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Abstract

This article seeks to address hypocritical behavior in interpersonal communication in organizations and it's relationship with
organization size. In the first step our game theory model studies the hypocritical behavior between two persons. In the next
step, with some adjustments, the model studies hypocritical behavior in the organization. This research provides a unique
mathematical model on the use of hypocritical behavior and interestingly suggests that, the larger is the organizational size
(number of members), the greater is the risk that all members of the organization turn to adopt a hypocritical behavior.
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1. Introduction

A rapidly growing body of literature suggests that trust plays an important role in employee relationships, and
consequently, organizational success (Simoms, 2002; McAllister, 1995 ;Sankowska, 2013; Braun et al., 2013).Trust
brings about cooperation (Tyler, 2003) and enhances the performance of working groups (Cazier et al., 2007). Trust is a
multifaceted concept with different proposed definitions (Velez, 2000); however, it generally expresses the confidence
one has in another to act in a moral and fair manner (Nyhan, 2000). Trust and its dimensions in an organization have
been studied from different perspectives, leading to a concept defined as “organizational trust”(Kramer and Lewicki, 2010;
Li et al., 2012). It refers to the individual positive perceptions people have about the content and behavior of members of
the organization (Shockley-Zalabak et al., 2000). In this section, it is not intended to introduce a complete list of
definitions for trust, as it has been remarkably done by Bigley and Pearce (1998) and Kramer (1999). Instead, the intent is
to establish the following point:

Although researchers have proposed various definitions for trust, there exists a substantial agreement: perception
of alignment between the words and the deeds is of importance in creating trust (Simoms, 2002).

Current definition introduces the behavioral integrity (BI) as the perceived pattern of alignment between an actor's
words and deeds. It should be noted that while Bl looks at the past, trust considers the future. According to these
definitions, one would expect that Bl is an antecedent of trust (Mayer et al., 1995). Since hypocrisy may be considered as
an antonym of BI (Brunsson, 1989), hypocrisy is the cause of distrust in organizations, which has been confirmed by
other studies (Golembiewski and McConkie, 1975).

A brief review of organizational trust and the role of hypocritical behavior in disturbing the organizational trust
atmosphere reveal the need for further research in this area. The present study attempts to investigate the relationship
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between the organizational size in terms of the number of employees and promotion of such behaviors in organizations
through modeling hypocritical behaviors in interpersonal relationships.

2. Literature Review

Hypocritical behavior in interpersonal communication in organization is a behavior in which some members of the
organization in at least two identical communicational situations behave differently or contradictorily; however, just one of
those behaviors may be compatible with the actual attitude of the owner of the behavior or sometimes neither of these
behaviors is compatible with the actual attitude. Hypocritical behavior has many outcomes, for instance it can darken the
trust atmosphere in interpersonal communication (Golembiewski and McConkie, 1975), decrease the performance of a
group (Dirks and Ferrin, 2002) and consequently affect the long term stability of the organization and the tranquility of
members of the organization (Cook and Wall, 1980).

According to the conceptual definition, hypocrisy is a kind of untruth that a person pretends to be sacred and
justified (Gilby, 1979). Hypocrisy is also defined as not practicing what you preach (Stone and Fernandez, 2008), saying
one thing and doing another (Barden et al., 2005), or publicly showing a tendency to moral norms, but personally violating
them in private (Lammers et al., 2010). To put it another way, a hypocrite, in contrast to the truth, tries to show himself or
herself a justified and good person (Price, 1986). From the definitions, it is clear that a growing body of literature has
evaluated hypocrisy as a kind of deceptive behavior. Deceptive communications are very complicated and mostly leave
no trace behind (McCornack, 1997; Buller and Burgoon, 1996). As a result we can say that hypocrisy is a covered
behavior and the only symptom of such phenomenon is that a person behaves hypocritically. So hypocritical behavior is a
behavior in which a member of an organization without changing his or her attitude uncovers a heterogeneous behavior
for a unique attitudinal issue.

A review of literature on this topic shows the hypocrisy phenomenon from different perspectives, amongst which
the most prominent are these two main views:

The first view is the social psychology view. Followers of this view believe that hypocrisy is a kind of cognitive
heterogeneity in which there is an incompatibility between the current preaches of a person among people and some of
his or her behavior in the past (Stone et al., 1994; Aronson, 1999; Aronson et al., 1991; Dickerson et al., 1992; Fried and
Aronson, 1995). Remembering the heterogonous behavior in the past and his current preaches, a hypocrite may get hurt
or face internal conflicts and may try to adjust his future behavior to his current preaches (Aronson, 1999; Dickerson et
al., 1992; Fried and Aronson, 1995 ; Stone et al., 1994). As the above discussion asserts, social psychologists have
concentrated on the cognitive heterogeneity derived from hypocrisy and the way the hypocrite copes with it.

The second view is the organizational behavior view. In their paper, Argyris and Schon(1974) concentrated on
inter-organizational heterogeneity. They uncovered that there is a meaningful discrepancy between what is said and what
is performed in organizations. They talked about the values and beliefs that are preached by managers and members of
organization while these values and beliefs have no consistency with their actions. They called this perceived
incompatibility between words and deeds as perceived organizational hypocrisy. This paper deals with organizational
hypocrisy view.

Several researches have been carried out to study this incompatibility from different angles. For instance, Perez
and Robson(1999) uncovered three main reasons for such incompatibility:

+ Aword that establishes an unofficial agreement.

*  Adecision which leads to an official policy.

* Anaction done by members, that is different from what they officially accepted or unofficially acknowledged.

Extensive researches also studied the result of such types of incompatibility in the organizations. For example,
Jansen and Von Glinow (1985), Brunsson (1993), and Philippe and Koehler (2004) claim that comprehension of these
incompatibilities may do reduce the performance and job satisfaction or may increase the tension in working places, and
the tendency to leave. Many of these studies present the discrepancy between the promises and actions of high-ranking
managers as a source of hypocrisy. But, why do high-ranking managers behave hypocritically? In his study, Gawthrop
(1997) suggests that this behavior is because of the confusion made through simultaneity of democracy and bureaucracy.
Democracy in organizations is in line with the wants of the high-ranking managers, but managers should work in the
framework of the organizational bureaucracy. This dichotomy causes discrepancy.

How can a person in an organization comprehend this hypocrisy? Phillips and his colleague claim that the
understanding of employees from acts of managers, culture in the organization and incentive systems are three main
factors that help employees recognize hypocrisy (Philippe and Koehler, 2004). In their researches, Batson et al., (1997),
Batson et al., (2002) and Batson et al., (1999) show the main reason for hypocritical behavior. They conducted their
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research with respect to moral hypocrisy. They wanted to know whether the moral action by a hypocrite is the result of
the desire to be moral or the desire to appear moral. The result showed that hypocrites are concentrating on trying to
appear moral, and if possible, escape from the cost of actually behaving morally (Batson et al., 1997; Batson et al., 2002
;Batson et al., 1999). In the same context, Griffin and Ross (1991) commented that behaving immorally carries costs. The
awareness of the issue that one is acting immorally ruins one’s self-concept. In other words in the context of committing a
hypocritical behavior, people are using a kind of cost and profit analysis in their minds. In essence, while hypocritical
behavior may have some sort of job satisfaction for the hypocrites, it may carry a cost for them. Members of the
organization may no longer trust the hypocrite or may behave hypocritically in response. Moreover, perceived hypocritical
behavior may wipe out the positive effects of prior good deeds (Perez and Robson, 1999).

3. Model Instruction

The game theory was used to model this behavior in the organization. The behavior of the two members of the
organization was first modeled, and all members of the organization were then considered.

3.1 Game theory

There are a number of definitions for game theory. For instance, Myerson (1997) defines it as a mathematical modeling of
interactions among decision makers. Gibbons(1992) describes game theory as an examination of multi-person decision
problems and Oshorne and Rubinstein (1994), in his investigation into game theory, underlines that game theory is a
batch of analytical tools used to understand a phenomena caused by decision makers interaction. On the basis of these
definitions, we decide to use game theory in our paper.

From what discussed above it is clear that game theory deals with situations that involve more than one participant
who are formally called players. A player may be a gambler, an investor in a stock exchange, a country in a political issue

or a person in an interpersonal relationship. If there are n actors in a game, the actor set is shown as N ={L2:wn},
Each actor has a strategy in its game. Strategy refers to all the measures possible for an actor. The strategy set of the
Actor iis Si. If the Actor i has k strategies, its strategy set will be.

S, ={s,8505,} ieN

When actors select their strategies, for each combination of the actors’ strategies, a pay-off is obtained for each
actor. The actor's pay-off in the game, which is a key element of the game, is a function of the strategies adopted by that
actor and the rival actors. The actor's pay-off can be defined as follows:

Where, S is the Cartesian product of the actors’ strategy set:

S =8,%xS,X%---xS, :{(s,,sl,-~~,sl),~-~,(sk S sS, )}

The above product gives an ordered n-tuple set, each of which is a combination of strategies selected by the
actors. For example, the combination (S1,51,51,...,51) indicates that the Actor 1 has selected the strategy s, the Actor 2
has selected the strategy si, and the Actor n has selected the strategy si. Therefore, when each actor selects one
strategy from its own set of strategies, e.g. s; € S; , his selected si along with the strategies adopted by other actors
create his and his competitors’ pay-offs. The pay-off of the Actor i is a real number. For example, if in a game, the
combination (s, 1, S1, ..., S1) is selected by the actors, the pay-off of the Actor 1 will be:

u,(s,,8,,,8,)=a, € R .

The best response method was used to play the game and obtain the Nash equilibrium of the mixed strategy
games.

The strategy combination of s = (8180, 0u8y )€ S is called “Nash equilibrium”, if for each Actor i, we have:

u, (s:,s; )Zu, (S,,s:) Vs, €S, ,VieN @)

*
—ir

In other words, with respect to the true belief of the Actor i about the competitors’ selection, i.e. s*;, the Actor i has

*

s, €8 Si>S sleS,)

to select the ito maximize the function ( - ) The function (i.e. that maximizes the latter function is

shown by s;". Therefore, s; is the solution to the below optimization problem:

Max u, (s,.,s:.) VieN @
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3.2 Game Theory and Hypocritical Behavior in Interpersonal Communication

The following is considered for mathematical modeling:

The number of members of the organization

The profit gained from non-hypocritical atmosphere

The cost of not having hypocritical behavior

Having a hypocritical behavior

Not having a hypocritical behavior

Probability that a member of the organization behaves non hypaocritically
E,(x,y) Expected payoff of a mixed strategy

m§m A=

U;(k.j) Utility of the player i when player i plays ¥ and the other player plays /
N(G)  Nash equilibrium point or set

In order to define the problem precisely, a set of assumptions are required:

. V>C>0

The model has assumed that even if one member of the organization has a non-hypocritical behavior, each
member of the organization will gain V unit of utility through the existence of non-hypocritical behavior in the organization.
Also, the non-hypocrite member will pay as much as C<V for his non-hypocritical behavior. The reason for the cost is that
a behavior that does not conform to the group’s behavior is likely to have consequences such as rejection and loss of
opportunities. This cost would be less than the utility gained through the non-hypocritical behavior; as otherwise, the
member’s behavior would spontaneously be transformed to a hypocritical behavior.

In this model, no utility has been considered for one’s hypocritical behavior, and it has been intended to address a
case, in which people do not seek special utility though hypocritical behavior (It has been assumed that the only thing that
the hypocrite member gain from hypocritical behaviors is avoiding the cost of being non-hypocrite and not paying the C
unit price). With this assumption, it has been intended to direct the environment towards non-hypocritical behaviors.

It has also been assumed that the hypocritical behaviors do not impose costs on others. This assumption has also
been made to place people under the minimum pressure to adopt hypocritical behavior. For example, if the cost from
others’ hypocritical behavior on the Actor 1 increases, when calculating the utility of his non-hypocritical behavior, the
Actor 1 would be forced to subtract an amount, due to the hypocritical behavior of the others, and tend less to adopt
dishonest behavior. Therefore, it can be said that all assumption are made to keep the people’s willingness to non-
hypocritical behavior high.

In 1950, Nash Jr (1950) introduced Nash equilibrium in which each of N players believe that his strategy is the
best response to strategies of other player. In their paper, Holt and Roth (2004) proposed that:

"a Nash equilibrium is a set of strategies, one for each of 7 players of a game, that has the property that each
player's choice is his best response to the choices of » —1 other players. It would survive an announcement test: If all
players announce their strategy simultaneously, nobody would want to reconsider.” A theorem asserts that every game
with a finite number of players and action profiles has at least one nash equilibrium (Nash Jr, 1950), so if we assume that
player 1 and player 2 are two members of an organization, and if there is a mixed equilibrium in which player 1
randomizes, there must be a case in which player 1 is indifferent between not having a hypocritical behavior (N#') and
having a hypocritical behaior (4 ).

If we set a classical game for two actors, we would have the following table:

Table 1: Hypocritical behavior between two members of an organization - pure strategies and pay offs

Actor2
Having a hypocritical behavior | Not having a hypocritical behavior
Actor | Not having a hypocritical behavior V-, V V-C , V-C
1 Having a hypocritical behavior 0,0 vV, VC

Where, the Nash equilibrium set is:
N (G) ={(non —hypocritical behavior, hypocritical behavior),(non —hypocritical behavior,
hypocritical behavior)}
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It has to be noted that in a two-actor game, equilibrium is established when at least one of the two sides has a

hypocritical behavior.
Now, the general game is designed for two members of the organization. The algebraic form of mixed strategies

for two players can be as follows:

Table 2: Hypocritical behavior between two members of an organization - mixed strategies and pay offs

Actor 2
p 1-p
NH H
U,(NH ,NH) U,(NH ,H)
q NH
U,(NH ,NH) U,(NH,H)
Actor 1
U,(H,NH) U,(Hd,H)
I-g H
U,(H,NH) U,(H.,H)

To model the general state of the game, we assume that actors play their strategies in a probabilistic manner. We also
assume that the Actor 1 plays the Row 1 with the probability of g. Consequently, the actor will play the row 2 with the
probability of 1-q, Q=(q,1-q). Similarly, the actor knows that the other actor will play with the combination P=(p,1-p). In this
case, the expected value of the game, which is the pay-off expected by the Actor 1, is calculated as follows:
U, (0, P) = qp(u,(NH,NH)) +q(1~ p)(u,(NH, H))
+(1=-q)p@,(H ,NH))+(1-q)(1-p)u,(H .H))

E|(NH ,p)
=q(pu,(NH ,NH )+(1-p)u,(NH ,H)))
E\(H.p)
+(1=g)p@,(H,NH)+(1-p)u,(H ,H))))

=qE,(NH ,p)+(1-q)E\(H,p) @3)
The Actor 1 wishes to maximize its utility, so he would decide as follows:

p:E,(NH,p)>E,(H,p) q=1 (4)
p:E,(NH,p)<E,(H,p) 1q=0 (5)
p:E,(NH,p)=E (H,p) :qe[0 1] 6)

In the Table 2 , the Actor 1 plays his games based on the probability of the game played by the Actor 2 (P).
Inequalities (4) and (5) show that they only reflect two pure strategies from our mixed strategies set. Thus, the Equation
(6) is the mixed Nash equilibrium of the game, in which, the pay-off for the Actor 1 remains constant for all values of g.

Now consider an organization. We assume that all employees, except the employee 1 or what we call the Actor 1,
play with the P= (p, 1-p) strategy. Then, we calculate the best game function of the Actor 1, and look for the Nash

equilibrium of the game.
Table 3: Hypocritical behavior in an organization

Remaining N —1 member

All are hypocrites At least one member is not hypocrite
g NH V-C V-C
Actor 11, ¢ H 0 v

According to Table 3, the expected value of the game, which is the pay-off expected by the Actor 1, is calculated as

follows:
U (0,P)=q(V =C)+(1=g)(0+V (1-(1-p)*™)

163



ISSN 2039-2117 (online) Mediterranean Journal of Social Sciences Vol 7 No 1

ISSN 2039-9340 (print) MCSER Publishing, Rome-Italy January 2016
pV -C>V(1-(1-p)"") g =1 ™
pV—-C<V(I-(1-p)"") 1q=0 (8)
pV =C=V(a-(1-p)"™") :qef0 1] ©)

The Inequalities (7) and (8) show that these two are only two pure strategies from our mixed strategies set. The
Inequality (9) is the Nash equilibrium combination of the game, where, no member of the organization wishes to change
his game.

Equation (9) is derived by simplifying the equation (10):

C o wa . Cas
7 (I-p)" " =p=1 (V) (10)

If the Actor 1 equates its g with the p, shown in the Equation (10), since this solution is a part of the best solution,
the Actor 1 would have no motive to change his behavior.

Now we look more carefully into the Equation (10). The first thing that comes to the mind is that P (probability of
non-hypocritical behavior), is inversely related to the number of members of the organization, or in other words, the
probability of non-hypocritical behavior is inversely related to the organizational size.

According to the game introduced in the Table 3, the probability that all the remaining N-1 actors have hypocritical
behaviors is (1-P)NL. In addition, the probability that at least one of the members has hypocritical behaviors will be 1-(1-
P)N-L. Moreover, equation (10) shows that an increased N reduces the value of p. On the other hand, a decreased value
of p increases the value of 1-p, and thereby, that of 1-(1-P)\L. In other words, increasing the number of an organization's
members increases the probability that all the remaining n-1 members have hypocritical behavior.

At this point, we are ready to calculate the probability that all members of the organization have hypocritical
behavior:

P(All members bahave hypocritically ) = (11)

P(member i bahaves hypocritically Yx(all remaining N —1 members bahave hypocritically )
=(1-p)x(1-p)*" (12)
Equation (10) shows that 1-»)""=C /¥ is a constant value. The whole equation (12) increases since the value of
(1-P) increases due to an increased N. This interesting result suggests that even though all assumptions are made to
keep the people’s willingness to non-hypocritical behavior high, an increase in the number of employees increases the
probability that all members have hypocritical behaviors. In other words, the larger is the organizational size (number of
members), the greater is the risk that all members of the organization turn to adopt a hypocritical behavior.

4. Conclusion

As discussed earlier, trust and the consequences of distrust in organizations are of significant importance. Since
hypocritical behaviors are considered as a factor that destroys organizational trust, they have to be carefully examined
and prevented. In this paper, the game theory was employed to model such behaviors in organizations, and investigate
the effects of organizational size (in terms of the number of employees) in the dissemination of such behaviors in an
organization. The modeling results revealed that an increase in the number of employees increases the probability of
hypocritical behaviors. This finding is important from several aspects. First, our literature review suggests that although
hypocritical behavior has not been addressed many in organizations, it can diminish trust in such settings. Thus,
organizations are faced with a phenomenon that may have not been taken seriously; a phenomenon that spreads
gradually. Results show that the dissemination of this phenomenon is associated with the number of employees. This
suggests that prior to any form of development; organizations should address the hypocritical behavior within themselves;
otherwise the level of hypocritical behavior will increase as the organizational size increases. For example, organizations
can consider not having such behaviors as an organizational value and deal with and control them at the beginning of
their occurrence to prevent them from growing in the organization.
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