
and strong psychometric properties, consistent with the recommended standards in the
PLS-SEM literature [98,100].

Table 1. Measurements and Variables Parametric Attributes.

Scale Variables Loadings VIF

Organizational Hypocrisy: (α = 0.966, CR = 0.967, AVE = 0.788)

OH-1 0.820 1.898

OH-2 0.875 2.962

OH-3 0.878 1.465

OH-4 0.854 1.153

OH-5 0.919 1.191

OH-6 0.925 2.990

OH-7 0.932 2.887

OH-8 0.902 2.205

OH-9 0.879 2.835

Job Withdraw: (α = 0.961, CR = 0.959, AVE = 0.895)

JOW-1 0.931 2.843

JOW-2 0.958 1.677

JOW-3 0.954 2.450

JOW-4 0.940 2.223

Organizational Silence: (α = 0.984, CR = 0.982, AVE = 0.814)

OS-1 0.809 2.541

OS-2 0.927 1.490

OS-3 0.905 1.106

OS-4 0.939 2.142

OS-5 0.831 2.109

OS-6 0.879 2.427

OS-7 0.932 2.098

OS-8 0.950 2.501

OS-9 0.901 1.539

OS-10 0.923 2.993
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Table 1. Cont.

Scale Variables Loadings VIF

OS-11 0.912 2.216

OS-12 0.944 2.428

OS-13 0.844 2.028

OS-14 0.934 2.018

OS-15 0.891 1.221

Counterproductive Work Behavior: (α = 0.936, CR = 0.934, AVE = 0.757)

CWB-1 0.809 2.406

CWB-2 0.894 2.650

CWB-3 0.917 2.884

CWB-4 0.896 2.087

CWB-5 0.861 2.950

CWB-6 0.841 2.898

The discriminant validity of the measurement model was assessed using both the
Fornell–Larcker criterion and the Heterotrait–Monotrait ratio (HTMT) (see Table 2). The
square root of the AVE values for all constructs (diagonal elements) exceeded the cor-
responding inter-construct correlations, indicating that each construct explained more
variance in its own indicators than in other constructs, thereby confirming adequate dis-
criminant validity [101]. In addition, the indicator loadings were consistently higher on
their respective constructs than on other constructs, as recommended by [100], further
supporting the distinctiveness of the constructs. Moreover, all HTMT values (reported in
parentheses) were below the conservative threshold of 0.90 [98], providing additional evi-
dence of discriminant validity. Collectively, these findings indicate that counterproductive
work behavior, job withdrawal behaviors, organizational hypocrisy, and organizational
silence are conceptually distinct constructs and are not excessively correlated, thereby
supporting the robustness of the measurement model.

Table 2. Discriminant validity-Fornell & Larcker Criteria and HTMT Values.

CWB JOW OH OS

CWB 0.870

JOW 0.509 [0.389] 0.946

OH 0.234 [0.276] 0.624 [0.438] 0.888

OS 0.114 [0.197] 0.318 [0.374] 0.437 [0.293] 0.902
Bold ratios show the square root of AVE.

4.2. Testing Research Hypotheses

As shown in Table 3 and Figure 2, the results of the hypothesis testing provide substan-
tial support for the proposed conceptual model and reveal significant direct and indirect
statistical relationships among organizational hypocrisy (OH), organizational silence (OS),
job withdrawal behaviors (JOW), and counterproductive work behavior (CWB) in Saudi
Arabian five-star hotels and Class-A travel agencies. Regarding the direct effects, the
first hypothesis (H1) was strongly supported, indicating a significant positive associa-
tion between OH and CWB (β = 0.514, T = 4.385, p < 0.001). This finding indicates that
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higher perceived organizational hypocrisy was associated with higher reported levels of
counterproductive work behavior, consistent with the proposed conceptual model.

Table 3. Hypotheses Testing Results.

β T-Value p-Value F2

Direct Effect

(H1) OH → CWB 0.514 4.385 0.000 *** 0.354

(H2) OH → OS 0.937 7.119 0.000 *** 1.196

(H3) OH → JOW 0.528 4.705 0.000 *** 0.381

(H4) OS → CWB 0.218 2.461 0.014 * 0.071

(H5) JOW → CWB 0.423 4.156 0.000 *** 0.246

(H6) OS → JOW 0.233 2.414 0.016 * 0.083

Indirect Effect

(H7) OH → OS → CWB 0.204 2.544 0.011 * -

(H8) OH → OS → JOW 0.218 4.102 0.000 *** -

(H9) OH → JOW → CWB 0.223 2.294 0.022 * -

(H10) OS → JOW → CWB 0.099 2.079 0.038 * -

(H11) OH → OS → JOW →
CWB 0.092 2.108 0.035 * -

Endogenous Construct R2 Q2

PLS-predict

Q2_
predict

RMSE (PLS) RMSE (LM) Predictive
Power

Organizational Silence (OS) 0.878 0.694 0.671 0.421 0.458 High

Job Withdrawal (JOW) 0.646 0.512 0.486 0.538 0.574 High

Counterproductive Work
Behavior (CWB) 0.612 0.468 0.443 0.602 0.637 Medium–

High
* p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001.

Similarly, the second hypothesis (H2), which examined the relationship between
OH and OS, was strongly supported, revealing a highly significant positive relationship
(β = 0.937, T = 7.119, p < 0.001). This finding indicates that higher perceived organizational
hypocrisy was associated with higher reported organizational silence among employees in
hospitality and tourism organizations.

Correspondingly, the third hypothesis (H3) revealed a significant positive association
between OH and JOW (β = 0.528, T = 4.705, p < 0.001), indicating that higher perceived
organizational hypocrisy was associated with higher reported job withdrawal behaviors
among employees in hotels and travel agencies. The fourth hypothesis (H4) demonstrated
a significant positive association between OS and CWB (β = 0.218, T = 2.461, p = 0.014),
indicating that higher reported organizational silence was associated with higher reported
counterproductive work behavior. In addition, the fifth hypothesis (H5) showed a signifi-
cant positive association between JOW and CWB (β = 0.423, T = 4.156, p < 0.001), indicating
that higher reported job withdrawal behaviors were associated with higher reported coun-
terproductive work behavior. Moreover, the sixth hypothesis (H6) revealed a significant
positive association between OS and JOW (β = 0.233, T = 2.414, p = 0.016), indicating that
higher reported organizational silence was associated with higher reported job withdrawal
behaviors among employees in hotels and travel agencies.

https://doi.org/10.3390/soc16080244

https://doi.org/10.3390/soc16080244


Societies 2026, 16, 244 16 of 27

 

Figure 2. The Research Final Model.

Regarding the indirect effects, the results provide support for all proposed mediation
hypotheses. Specifically, organizational silence showed a statistically significant indirect
effect in the relationship between organizational hypocrisy and counterproductive work
behavior (H7: β = 0.204, T = 2.544, p = 0.011). This indirect effect was classified as partial
because both the indirect effect and the corresponding direct effect (OH → CWB) remained
statistically significant. Similarly, organizational silence showed a statistically significant
partial indirect effect in the relationship between organizational hypocrisy and job with-
drawal behaviors (H8: β = 0.218, T = 4.102, p < 0.001), as both the indirect effect and the
direct effect (OH → JOW) were significant.

Job withdrawal behaviors also showed statistically significant partial indirect effects
in the relationships between organizational hypocrisy and counterproductive work be-
havior (H9: β = 0.223, T = 2.294, p = 0.022), as well as between organizational silence and
counterproductive work behavior (H10: β = 0.099, T = 2.079, p = 0.038). In both cases, the
direct and indirect effects remained significant, indicating partial rather than full mediation.
Finally, the sequential indirect effect of organizational hypocrisy on counterproductive
work behavior through organizational silence and job withdrawal behaviors was signif-
icant (H11: β = 0.092, T = 2.108, p = 0.035), supporting the proposed sequential indirect
relationship within the conceptual model. Collectively, these findings indicate statistically
significant direct and indirect associations that are consistent with the proposed conceptual
model. However, because the data are cross-sectional, these indirect effects should not be
interpreted as evidence of causal mediation or temporal ordering.

In addition to hypothesis testing, the structural model demonstrated satisfactory
explanatory and predictive capabilities. The effect size (f2) analysis revealed that organi-
zational hypocrisy exerted a large effect on organizational silence (f2 = 1.196), as well as
large effects on counterproductive work behavior (f2 = 0.354) and job withdrawal behaviors
(f2 = 0.381). Conversely, organizational silence exhibited small effects on counterproductive
work behavior (f2 = 0.071) and job withdrawal behaviors (f2 = 0.083), whereas job with-
drawal behaviors exerted a medium effect on counterproductive work behavior (f2 = 0.246).
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The model also demonstrated substantial explanatory power, accounting for 87.8% of the
variance in organizational silence (R2 = 0.878), 64.6% of the variance in job withdrawal
behaviors (R2 = 0.646), and 61.2% of the variance in counterproductive work behavior
(R2 = 0.612).

Moreover, all endogenous constructs exhibited Q2 values greater than zero (OS = 0.694,
JOW = 0.512, CWB = 0.468), confirming the predictive relevance of the model. The PLSpre-
dict assessment further supported the model’s out-of-sample predictive performance, as
all Q2_predict values were positive and the PLS prediction errors (RMSE) were lower
than those of the linear benchmark model for each endogenous construct. These results
indicate high predictive power for organizational silence and job withdrawal behaviors,
and moderate-to-high predictive power for counterproductive work behavior.

5. Discussion
The discussion interprets the empirical findings by comparing them with previous

research, highlighting areas of convergence and divergence within the organizational
behavior literature. The results show how the observed relationships align with existing
evidence while extending current knowledge in the tourism and hospitality context.

The findings indicate that organizational hypocrisy was positively associated with
counterproductive work behaviors, indicating that perceived inconsistencies between orga-
nizational discourse and actual practices were associated with higher reported levels of
counterproductive work behavior. Employees who perceive that their organization has
failed to uphold its stated values may report lower levels of positive reciprocity, a pattern
that is consistent with higher reported counterproductive work behavior. In tourism and
hospitality organizations, where employees directly shape customer experiences, such
perceptions may be relevant not only to employee attitudes but also to service quality,
customer satisfaction, and organizational reputation. This result is consistent with Wagner
et al. [102], who reported relationships between organizational hypocrisy, lower trust,
greater employee resistance, and counterproductive conduct. Likewise, Goswami et al. [48]
identified associations among perceived organizational insincerity, frustration, disengage-
ment, and behaviors that impair organizational effectiveness. Miao and Zhou [30] further
reported that organizational hypocrisy was associated with weaker fairness perceptions
and greater retaliatory and destructive behaviors. Similarly, Zhao and Liu [22] highlighted
the role of diminished psychological safety in explaining the relationship between organiza-
tional hypocrisy and harmful employee actions. Within the Saudi tourism and hospitality
sector, these findings are particularly important because employee behavior directly affects
service quality, customer satisfaction, and organizational reputation.

The findings further indicate that organizational hypocrisy was positively associated
with organizational silence, suggesting that perceived inconsistencies between organiza-
tional rhetoric and actual practices were associated with higher reported levels of organiza-
tional silence. When organizational messages are viewed as inconsistent with managerial
actions, employees may conclude that speaking up is unlikely to produce meaningful
change, a pattern that is consistent with greater organizational silence. This interpretation
aligns with Carlos and Lewis [103], who associated organizational hypocrisy with greater
cynicism and lower levels of proactive communication. Similarly, Zare et al. [54] showed
relationships among perceived organizational inconsistencies, perceptions of injustice, and
greater silence relative to voice behavior. Mirzaei and Ghadimi [19] also linked organiza-
tional hypocrisy with lower psychological safety and a greater tendency among employees
to withhold their opinions. More recent evidence from Wang et al. [10] supports this per-
spective by showing that employees who perceive managerial communication as lacking
authenticity reported higher organizational silence and lower active engagement. This
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finding is particularly relevant in hospitality and tourism organizations, where effective
communication and timely reporting of operational issues are essential for maintaining
service quality and continuous improvement.

Furthermore, the results indicate that organizational silence was positively associated
with counterproductive work behaviors, indicating that higher reported organizational si-
lence was associated with higher reported counterproductive work behavior. One possible
theoretical interpretation is that this association is consistent with perspectives suggesting
reduced psychological attachment to the organization; however, the present cross-sectional
data cannot establish this process or its temporal sequence. Hasan and Tuncay [104]
revealed associations among organizational silence, lower organizational commitment,
neglect of work responsibilities, and behaviors that conflict with organizational interests.
Likewise, Saifa et al. [63] found that organizational silence was associated with psychologi-
cal withdrawal and counterproductive behaviors. Omran and Samar [105] further observed
relationships among suppressed communication, frustration, disengagement, and harmful
workplace behavior. Qi and Ramayah [62] also showed that unresolved employee concerns
and organizational silence were associated with behaviors that undermine organizational
performance. Given the customer-facing nature of tourism and hospitality work, these out-
comes may be associated with lower service consistency, weaker teamwork, and reduced
engagement in delivering high-quality guest experiences.

Consistent with these findings, organizational hypocrisy was also positively associated
with job withdrawal behaviors, indicating that perceived discrepancies between organiza-
tional discourse and actual practices were associated with higher reported job withdrawal
behaviors. When employees perceive that constructive communication is ineffective, dis-
satisfaction may be reflected in higher reported withdrawal behaviors rather than open
dialogue. Organizational silence also demonstrated a statistically significant indirect effect
within the proposed model linking organizational hypocrisy and job withdrawal behaviors;
however, this finding reflects a statistical association rather than evidence of a causal mech-
anism. Gamma et al. [106] were among the first to report associations among organizational
hypocrisy, weaker fairness perceptions, and job withdrawal behaviors such as reduced
work effort and absenteeism. Similarly, İlsev and Aydın [57] indicated that perceived
psychological contract violations associated with organizational hypocrisy were related to
lower employee contributions and disengagement from work responsibilities. Çayak [18]
likewise linked perceived organizational insincerity and lower confidence in organiza-
tional integrity with withdrawal behaviors. Zeb et al. [11] indicated relationships among
perceived betrayal, disillusionment, absenteeism, and lower organizational commitment.
Collectively, these studies support an interconnected pattern involving employee concerns,
withdrawal behaviors, and unfavorable organizational outcomes, without establishing that
these responses emerge in a gradual temporal progression.

The results also reveal that job withdrawal behaviors were positively associated with
counterproductive work behaviors, indicating that higher reported withdrawal behaviors
were associated with higher reported counterproductive work behavior. Within the pro-
posed conceptual model, job withdrawal behaviors constituted a statistically significant
indirect pathway; however, the present cross-sectional design does not permit conclusions
regarding whether withdrawal temporally precedes or progresses to counterproductive
work behavior. Eder and Eisenberger [107] depict that job withdrawal behaviors were
associated with weaker psychological attachment to the organization and higher levels of
counterproductive conduct. Conlon et al. [108] similarly identified relationships among ab-
senteeism, reduced organizational commitment, and harmful workplace behaviors. Bauer
and Spector [109] further discussed job withdrawal as a pattern of negative reciprocity
associated with workplace deviance, without establishing a uniform progression from
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one behavior to another. Fatima [69] likewise reported associations among emotional
detachment, intentional neglect of work responsibilities, and disruptive employee behavior.
These findings emphasize the importance of maintaining employee engagement in service
environments where discretionary effort and organizational commitment are essential for
achieving service excellence.

Finally, the findings demonstrate that organizational silence was positively associated
with job withdrawal behaviors, indicating that employees reporting higher levels of or-
ganizational silence also reported higher levels of job withdrawal behaviors. Although
this association is consistent with theoretical perspectives linking silence and disengage-
ment, the present findings do not establish that organizational silence temporally precedes
job withdrawal behaviors. Hao et al. [31] documented connections among the absence
of employee voice, weaker organizational identification, and disengagement from work
responsibilities. Likewise, the evidence presented by Shaukat and Khurshid [71] linked
organizational silence with feelings of futility and lower active job involvement. Dong
et al. [76] further provided evidence of relationships between organizational silence, lower
psychological safety, a weaker sense of belonging, and withdrawal behaviors. The study by
Yağar and Dökme Yağar [110] also showed that silence co-occurred with frustration, alien-
ation, absenteeism, and reduced organizational commitment. More recently, Attia et al. [75]
demonstrated significant statistical connections among organizational silence, emotional
exhaustion, and behavioral withdrawal. Taken together, this body of evidence suggests
that employee silence may represent a relevant indicator of disengagement; however, the
present study does not demonstrate that silence is an early stage or that it subsequently
develops into more visible withdrawal behaviors. Organizational silence and withdrawal
should instead be interpreted as statistically related employee responses that warrant
managerial attention when they occur within hospitality organizations.

5.1. Theoretical Implications

The findings of this study advance SET by showing that organizational hypocrisy is not
only a breach of reciprocity but also an organizational condition associated with a broader
pattern of unfavorable employee responses. By identifying its positive associations with
counterproductive work behavior, silence, and job withdrawal behaviors, the study indi-
cates that hypocrisy may represent a multidimensional perceived violation related to lower
trust, weaker communication, and reduced commitment. This broadens the explanatory
power of the theory by identifying hypocrisy as a relevant organizational condition associ-
ated with multiple negative relationships within the employment relationship. The results
also extend the theoretical understanding of indirect relationships within SET. Previous
research has often conceptualized silence or job withdrawal behaviors as isolated outcomes
of exchange breaches, but this study examines them as interrelated variables that form
part of the indirect associations between organizational hypocrisy and counterproductive
work behavior. By showing that silence and job withdrawal behaviors are associated with
counterproductive work behavior and have statistically significant indirect roles within the
proposed model, the study highlights the layered nature of negative reciprocity, offering a
more nuanced view of how employees regulate their responses to perceived injustice.

Another important theoretical contribution lies in examining the statistically signifi-
cant sequential indirect association involving silence and job withdrawal behaviors. While
SET has traditionally explained job withdrawal behaviors as a direct response to relational
imbalance, this study provides statistical support for a proposed model in which silence is
positioned before job withdrawal behaviors. This sequential indirect association enriches
the theory by supporting the theoretically specified ordering of the constructs without
establishing that employees pass through these responses in temporal stages or that silence
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subsequently escalates into deeper disengagement and harmful behavior. The introduc-
tion of this theoretically ordered model offers a more detailed account of how exchange
violations may be statistically connected with multiple employee responses. Furthermore,
the study refines SET by clarifying the statistical indirect role of silence in the link be-
tween hypocrisy and job withdrawal behaviors. This pattern highlights the relevance of
communication and employee voice to the statistical relationship between organizational
hypocrisy and detachment, without establishing that communication breakdown causally
accelerates disengagement. This finding adds depth to SET by situating silence as an
important construct associated with perceived exchange imbalance and by providing a
theoretical link between employee voice and job withdrawal behaviors.

The statistically significant individual and sequential indirect associations involving
silence and job withdrawal behaviors also contribute to the theoretical advancement of
SET. They suggest that single-step models may not fully represent the interconnected
relationships associated with perceived reciprocity violations and that an integrated per-
spective may offer additional theoretical insight. By examining the proposed ordering from
hypocrisy to silence, job withdrawal behaviors, and counterproductive work behavior,
the study pushes the theory beyond its traditional static interpretations and offers an inte-
grated framework that captures the relationships among these employee responses. Taken
together, these contributions enrich SET by situating organizational hypocrisy as an organi-
zational condition within an interconnected pattern of negative reciprocity, demonstrating
the interplay between silence and job withdrawal behaviors as statistical indirect variables,
and advancing a sequential model of the proposed associations. This integration not only
strengthens the explanatory capacity of the theory but also adapts it more precisely to
service-driven industries such as tourism and hospitality, where employee communication,
disengagement, and counterproductive work behavior are particularly visible and relevant
to service outcomes.

A further theoretical contribution of this study lies in its model-level novelty. While
prior studies have generally investigated organizational hypocrisy, organizational silence,
job withdrawal behaviors, and counterproductive work behavior as separate research
streams, the present study integrates these constructs into a unified conceptual frame-
work. This integration contributes to theory by positioning organizational hypocrisy as an
upstream construct associated with multiple employee responses rather than only with iso-
lated outcomes. The study therefore shifts scholarly attention from examining independent
relationships toward understanding the interconnected direct and indirect associations
between organizational experiences and employee behaviors. In doing so, it offers a more
holistic conceptualization of employee reactions to organizational inconsistencies and pro-
vides a foundation for future research to investigate whether other proposed sequential
relationships involving organizational hypocrisy and workplace attitudes and behaviors
can be confirmed through longitudinal, time-lagged, or experimental research designs.

5.2. Practical Implications

Based on the findings, this study provides a set of actionable recommendations aimed
at guiding managers in tourism and hospitality organizations toward addressing the orga-
nizational concerns associated with organizational hypocrisy, silence, and job withdrawal
behaviors. The recommendations are designed not only to address counterproductive
behaviors but also to build sustainable organizational practices that enhance authenticity,
trust, and long-term performance. The findings suggest that organizations should recog-
nize hypocrisy as more than a reputational issue; it is a perceived inconsistency that was
associated with silence, job withdrawal behaviors, and counterproductive work behavior.
Managers in tourism and hospitality should therefore establish transparent alignment
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between stated values and actual practices. This requires continuous auditing of internal
policies and external messaging to ensure consistency. Actionable steps include conduct-
ing regular “value–practice alignment reviews” and introducing independent feedback
mechanisms through which employees can evaluate and comment on the authenticity of
organizational claims.

Because silence emerged as a statistically significant indirect variable within the pro-
posed model, organizations should address the climate that discourages employee voice.
Moving beyond traditional suggestion boxes or surveys, managers should implement
dynamic feedback platforms that allow real-time reporting of concerns with guaranteed
follow-up. In hospitality operations, digital “speak-up dashboards” integrated into daily
workflow can enable employees to raise operational or ethical concerns without fear of
neglect or retaliation. Embedding accountability for managerial response into perfor-
mance evaluations further increases the likelihood that employee input will receive an
appropriate organizational response. The significant association between silence and job
withdrawal behaviors indicates the value of monitoring both forms of disengagement
without assuming that one necessarily precedes the other. Managers may use attendance
records, schedule adherence, and guest satisfaction reports to identify co-occurring in-
dicators of disengagement that may warrant managerial attention. Practical measures
could include “employee engagement heatmaps” that visually display units or teams
showing elevated indicators associated with job withdrawal behaviors, enabling targeted
interventions such as job rotation, workload redistribution, or structured dialogue sessions
to support employee engagement.

Counterproductive work behavior, as an important adverse behavior examined in the
model, underlines the value of creating positive reciprocity practices. Instead of relying only
on punitive measures, managers should introduce recognition programs that emphasize
authenticity and fairness. For example, rewarding employees not only for performance but
also for demonstrating alignment with organizational values can reinforce the credibility
of those values. In tourism and hospitality, guest-facing employees could be publicly
recognized for actions that embody the organization’s stated mission, signaling to staff that
organizational values are not merely symbolic.

Finally, the study highlights the statistically significant individual and sequential
indirect associations involving silence and job withdrawal behaviors, which suggest that
interventions may benefit from an integrated rather than isolated approach. The findings
do not establish a fixed progression toward counterproductive work behavior; however,
single initiatives may be insufficient to address the interconnected nature of the examined
employee responses. Managers should adopt integrated intervention frameworks that
combine voice enhancement, continuing engagement initiatives, and resilience-building
programs that strengthen employees’ ability to cope with organizational inconsistencies.
Embedding such frameworks into leadership development ensures that managers are
trained to recognize and address patterns of perceived hypocrisy, silence, withdrawal, and
counterproductive work behavior without treating them as empirically confirmed stages of
a single process.

5.3. Limitations and Future Research

This study provides valuable insights into the association between organizational
hypocrisy and unfavorable employee attitudes and behaviors; however, several limitations
should be acknowledged. The first limitation lies in the sampling frame, which was
restricted to hotels and travel agencies in Saudi Arabia. While this context is highly
relevant given the centrality of hospitality and tourism to the Saudi Arabian economy,
the findings may not fully capture cultural, institutional, or organizational variations
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across other countries or service sectors. Future research should expand the scope by
including cross-national samples or diverse service industries to examine whether the
observed relationships hold in different cultural or regulatory contexts, thereby improving
the generalizability of the model.

An additional limitation relates to the demographic composition of the sample. Male
respondents represented 80.3% of the participants, while employees aged between 26 and
35 years accounted for 81.5% of the sample. Although this distribution may partially reflect
workforce characteristics within the tourism and hospitality sector in the study context,
it may limit the generalizability of the findings to more gender-balanced or age-diverse
populations. Employees from different demographic groups may perceive organizational
hypocrisy and report different levels of silence, job withdrawal behaviors, and counter-
productive work behavior. Future research should therefore seek more demographically
diverse samples and examine potential differences across gender and age groups.

One important limitation relates to the cross-sectional design of the study. Although
the proposed model was developed based on Social Exchange Theory and prior empirical
evidence, the research design does not permit definitive conclusions regarding causal
relationships or temporal ordering among the study variables. Therefore, the observed
associations should be interpreted with caution. Future research could employ longitudi-
nal or experimental designs to provide stronger evidence regarding the directionality of
the relationships and to further examine the theoretically proposed ordering of organiza-
tional hypocrisy, organizational silence, job withdrawal behaviors, and counterproductive
work behavior.

Another limitation concerns the indirect relationships tested in this study. The fo-
cus was placed on organizational silence and job withdrawal behaviors as intermediate
variables, yet other psychological constructs—such as cynicism, emotional exhaustion,
or reduced organizational identification—may also help explain the association between
organizational hypocrisy and counterproductive work behavior. Future research should
therefore integrate additional intermediate variables to explore parallel or alternative
indirect associations, enriching theoretical understanding of the relationships between
employees’ perceptions of organizational inconsistency and their workplace attitudes
and behaviors.

The study also concentrated on the sequential indirect association involving silence
and job withdrawal behaviors, which, while insightful, may not represent the full com-
plexity of behavioral dynamics. Employee reactions may be nonlinear and can involve
feedback loops or simultaneous mechanisms rather than simple stepwise progressions. Fu-
ture studies should consider testing moderated mediation or reciprocal models to examine
how silence and job withdrawal behaviors are dynamically related to other organizational
factors over time.

A further limitation relates to the dependent variable of counterproductive work
behavior, which was treated as a single outcome. While this provided clarity for testing
the model, counterproductive work behavior can vary in form and intensity, ranging
from minor neglect to deliberate sabotage. Future research should disaggregate these
behaviors to investigate whether organizational hypocrisy is associated with different
forms of counterproductive work behavior and whether the indirect associations differ
depending on the severity of the behaviors. Finally, the study controlled for demographic
characteristics but did not examine their potential moderating effects. Factors such as age,
tenure, education, or employment status may be associated with differences in employees’
perceptions of hypocrisy and their reported levels of silence, job withdrawal behaviors, or
counterproductive work behavior. Future research should therefore adopt a more nuanced
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approach by testing the interactive role of demographic variables, which could reveal
subgroup-specific patterns that remain hidden in aggregate analyses.

6. Conclusions
This study examined the relationships between organizational hypocrisy and counter-

productive work behavior in tourism and hospitality organizations through the individ-
ual and sequential indirect roles of organizational silence and job withdrawal behaviors.
The findings revealed that organizational hypocrisy was positively associated with or-
ganizational silence, job withdrawal behaviors, and counterproductive work behavior.
Furthermore, organizational silence and job withdrawal behaviors showed statistically
significant individual and sequential indirect associations linking organizational hypocrisy
with counterproductive work behavior. The study contributes to the literature by extending
Social Exchange Theory and providing support for the proposition that employee reactions
to organizational hypocrisy may be reflected in an interconnected pattern of direct and
indirect associations rather than solely in direct relationships. By providing support for
the theoretically proposed ordering of organizational hypocrisy, organizational silence, job
withdrawal behaviors, and counterproductive work behavior within the model, the study
offers a more comprehensive understanding of the associations between organizational
inconsistencies and negative workplace behaviors. However, these findings do not con-
firm that the examined responses occur in this temporal order. The findings also provide
practical insights for tourism and hospitality managers by emphasizing the importance
of aligning organizational values with actual practices, encouraging employee voice, and
addressing indicators of employee disengagement. Despite these contributions, the study
is limited by its cross-sectional design and its focus on employees in Saudi Arabian hotels
and travel agencies. Future research may examine the proposed model in different cultural
and organizational contexts, employ longitudinal designs, and explore additional indirect
or moderating relationships that may further clarify the associations among employees’
responses to organizational hypocrisy.
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