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Abstract: When companies say one thing and do another in a corporate social responsibility context,
they run the risk of corporate hypocrisy. Apart from the negative attitudes within customers,
the purpose of our study was to explore what consequence corporate hypocrisy would cause on
employees. This study investigated the possible link between corporate hypocrisy and employees’
counterproductive work behaviors with a moderated mediation model. Based on social identity
theory, our research found that the influence of corporate hypocrisy on organization-directed
counterproductive work behaviors was partially mediated by organizational identification, while the
first stage of mediation is moderated by the levels of employees’ perceived importance of corporate
social responsibility. Data from 259 employees in China, collected across three time periods, suggest
that corporate hypocrisy will lead to a decrease of organizational identification, triggering CWB
against the company. The indirect effect of corporate hypocrisy on CWB-O via organizational
identification is enhanced when employees’ perceived importance of corporate social responsibility is
high. Our findings provide contributions to both corporate running and theoretical research.

Keywords: corporate hypocrisy; counterproductive work behavior; organizational identification;
corporate social responsibility

1. Introduction

Companies have been placing more importance on and increasingly holding corporate social
responsibility (CSR) activities during the last decades [1], considering the benefits that companies can
reap from their active involvement in CSR (e.g., [2–4]). However, not every company can do what it
says. Companies can show their public virtues while ignoring internal moral standards through CSR
strategy (e.g., [5,6]), which reveals the nature of hypocrisy. Corporate hypocrisy has been defined as a
belief that the company claims to be something that it is not [7] (p. 79). For example, the Volkswagen
2015 emissions scandal shocked the world and led to the resignation of chief executive officer and
a huge fine [8]. However, as stated in Volkswagen’s 2014 Sustainability Report, “A sustainable
supply chain and environmentally compatible transportation solutions form an indispensable part
of demonstrating comprehensive responsibility for human rights, as well as a commitment to the
environment” [9]. Although Nongfu Spring, one of China’s largest producers of bottled water and
beverages, made a public promise to donate 0.1 RMB per one bottle sold, the media later reported
that the donation was far less than it should have been [10]. Similarly, McDonald once faced harsh
denouncement from some activist groups, disclosing that it was a minor contributor (20%) to its own
charity, the Ronald McDonald House [11]. Such deviations between public CSR statements and private

Sustainability 2020, 12, 1847; doi:10.3390/su12051847 www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability

http://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
http://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9738-0374
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12051847
http://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/12/5/1847?type=check_update&version=2


Sustainability 2020, 12, 1847 2 of 20

firm practices revealed by other sources could cause dramatic effects on the image of the company,
leaving a hypocritical impression [7].

When the company speaks in one way and behaves in another, pretending to have a good face
to win good fame, they may fall into the trap of hypocrisy. It is common for companies to publicize
and carry out CSR activities. However, slogans alone are not enough. Apart from behaving in a
socially responsible manner, the company’s practical actions must be responsible if it expects to get
rewards [12]. In particular, inconsistency about a company’s stated policies and their private practice
may cause more serious problems than arousing public attention. Consumers’ perceived hypocrisy
reflects the ethical judgment of firms’ beneficent or virtuous efforts [13]. When motives of CSR activities
are perceived as insincerity, the company’s image will also be hurt [14].

Most existing studies have been rooted in the positive outcomes of CSR strategy; however, the
hidden side of hypocrisy should also be paid attention to. Despite research in recent years contributing
to our understanding of the perception of corporate hypocrisy (e.g., [7,13,15,16]), few studies have
examined the consequences of corporate hypocrisy on stakeholders, such as employees. Ford and
Richardson [17] pointed out that situational factors often exert influences on an individual’s ethical
or unethical decision behavior. As CSR publicity has been proven to be positively linked with
employees’ organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) (e.g., [18,19]), and can even act to some extent
as a preventive against counterproductive work behavior (CWB) (e.g., [20,21]), we wonder whether
the hypocrisy of a corporation may affect employees’ CWB. Employees often engage in CWB in an
organization [22], and by studying the relationship between corporate hypocrisy and CWB, we can
obtain a better understanding of how corporate hypocritical behavior can exert a negative influence
on employees’ behaviors. To date, no published study has investigated the relationship between
corporate hypocrisy and CWB. Since CWB can often be categorized into two types depending on its
target, organization-directed (CWB-O) and individual-directed (CWB-I), we incorporate both types in
our model.

Existing evidence suggests that organizational identification can be an underlying mechanism that
explains employees’ behavioral and attitudinal outcomes in the workplace (e.g., [23,24]). A good public
image created by the company, through actively participating in CSR activities, has been frequently
related to the organizational identification of employees in previous research (e.g., [25–29]). Based on
social identity theory, we link corporate hypocrisy with organizational identification to see whether
hypocritical behavior in CSR context may change employees’ sense of identity about the corporation,
thus leading to CWB. In other words, if the public slogan or CSR strategy turns out to be a lie, will
the organization’s prestigious image be tarnished, and will the employee perform CWB that damages
the interests of the company? In this way, we can learn more about organizational identification
functioning as a mediator between corporate practice and employees’ practices, which can help
show the mechanisms through which corporate hypocritical practices impact employees’ attitudes.
Ciampa et al. [30] also confirmed the negative relationship between organizational identification and
CWB. Concerning the situational–individual interaction effect [31], we include employees’ perceived
importance of CSR into our model as a moderator to see if an individual’s value of CSR will make
any difference.

Our research makes several contributions by enriching the corporate hypocrisy literature. Firstly,
the study reveals the hidden effect of corporate hypocrisy on inner stakeholders, one that has been
neglected to date, by focusing on the relationship between employees’ perceptions of corporate
hypocrisy and practice of CWB. Secondly, this study suggests a research model that focuses on the
bridging role of employee organizational identification moderated by the perceived importance of
CSR, explaining the inner mechanism of employees’ behaviors, while at the same time contributing to
the use of social identity theory. Thirdly, the results of the study can also be useful for organizational
practitioners especially when implementing and evaluating CSR strategies.
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2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development

2.1. Corporate Hypocrisy

The charge of hypocrisy stems from clear inconsistencies between words and deeds. Moral
hypocrisy has been explained as the desire to appear moral but avoid the cost of actually being so if
possible [32]. The concept can be described as a person’s dispositional characteristic and is applicable
to organizations, brands, or companies, since people perceive hypocrisy originating from diverse
corporate practices [33]. Corporate hypocrisy has been defined as a belief that the company claims to
be something that it is not [7] (p. 79). In other words, corporate hypocrisy is a stakeholder’s belief
that a company has failed to deliver on its promises [16] (p. 2). The gaps between a firm’s goals and
practices towards sustainability can also create perceived corporate hypocrisy within and outside the
company [34] (p. 8). The dissonance between rhetoric about CSR or business ethics on the one hand
and actual corporate behaviors on the other can often be staggering [35]. It is believed that corporate
hypocrisy should be avoided by overcoming the threat of inconsistent corporate social responsibility
perceptions [7]. According to Wagner et al. [7], a company’s chosen communication strategy would
affect corporate hypocrisy. If the conflicting corporate behaviors are observed after the CSR publicity,
the sense of corporate hypocrisy will increase, leading to negative attitudes towards the firm. However,
if the companies choose an innocuous communication way and a vaguely defensive way, this may
help reduce the sense of hypocrisy as well as its effect on negative feelings toward the firm.

Few researchers have considered hypocrisy as a necessary choice when corporations must satisfy
different and conflicting needs, such as those from shareholders or the rest of society [36]. More
scholars consider corporate hypocrisy as the pursuit of short-term benefits, as the only thing that
truly matters is increased sales (e.g., [7,13,15,16]). However, corporate hypocrisy can actually become
troubling when corporations are caught in a dilemma where this contradiction becomes apparent
to the society at large [37], such as the example of Volkswagen mentioned above. According to Bae
and Cameron [38], the perceived altruistic motives of CSR might cause employees to be optimistic
toward the firm, whereas selfish motives might trigger employees’ passive attitudes toward the firm.
Corporate hypocrisy could also interfere with consumers’ feelings toward the firm [13] and negatively
impact the corporate reputation in terms of suspicious CSR motives [14]. Arli et al. [16] proved
that corporate hypocrisy would exert a negative impact on consumers’ perceived reputation of the
corporation. The current research on the impact of corporate hypocrisy is basically focused on the
perspective of customers (e.g., [7,13,16]). Compared to customers, we believe that employees, as actual
participators and internal observers of corporate behaviors, are better able to recognize corporate
hypocrisy. Thus, it is necessary to examine the impact of corporate hypocrisy on employees.

2.2. The Main Effect of Corporate Hypocrisy on CWB

To date, no study has focused on the influence of corporate hypocrisy on employees’ behavior.
We think corporate hypocrisy can exert a bad influence on employees, like CWB. CWB refers to
behavior by employees that harms an organization or its members, and includes acts, such as sabotage,
withholding effort, refusing to cooperate, breach of confidence, workplace gossiping, and rudeness
towards others [39]. CWB is the result of a complex interaction between the individual and the
environment, as the interpretation of a negative outcome is a primary driving force in determining
whether to conduct CWB or not [40].

Ford and Richardson [17] pointed out that situational factors often exert influences on an
individual’s ethical or unethical decision-making behavior. In this study, we propose that corporate
hypocrisy can exert a promotive influence on employees’ CWB. Employees are working within a
shared social context pervaded by common values, codes, and standards of behaviors [41]. Based on
the social identity theory, when employees perceive corporate hypocrisy, unethical and self-interested
practice cause them to abandon the moral values and norms, thus leading to their antipathy and
disagreement with this phenomenon.
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In our case, when people perceive corporate hypocrisy behavior, they may think of it as a stain on
the organization, especially when compared to those that do as they say in a sincere way to put CSR
strategy into practice. Under this logic, they may no longer regard themselves as ‘loyal’ members of the
organization. Employees will suffer from disappointment caused by the membership of the hypocritical
organization, thus weakening their belongingness to organizations. The identity of the organization
will be damaged and replaced by suspicion, thus leading to CWB, like depression, demotivation,
or low performance. More likely, the corporate hypocrisy conducted by a company seems to help
make numerous profits for the company by cheating the whole of society. Even if corporate hypocrisy
is exposed by social media, the accompanying punishment often ends up with nothing definite or
seems inadequate to make up for the harm it causes, not to mention the difficulty to discover the
corporate hypocrisy. Companies’ ignorance of moral standards and commercial integrity can wear
down employees’ identification, leading to employees’ objection or criticism to the company with
retaliatory behaviors, like sabotage or breach of confidence. Under this situation, companies no longer
deserve their identification, respect, or devotion, and thus CWB can help reach their purpose of denial.

Furthermore, CWB can be classified as counterproductive work behavior against the organization
as a whole (CWB-O) or counterproductive work behavior against the individuals within the organization
(CWB-O). In detail, CWB-O includes behaviors, such as stealing company’s property; CWB-I includes
acts of aggression toward colleagues, such as making fun of others [42]. Like many other empirical
studies that have adopted this classification (e.g., [43–45]), this study contributes to a more nuanced
view of the impact of corporate hypocrisy on employees’ behavior in this way. Ciampa et al. [30] also
classified CWB as CWB-O and CWB-I to explore the negative relationship between organizational
identification and CWB. Since organizational hypocrisy reflects the hypocritical level of the whole
organization, we are curious whether organizational hypocrisy will have different effects on CWB
targeted on the organization as a whole and the individuals within.

Therefore, we hypothesized the following:

Hypothesis 1a (H1a): Corporate hypocrisy is negatively related to the CWB-O of an employee.

Hypothesis 1b (H1b): Corporate hypocrisy is negatively related to the CWB-I of an employee.

2.3. Mediator of Organizational Identification

Little research has focused on the inner mechanism when exploring the effects of corporate
hypocrisy. Lee et al. [46] pointed out how employees’ perceptions of internal legitimacy in line with
the firm’s mission and values in the firm’s CSR activities would be considered more authentic than
external legitimacy, and that it would have a more positive impact on employees’ organizational
identification. We believe that, compared with the blind belief with CSR slogans, internal employees
would have a higher probability of discovering corporate hypocrisy, thus having a negative impact on
their organizational identification and behavior.

Organizational identification has been defined as an individual’s sense of oneness or belongingness
within a group [47]. Based on social identity theory [47], individuals tend to distinguish themselves
and others based on social categories. They are inclined to define the self-concept view of themselves
according to their memberships of a particular social group. As representative social groups,
organizations like companies often exert significant effects on its members, namely employees.
Employees view their organizational belongingness or identification as a significant dimension that
helps describe their identity and shape their self-concept. Thus, the social identification of the company
provides employees with normative guidelines, which can help them define who they are, how to
behave, and which aspects of their group belongingness are especially important in daily work [48].

Moreover, individuals are more inclined to emphasize their self-concept by recognizing that their
own groups are better than all the other organizations in social identity theory [49]. Organizations
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with good fame [50] and higher employee-perceived organizational ethics [51] often lead to higher
organizational identification. Corporate publicity and slogan-related CSR choices have frequently
been connected with organizational identification of employees (e.g., [25–29]). For example, when
the company conducts good publicity and packages its own image, such as promoting CSR activities
to contribute to society, it can substantially enhance the employer–employee relationship [52]. It
is acknowledged that a firm’s interest and commitment to CSR generally improves its reputation,
so that employees are more likely to be proud of and make a commitment to their company due
to its prestigious image (e.g., [53–60]). However, companies playing tricks in fulfilling their social
responsibilities, which reveals corporate hypocrisy, may lead to negative evaluations of customers [7].
Perceived corporate hypocrisy of employees may seem to be related with their feelings and employment
expectations [61]. Corporate hypocrisy occurs when corporations sacrifice ethics and morality for
short-term benefits. It not only violates acquiescent norms and rules but also creates suspicion and
disappointment in employees due to belonging to such an inferior group, which we believe will lead
to lower identification with the firm.

Organizational identification can exert an influence on members’ behavior by affecting their
cognitive and emotional processes [49]. Organizational identification fundamentally transforms the
relationship between employees and organizations, as employees integrate their group memberships
with their sense of who they are, thus affecting their work performance [62]. Scholars have found
that those employees who most strongly identify with the organization were least likely to engage in
deviance behaviors [63] and had lowest turnover intentions [64]. We presume that when employees
perceive corporate hypocrisy, they form negative evaluations of the company and may even turn
against their organization with CWB. Ciampa et al. [30] also confirmed the negative relationship
between organizational identification and the CWB of employees. When the identification with the
organization is hurt, employees may turn to CWB, like depression, demotivation, or low performance,
with suspicion of whether or not to keep their belongingness. Concerning the cunning of corporate
hypocrisy and its potential bad consequences, apart from wearing down employees’ identification,
it may lead to objection or criticism toward the company with retaliatory behaviors, like sabotage
or breach of confidence. Under this situation, companies no longer deserve their identification,
belongingness, or devotion, thus CWB can help reach their purpose.

Although organizational identity has not been tested between the negative effects of corporate
hypocrisy before, some corroborative evidence supporting the idea that organizational identification
serves as the mediator between corporate practice and individual outcomes exists. Shin et al. [20]
pointed out that CSR would enhance employees’ organizational commitment and thereby hinder
their CWB. Kim et al. [65] demonstrated that CSR positively influences organizational commitment
through the mediation of organizational identification. The research of El-Kassar et al. [66] indicated
that employee identification mediates the relationship between CSR and normative commitment.
Hur et al. [21] explained with social identity theory that CSR perceptions influence employees to
cultivate organizational civil norms in order to further enhance their positive identification with their
organization, which prevents employees from engaging in CWB.

Therefore, we suppose that employees who negatively appraise corporate hypocrisy practices
are less identified with their organization and may lead to CWB instead. Thus, we hypothesized
the following:

Hypothesis 2a (H2a): Organizational identification mediates the relationship between corporate hypocrisy and
CWB-O.

Hypothesis 2b (H2b): Organizational identification mediates the relationship between corporate hypocrisy
and CWB-I.
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2.4. Moderator of the Perceived Importance of CSR

To examine the mechanism through which corporate hypocrisy exerts an influence on employees’
behavior, further thinking is needed. The situational–individual interaction model reminds us to take
the interaction of the corporate and individual elements into consideration [31]. We believe not every
employee reacts in the same way when facing corporate hypocrisy. Our study proposes that there
will be individual differences in the extent to which they are sensitive to corporate hypocrisy. Given
corporate hypocrisy’s special role in the CSR context, we chose the perceived importance of CSR as a
moderator between corporate hypocrisy and organizational identification.

The perceived importance of CSR has been described as an important determinant of actual
business behavior, since it can help predict the propensity of business managers to engage in ethical
or socially responsible behavior [67]. For example, the more companies believe in the importance of
CSR for the success and survival of their business, the more they will engage in CSR activities. To
organizational effectiveness, the perceived importance of ethics and social responsibility are likely to
be a critical determinant of whether a moral problem is even reflected on in a given situation, as well
as a determining factor of variables, such as deontological norms and the importance of stakeholders,
among others [68].

Similarly, from the employees’ perspective, the perceived importance of CSR will affect employees’
perception of corporate hypocrisy, thus determining to what extent they will let this element affect
their attitudes. If employees’ perceived importance of CSR is low, we believe that they may pay less
attention to corporate hypocrisy as they may pay less attention to the company’s external publicity,
slogan, or specific implementation status of CSR activities. In other words, even if they are aware of the
problem of corporate hypocrisy, they do not value the sense of responsibility and consider the related
issues insignificant matters. As a result, they may treat corporate hypocrisy indifferently without
causing any negative evaluation of the organization or a decline of identification. In the opposite
way, an employee with a high level of perceived importance of CSR may have a higher probability
of finding discrepancies between the organization’s slogan and actual behavior since they pay more
attention to related phenomena. More importantly, they may react dramatically and sensitively to
the recognition of corporate hypocrisy, thus leading to bad evaluations of their organizations and a
significant decrease in organizational identification. The relationship between corporate hypocrisy and
organizational identification is strengthened in this way. Therefore, we hypothesized the following:

Hypothesis 3 (H3): The negative association between corporate hypocrisy and organizational identification is
moderated by the perceived importance of CSR, such that it is stronger for higher levels of perceived importance
of CSR than lower levels.

Furthermore, given the moderation hypothesis (H3) and the notion that employees’ perceived
importance of CSR also influences their tendency to act negatively, the perceived importance of CSR
could also moderate the mediation of organizational identification, thereby demonstrating a model of
moderated mediation. Thus, we hypothesized the following:

Hypothesis 4a (H4a): The mediating effect of organizational identification is moderated by the perceived
importance of CSR, such that the indirect effect of corporate hypocrisy on CWB-O via organizational identification
will be stronger when the perceived importance of CSR is high than when it is low.

Hypothesis 4b (H4b): The mediating effect of organizational identification is moderated by the perceived
importance of CSR, such that the indirect effect of corporate hypocrisy on CWB-I via organizational identification
will be stronger when the perceived importance of CSR is high than when it is low.

These relationships and hypotheses suggest the model in Figure 1. We propose that
corporate hypocrisy positively impacts employees’ counterproductive work behavior, including
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both organization-directed CWB (CWB-O) and individual-directed CWB (CWB-I). Our study develops
a theoretically complex model, which simultaneously examines the process and boundary condition
of these linkages. Based on social identity theory, we demonstrate that organizational identification
of employees works as the mediator of the model. The unethical and insincere corporate hypocrisy
perception may reduce the organizational identification of employees, thus exerting a potential
influence on their behaviors, like CWB. The perceived importance of CSR moderates the mediation
process as employees would be more sensitive to the hypocrisy between words and deeds when they
put more importance on the CWB-related context; in the opposite way, they may be apathetic about
corporate hypocrisy.Sustainability 2020, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW 7 of 19 
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3. Research Methods

3.1. Data Collection

We drew our sample from a large manufacturing company in China employing thousands of
workers and hundreds of managers. The company’s products span 20 provinces, municipalities, and
autonomous regions and are exported to various international markets. According to its Human
Resource department, the company has taken part in CSR activities in the local market, such as
donating money to local charities.

Four hundred employees were randomly selected from the name list provided by the HR
department. We then highlighted the voluntariness and confidentiality of their participation when they
were invited to a workshop to understand the survey process. In appreciation of their participation,
we gave them a small gift worth 100 renminbi (approximately US $15) afterwards. Prior to distribution,
the survey was translated into Chinese based on the back-translation procedure [69].

We undertook our data collection through three waves during the period from May to November
2017. Questionnaires were directly distributed to participators in the beginning of the workday and
gathered at the end of the workday through our project mail.

We collected data through three time periods to minimize common method bias [70]. The use of
a longitudinal design enhances internal validity by ensuring temporal separation, thus eliminating
the limitation of testing causal mediation models with cross-sectional data. By time one, we collected
data from employees about their perceptions of corporate hypocrisy and perceived importance of
CSR, as well as the information of the demographic variables. By time two, three months later, we
asked employees to rate their sense of organizational identification. Lastly, at time three, another three
months later, we gathered data from employees on reports of CWB.

From the sample of 400 employees, 263 completed questionnaires were turned in. We then deleted
4 responses due to incomplete information. This amounted to a total response rate of 64.75%. Based
on the responses of these 259 employees, a sample descriptive analysis showed that 54.8% of the
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participants were male, with an average age of 30.78 years (SD = 6.19). A majority of the subjects
(63.3%) had a four-year university education.

3.2. Measures

3.2.1. Corporate Hypocrisy

We measured corporate hypocrisy with a 3-item scale developed by Wagner et al. [7]. A sample
item is, ‘Company pretends to be something that is not’. The response scale ranged from 1 (‘strongly
disagree’) to 5 (‘strongly agree’). The internal consistency was 0.79.

3.2.2. CWB

CWB was measured using a 19-item scale adapted from Bennett and Robinson [42]. It can be
divided into two categories: CWB-O and CWB-I. The response scale ranged from 1 (‘strongly disagree’)
to 5 (‘strongly agree’). Given the reality of Chinese companies, we adapted the questionnaires. We
used 11 items to examine CWB-O, such as ‘intentionally worked slower than you could have worked’.
The internal consistency of the CWB-O questionnaire was 0.91. We also used 6 items to examine CWB-I,
such as ‘made fun of someone at work’. The internal consistency of the CWB-I questionnaire was 0.88.

3.2.3. Organizational Identification

Organizational Identification was measured using a 5-item scale from the survey of Mael and
Ashforth [49]. A sample item is, ‘When someone criticizes our organization, it feels like a personal
insult’. The response scale ranged from 1 (‘strongly disagree’) to 5 (‘strongly agree’). The internal
consistency was 0.83.

3.2.4. Perceived Importance of CSR

The perceived importance of CSR was measured with the 5-item scale adapted by Etheredge [71].
Participants responded to items, such as ‘Being ethical and socially responsible is the most important
thing a firm can do’. The response scale ranged from 1 (‘strongly disagree’) to 5 (‘strongly agree’). The
internal consistency was 0.79.

3.2.5. Control Variables

This study controlled for age (in years), sex (male = 1, female = 2), and education, which
contains four dummy variables (coded 1-4): ‘high school education’, ‘2-year vocational college school’,
‘four-year university education’, and ‘graduate school education’. These variables were controlled
when analyzing the hypotheses since they were shown to be related to OI or CWB in existing studies
(e.g., [20,26,29,72]).

4. Results

4.1. Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 presents the means and standard deviations for each scale. The interscale correlations
show that the expected directions of the association among the scale variables are all significant at the
p < 0.01 level.

Concerning the control variables, sex was significantly negatively related to both CWB-O and
CWB-I, indicating that males tended to engage in more CWB than females. The same result was shown
in a recent paper [20]. In addition, correlation coefficients higher than 0.7 could increase the likelihood
of multicollinearity in the regression [73]. However, except CWB-O and CWB-I, corporate, hypocrisy
and CWB-O, all correlations of variables in our study were below this threshold, indicating that all
measures were appropriate for the results from the analyses.
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics, mean, standard deviation, and correlations.

Variables M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Age 30.78 6.19
2. Sex 1.45 0.50 −0.087

3. Education 3.87 0.69 −0.193 ** 0.049
4. CH 3.08 1.05 −0.002 −0.138 * −0.135 *
5. OI 3.35 0.80 0.078 0.022 0.062 −0.431 **

6. ICSR 3.46 0.72 −0.052 0.078 0.137 * −0.276 ** 0.192 **
7. CWB-O 2.85 0.88 0.000 −0.190 ** −0.108 0.732 ** −0.414 ** −0.317 **
8. CWB-P 2.78 0.97 0.038 −0.202 ** −0.082 0.696 ** −0.369 ** −0.352 ** 0.894 **

Notes: n = 259, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05.

4.2. Measurement Models

All the measurement items showed acceptable reliability, with composite reliabilities ranging
from 0.79 to 0.91. To avoid common method bias, we took suggestions with the use of established
scales only [74]. We also explained the procedures to the participators and guaranteed their anonymity.
Moreover, we used filler items and various instructions to create psychological separation for different
variables. Next, we conducted confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) using the Amos 18.0 program to
verify the convergent and discriminant validity of the measurement scales. The results are shown in
Table 2. We calculated six fit indices to determine how the model fitted our data [75]. Here, χ2/df values
less than 2.5 indicate a good fit [76]. For the Tucker–Lewis index (TLI), incremental fit index (IFI), and
comparative fit index (CFI), values greater than 0.9 indicate a good model fit [77], and for the root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA), values less than 0.08 represent a good model fit [78,79].

Table 2. Fit indices of confirmatory factor analysis models.

Models χ2(df) df χ2/df IFI TLI CFI RMSEA

Full measurement model 634.858 424 1.519 0.934 0.937 0.943 0.045
Model A, four factors a 889.587 428 2.078 0.881 0.870 0.880 0.065
Model B, four factors b 908.107 428 2.122 0.876 0.864 0.875 0.066
Model C, four factors c 4308.992 465 9.267 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.179
Model D, four factors d 4308.992 465 9.267 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.179
Model E, three factors e 4308.992 465 9.267 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.179
Model F, two factors f 4308.992 465 9.267 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.179
Model G, one factors g 1322.389 434 3.047 0.771 0.752 0.769 0.089

Notes: n = 259, χ2, chi-square discrepancy; df, degrees of freedom; IFI, incremental fit index; TLI, Tucker-Lewis
index; CFI, comparative fit index; RMSEA, root mean square error of approximation. a CH and OI combined into a
single factor. b CH and ICSR combined into a single factor. c ICSR and OI combined into a single factor. d CWB-O
and CWB-P combined into a single factor. e CH, OI, ICSR combined into a single factor. f CH, OI, ICSR combined
into a single factor, CWB-O and CWB-P combined into a single factor. g Harman’s single-factor model; all variables
combined into a single factor.

We then carried out a CFA on the full measurement model. The measurement model fit well, and
all indices were within the range of acceptable models (χ2(df) = 634.858; df = 424; χ2/df = 1.519; IFI =

0.934; TLI = 0.937; CFI = 0.943; RMSEA = 0.045). To analyze whether all variables in our study were
distinct, we carried out a series of nested model comparisons, as described in Table 2. Results revealed
that all indices of our full measurement model, including five distinct variables, were significantly
better than other models. This suggests that all variables were distinct in this study and, therefore,
appropriate for inclusion in next analysis.

4.3. Test of Hypotheses

We used hierarchical multiple regressions to test H1 and H2, and hierarchical moderated regression
to test H3 [80]. We tested the moderated mediation using the steps outlined by Preacher, Rucker, and
Hayes [81]. In addition, we used the bootstrap technique to confirm the mediation process and tested
the moderated mediation model hypothesis [82].
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4.3.1. Test of H1 and H2

H1a and H1b illustrate that corporate hypocrisy is negatively related to CWB-O (H1a) and CWB-I
(H1b). H2a and H2b assume that organizational identification mediates the relationship between
corporate hypocrisy and CWB-O (H2a), or CWB-I (H2b). We tested for mediation following the steps
outlined by Baron and Kenny [83]. All the results are shown in Table 3.

Table 3. Results of the hierarchical regression analysis of mediation.

Dependent Variable OI CWB-O CWB-P

Model M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7

Step 1: control variables
Age 0.010 −0.001 0.000 0.001 0.005 0.007 0.007
Sex −0.052 −0.191 * −0.313 ** −0.168 * −0.206 * −0.368 ** −0.212 *

Education 0.023 0.010 0.095 −0.007 0.031 0.060 0.034

Step 2: independent
variable

CH −0.331 ** 0.602 ** 0.556 ** 0.636 ** 0.599 **

Step 3: mediator variable
OI −0.445 ** −0.137 ** −0.444 * −0.113

Overall model
R2 0.193 ** 0.544 ** 0.209 ** 0.557 ** 0.498 ** 0.178 ** 0.505 *

∆R2 0.181 ** 0.537 ** 0.197 ** 0.548 ** 0.490 ** 0.165 ** 0.495 *
F 15.222 ** 75.806 ** 16.820 ** 63.556 ** 62.931 ** 13.721 ** 51.564 **

Notes: n = 259, ** p < 0.01, * p <0.05.

The results in model 2 and model 5 of Table 3 show that corporate hypocrisy is significantly
negatively related to both CWB-O (β = 0.602, p < 0.01) and CWB-I (β = 0.556, p < 0.01), which means
H1a and H1b were supported.

In addition, model 1 shows that corporate hypocrisy negatively effects organizational identification
(β= −0.331, p < 0.01), and model 3 and model 6 show that organizational identification negatively
relates to both CWB-O (β = −0.445, p < 0.01) and CWB-I (β = −0.444, p < 0.05). Thus, the next two
requirements of mediation were met.

With regard to CWB-O, when both CH and OI were put into the regression equation (model
4), both corporate hypocrisy (β = 0.556, p < 0.01) and organizational identification (β = −0.137, p <

0.01) remained significant, indicating partial mediation, so that organizational identification partially
mediates the relationship between corporate hypocrisy and CWB-O; thus, H2a was supported. With
regard to CWB-I, when both corporate hypocrisy and organizational identification were entered into the
model simultaneously (model 7), however, corporate hypocrisy remained significant but the mediator
item was not significant (β = −0.113, p > 0.05); thus, H2b was not supported.

4.3.2. Test of H3

Our next hypothesis predicted that the relationship between corporate hypocrisy and
organizational identification is moderated by the perceived importance of CSR (H3). Based on
the test of model 8 and model 9 of Table 4, the interaction item from model 10 was significant (β =

−0.137, p < 0.01), which reveals that the moderator interacts with corporate hypocrisy significantly to
predict organizational identification. Therefore, H3 was supported.
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Table 4. Results of the hierarchical regression analysis of moderation.

Dependent Variable OI

Model M8 M9 M10

Step 1: control variables
Age 0.078 0.081 0.078
Sex −0.032 −0.035 −0.023

Education 0.020 0.012 −0.015

Step 2: independent variable
CH −0.433 ** −0.411 ** 0.356 **

Step 3: moderator variable
ICSR 0.084 0.052

Step 4: interaction term
CH* ICSR −0.317 **

Overall model
R2 0.193 ** 0.200 ** 0.315 **

∆R2 0.181 ** 0.184 ** 0.299 **
F 15.222 ** 12.632 ** 19.301 **

Notes: n = 259, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05.

Plots for the interactions are shown in Figure 2. The organizational identification drops more
dramatically when the level of perceived importance of CSR is high.
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Figure 2. Plots of the moderated relationships.

4.3.3. Test of H4

To assess moderated mediation [80], we should first demonstrate the mediation of organizational
identification. Since H2b was not supported in Table 3, the mediating effect of organizational
identification is not significant between corporate hypocrisy and CWB-I, leading to the failure of
H4b. The results in Table 3 support H2a, so that organizational identification partially mediates
the relationship between corporate hypocrisy and CWB-O. With regard to the mediation process of
organizational identification between corporate hypocrisy and CWB-O, apart from Baron and Kenny’s
steps, we also tried the Sobel test and bootstrapping technique [81,82] to confirm H2a, which helps
to observe the mediation process more clearly as the corporate hypocrisy coefficient only slightly
decreases from models 2 to model 4 in Table 3.
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We estimated direct and indirect effects with the symmetric and 95% bias-corrected bootstrapped
confidence intervals for path estimates [82], with the results shown in Table 5. From Table 5, the
mediation of organizational identification was confirmed at 95% CI [0.008,0.093] (indirect effect = 0.043,
p < 0.05), thus proving H2a once again. However, the mediating effect is not full, as the direct effect is
more significant, as shown in Table 5 (direct effect = 0.57, p < 0.01), indicating the partial mediation
process. The mediating effect path is shown in Figure 3.

Table 5. Bootstrapping results of the mediation model.

Path Effect SE t/z p LLCI a ULCI a

CH→ CWB-O
Direct effect SE t p LLCI a ULCI a

0.57 0.039 14.601 0.000 0.493 0.646

CH→ OI
Co effect SE t p LLCI a ULCI a

−0.330 0.043 −7.663 0.000 −0.414 −0.245

OI→ CWB-O
Co effect SE t p LLCI a ULCI a

−0.132 0.051 −2.583 0.010 −0.232 −0.031

CH→ OI→ CWB-O
Indirect effect SE z p LLCI a ULCI a

0.043 0.018 2.429 0.015 0.008 0.093

Note: LL = lower limit, UL = upper limit, CI = confidence interval. a Bootstrapped at sample size = 1000. The arrow
means the path from one variable to another variable in the supposed model.
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Furthermore, we tested the moderated mediation model of corporate hypocrisy to CWB-O with the
mediating effect of OI and moderating effect of perceived importance of CSR using the bootstrapping
way. In Table 6, we can find that the confidence interval for the difference between the mediating effects
does not cross the value of zero when the perceived importance of CSR is high, but cross the number
zero when the level of moderator is low. This means that the mediating effect of OI between corporate
hypocrisy and CWB-O is stronger and more significant for higher levels of perceived importance of CSR.
Therefore, the mediation of organizational identification is moderated by the perceived importance of
CSR, supporting H4a.

Table 6. Bootstrapping results of the moderated mediation model to CWB-O.

Mediator Moderator Level of
ICSR

Conditional
Indirect Effect SE LLCI a ULCI a

OI ICSR Low (2.74) 0.0037 0.0078 −0.0070 0.0283
OI ICSR High (4.18) 0.0674 0.0321 0.0086 0.1314

Note: LL = lower limit, UL = upper limit, CI = confidence interval. a Bootstrapped at sample size = 1000.
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5. Discussion

In response to calls for future studies on the perceptions and consequences of corporate hypocrisy
across various industries and from an intercultural perspective [7], we explored the processes of
mediation and moderation linking corporate hypocrisy to CWB. A positive relationship was found
between corporate hypocrisy and CWB. We also proved that organizational identification partially
mediated the relationship between corporate hypocrisy and CWB-O and, further, the strength of the
relationship between corporate hypocrisy and OI was moderated by employees’ perceived importance
of CSR. By analyzing data from 259 employees in a manufacturing organization in China, the moderated
mediation model was found only when the outcome variable was CWB-O.

5.1. Contributions and Implications

Consistent with social identity theory, we found that the corporate hypocrisy situation impacts
significantly on both CWB against the organization and CWB against the individual. In addition,
organizational identification works as the mediation, which suggests that employees would react
to the unethical and insincere hypocrisy perception by reducing organizational identification, thus
leading to deviant behaviors. Furthermore, employees’ perceived importance of CSR moderates the
relationship between corporate hypocrisy and organizational identification and the mediation effect
to CWB-O, such that these relationships are more pronounced for employees with higher levels of
perceived importance of CSR. By shedding light on the nature of corporate hypocrisy, this research
suggests that when employees perceive corporate hypocrisy, organizational identification is damaged
and CWB-O is enhanced, especially if employees place more importance on CSR. The results have
several implications both theoretically and practically.

5.1.1. Theoretical Contributions

In theoretical terms, by linking employees’ perceptions of corporate hypocrisy with their CWB,
our research uncovered the negative influence of corporate hypocrisy on employees, an issue needing
more attention thus far. In doing so, we integrated a macrolevel concept of corporate hypocrisy
with microlevel variables related to employees. Researchers interested in corporate hypocrisy have
mostly focused on customers’ attitudes before (e.g., [7,13,16,84]). This study contributes to the
corporate hypocrisy literature by extending the research scope to include its consequences on the
inner stakeholders. Apart from the damaged fame, companies’ hypocritical behavior will also cause a
negative reaction of employees, like CWB.

Besides, our research contributes to social identity theory by proving the mediating effect
between corporate hypocrisy and CWB-O, which adds more evidence to the explanation mechanism
of organizational identification implied in the field of organizational ethics, CSR, and employees’
behaviors, in addition to the previous research (e.g., [57–60]). Once again, the negative relationship
between organizational identity and CWB was verified [30], enriching the application of OI theory in
the field of CWB.

Moreover, our research suggests that the organizational variable influences employees’ attitudes
and behaviors depending on employees’ different values. When employees have a higher value of CSR,
they are more sensitive to the CSR slogan or the company’s external publicity, which makes it more
likely that the hypocrisy of the company is discovered. Concerning their emphasis on CSR, they will
have a more radical reaction to such inconsistencies of the company’s saying and doing, like reducing
their identification with the company or conducting CWB. Like El-Kassar et al. [66], who found that
employees’ perceived importance of CSR moderated the relationship between CSR and organizational
identification, our findings indicate that the moderator of ICSR in the CSR-related context deserves
attention, which has enriched research on employees’ values.

Finally, considering the differentiation between CWB targets allows us to logically reason that
their triggers might also be distinguished [85]. Through our results, employees who identify less with
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the organization will only trigger organization-targeted outcomes through the mediation mechanism.
The results are in line with previous findings that CWB-O is highly related to organization-targeted
constraints, such as the organizational culture and practices, while CWB-I is highly correlated to
interpersonal factors [86]. In this way, the attitudes or feelings towards the company may be more
closely related to CWB against the organization as a whole, instead of towards coworkers. Thus, we
have made some explorations on the meaningful subdivision of CWB.

5.1.2. Practical Implications

In practical terms, different from past research, which has always paid attention to the benefits
of CSR and encouraged companies to participate in CSR activities (e.g., [87–89]), this paper tells us
that if the CSR commitment cannot be fulfilled reasonably, it will bring about consequences that harm
the interests of the company. For example, our results warn organizations that corporate hypocrisy
will lead to unethical CWB within the organization, which may damage the corporation. Companies
should be very careful when making and implementing CSR publicity. It is not enough for companies
to behave in a socially responsible manner in public, while their real actions should strictly follow
their slogans as well. The “think in one way and behave in another” plot must be forbidden as its CSR
campaigns must be credible if the company expects to achieve the desired results [12].

Besides, whether the organization fulfill its promise in a sincere and trustworthy way may
influence the organizational identification of its members. If the company fails to achieve its promise
of CSR, choosing a hypocritical way to make profits from publicity will result in employees reducing
their sense of identity and loyalty universally through CWB like depression, lower performance, or
breach of confidence, which are detrimental to their company. Only extrinsic motives of CSR perceived
by employees can enhance their organizational commitment [46].

In addition, organizations need to be alert to changes in employees’ sense of identity, since
our study showed that employees’ disapproval will be more reflected in the CWB-O. This result
extended the negative influence from OI to CWB in a more nuanced way (e.g., [30,90]). To maintain the
belongingness and loyalty of employees, the company must avoid unethical and dishonest behaviors
like corporate hypocrisy. The organization should establish a code of ethics and rules for its members
and steadfastly assume its social responsibilities to create a sincerely moral climate instead.

Lastly, companies should realize that internal stakeholders, such as employees, can be important
overseers of corporate hypocrisy. Our results show that employees with high perceived importance of
CSR could react more sensitively to corporate hypocrisy, by reducing their organizational identification
more significantly. Since corporate CSR awareness has increased obviously in recent decades all
over the world [91], more employees will become aware of the significance of CSR-related issues. It
is recommended that when determining CSR activities, corporations could take into consideration
what employees perceive as important and align the corporate interests with employees’ values to
avoid hypocrisy.

5.2. Limitations and Future Research

There remain some limitations in this study that must be noted and potentially addressed in the
future. Firstly, we used self-report scales to obtain the data we required. Given the controversial and
disguised traits of corporate hypocrisy, we may argue that self-report measures might actually be the
most valid measurement method for most of the chosen variables, as employees are best placed to
report their perceived corporate hypocrisy situation and their own levels of CWB. Although statistical
analysis has indicated that common method bias was not a major concern in this study, we suggest
future research uses different sources of response to avoid the potential issues associated with common
method bias. The choice of sample in our study also represents a further data limitation that needs to be
taken into consideration. All of our data came from one organization, which may reduce the variation
of corporate hypocrisy at the organizational level. Responses could be collected from larger-scale and
heterogeneous samples instead in future exploration.
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Secondly, given that the concept of corporate hypocrisy is relatively new, the definition or scale of
this variable is comparatively simple. Existing studies have also used the same scale concerning the
issue of corporate hypocrisy (e.g., [7,13,16,84]). Besides, there are rare references available on corporate
hypocrisy in general. Future research can make more of a commitment to concept expansion and
measurement enrichment of corporate hypocrisy. We also expect more relevant studies focusing on
corporate hypocrisy, such as exploring its antecedents and effects, both from internal and external
perspectives. For example, the dispersal of ethical responsibilities has been proven to be one of the
sources of unethical decisions [92]. The scandals of corporate hypocrisy may reveal the extent of ethical
responsibilities’ dispersal [93], as agents could make decisions on behalf of the principal, seeking risk
to maximize profit through corporate hypocrisy.

There may be further reasons for the failure of H2b and H4b. Our study proved only partial
mediation of organizational identification between corporate hypocrisy and CWB-O, while the
mediation hypothesis between corporate hypocrisy and CWB-I was not supported. The results indicate
that the suitability of our CWB classification is also worth being discussed. Besides, considering
the insufficiency of the mediating effect, the mediator variable selected in our study may not be
the best. Future research should explore the roles of various mediating variables, such as negative
emotions, employee commitment, or job stress, in order to gain a clearer understanding of the
influence mechanism. Future research can also consider some alternate or additional theoretical
perspectives, such as cognitive dissonance theory or attribution theory, to account for the negative
reactions of employees. In other aspects, not all employees may express protest and disapproval, and
employees may tend to learn from unethical CH behaviors, by involving in collective reflection with
the organization and managerial coaching [94]. Thus, team reflexivity may be regarded as a critical
channel for employees to learn from corporate hypocritical behavior, like its role as a group effect [95].

Since corporate social responsibility has been viewed and realized from different angles and in
multiple ways all over the world, the challenges in CSR implementation may appear differently from
region to region, depending on its economy level or government devotion in the promotion work [96].
We should take the economic, political, and cultural elements into consideration when thinking about
CSR or corporate hypocrisy. As the theorization of the CSR framework has regarded companies’
demands for legitimacy with their core stakeholders or the environment they operate in [97], more
theoretical research on corporate hypocrisy may also deal with stakeholders’ or society’s involvements.

6. Conclusions

Previous studies have explored the impact of corporate hypocrisy mainly on consumers’ attitudes,
ignoring the perspective of other stakeholders. This study focused on the consequence of corporate
hypocrisy on employees to help fill the gap. In conclusion, corporate hypocrisy in CSR is positively
related to both CWB against the organization and CWB against coworkers, proving its negative effects
on employees. Organizational identification partially mediates the relationship between corporate
hypocrisy and CWB-O, which is moderated by employees’ perceived importance of CSR, formulating
a moderated mediation model. In other words, employees with high levels of perceived importance
of CSR are less likely to identify with organizations involved in corporate hypocrisy and thus more
likely to engage in CWB-O. However, two of our hypotheses were not supported, indicating the weak
relationship between organizational identification and CWB-I. Our findings provide contributions
enriching the literature of corporate hypocrisy, OI, and CWB. We also suggest that companies should
be more careful in avoiding corporate hypocrisy, given its potential negative consequences in terms
of both the attitudinal and behavioral outcomes of employees. Besides, companies should set CSR
goals that are aligned with employees’ values, which helps to maintain the identification of employees
with organizations. Corporate hypocrisy will ultimately harm the organization itself, thus companies
should carry out their CSR promise in an ethical, honest, and sincere way to benefit the organization,
the staff, and the whole society. This paper may also contain some shortcomings in data collection
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and measurement as well as the mediator chosen. We hope more explorations focused on corporate
hypocrisy occur in the near future.
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