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ABSTRACT 

 

 

TO APOLOGIZE, OR NOT TO APOLOGIZE? THAT IS THE QUESTION- 

HOW SHOULD ORGANIZATIONS RESPOND TO EXECUTIVE EMPLOYEES’ 

PRIVATE LIFE MISCONDUCT? 

 

 

Zayed Bin Islam        Advisor:       Dr. Juan Wang 

University of Guelph, 2018      Co-Advisor: Dr. Towhidul Islam

  

 

This research investigated the effectiveness of two organizational response strategies (apology 

vs. apologia) when addressing an executive employee’s private life misconduct. This research 

found that apology (i.e, taking responsibilities for the employee’s private-life misconduct and 

apologizing) is more effective than apologia (i.e. denying responsibilities and not apologizing) 

only when the misconduct directly contradicts organizational values (i.e. same-domain 

misconduct). This is because executive’s value violation signals to consumers that the 

organization says one thing (i.e. promoting one value) but does another (i.e. allowing the 

violation of the value by its leadership positions). Hence, the organization is judged as being 

hypocrite. Because apology decreases hypocrisy perceptions, it becomes more effective in 

enhancing organizational reputation. However, when executive’s misconduct is unrelated to 

organizational values (i.e. different-domain misconduct), apology and apologia are similarly 

effective in enhancing reputation as the organization is not judged as being hypocrite. 

Important theoretical and managerial implications are also discussed. 



iii 
 

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

 
I am grateful to all people who have helped me a lot along the way. First and foremost, I would 

like to express my gratitude to my advisor, Dr. Juan Wang for her extra-ordinary support 

throughout the research. Despite her extremely busy schedule, she managed to help me 

whenever I sought her guidance. She always motivated me push my work one step forward. 

Her encouragement as well as constructive criticisms have been really helpful in completing 

my thesis.  

 

Second, I would like express my gratitude to my co-advisor Dr. Towhidul Islam for providing 

me the important guidelines on the methodology sections of my research work. He was never 

tired of answering my questions on various methodological issues. The concepts and analysis 

technique I learned from his Multivariate Research Methods course is invaluable. 

  

I would like to thank my advising committee member Dr. May Aung for spending time 

reviewing my thesis and providing me valuable feedback. Her kind words and encouragement 

was really helpful in this stressful time of thesis writing. I want to thank Dr. Vinay Kanetkar 

for accepting my request to chair my defense. I also thank Dr. Tirtha Dhar, Dr. Sunghwan Yi, 

Dr. Brent McKenzie and Dr. Timothy Dewhirst who taught me so many things about 

marketing and consumer studies during my course work with them.   

 

The department staff Rita, Domenica, Raquel, Alanna, Cori, Melinda have been really 

supportive. The helped me in every possible way in terms of logistics so that the entire 

experience becomes smoother. Last but definitely not the least, I would like to thank my family 

and friends for all their support and encouragement. Special thanks go to my wife, Nushrat 

Jahan. I certainly would not have been able to complete this thesis without her support.  



iv 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION ...................................................................... 1 

CHAPTER2: LITERATURE REVIEW .......................................................... 4 

2.1 Crisis ................................................................................................................................ 4 

2.1.1 Crisis Caused by Organizational Misconduct ....................................................................... 5 

2.1.2 Crisis Caused by Employee Workplace Misconduct ............................................................ 5 

2.1.3 Crisis Caused by Employee Non-workplace Misconduct ..................................................... 6 

2.1.4 Crisis Response Strategies .................................................................................................... 7 

2.1.5 Apology vs. Apologia ........................................................................................................... 8 

2.2 Attribution Theory ......................................................................................................... 10 

2.2.1 Attribution Theory and Crisis Response Strategy ............................................................... 10 

2.2.2 Private Life Misconduct, Attribution of Crisis and Appropriate Response ........................ 12 

2.3 Relationship Between Corporate Values and Powerful Employees .............................. 12 

2.4 Hypocrisy ....................................................................................................................... 14 

2.4.1 Hypocrite Transgressor vs. Non-hypocrite Transgressor .................................................... 14 

2.4.2 Hypocrisy by Association ................................................................................................... 15 

2.4.3 Corporate Hypocrisy ........................................................................................................... 16 

2.4.4 Apology, Apologia and Hypocrisy ...................................................................................... 18 

2.5 Summary of Research Findings & Research Gap.......................................................... 19 

CHAPTER 3: CONCEPTUAL MODEL AND HYPOTHESES ................. 20 

3.1 Main Effect Hypothesis .......................................................................................................... 23 

3.2 Moderation Hypotheis ............................................................................................................ 23 

3.3 Mediated Moderation hypothesis ........................................................................................... 24 

CHAPTER4: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS ............... 25 

4.1 Experiment 1 .................................................................................................................. 25 

4.1.1 Pretest on responses ............................................................................................................ 25 



v 
 

4.1.2 Design and procedure .......................................................................................................... 27 

4.1.3 Results27 

4.1.4 Discussion ........................................................................................................................... 29 

4.2 Experiment 2 .................................................................................................................. 29 

4.2.1 Pretest for experiment 2 ...................................................................................................... 30 

4.2.2 Design and Procedure .......................................................................................................... 30 

4.2.3 Results31 

4.2.4 Discussion ........................................................................................................................... 37 

CHAPTER 5: GENERAL DISCUSSION, CONTRIBUTIONS, 

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH .............................................. 38 

5.1. General Discussions ...................................................................................................... 38 

5.2 Contributions.................................................................................................................. 41 

5.3 Limitations and Future Research ................................................................................... 42 

REFERENCES .................................................................................................. 44 

APPENDICES ................................................................................................... 52 

Appendix A: Scenario and manipulation of conditions used in experiment 1 .................... 52 

Appendix B: Measurements used in experiment 1 .............................................................. 54 

Appendix C: Manipulation technique of all 4 conditions of experiment 2 .......................... 55 

Appendix D: Measurements used in experiment 2 .............................................................. 59 

Appendix E: Measurement items questionnaire .................................................................. 60 

 

 

 

 

 



vi 
 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table 1 Parameter estimates of main effect ............................................................................... 29 

Table 2 Descriptive statistics of ‘Organizational Reputation’ and ‘Hypocrisy’ for each of the 

four conditions .................................................................................................................... 33 

Table 3 Parameter estimates of interaction effect ...................................................................... 33 

Table 4 Test of simple effects to test for significant differences between apology and apologia 

for each domain of misconduct ........................................................................................... 34 

Table 5 Direct and indirect effects of response strategies on organizational reputation ............ 36 

Table 6 PROCESS model results for mediated moderation ...................................................... 37 

 

  



vii 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 

Figure 1  Conceptual model for main effect hypothesis ............................................................ 23 

Figure 2 Conceptual model for moderation hypothesis ............................................................. 23 

Figure 3 Conceptual model for mediated moderation hypothesis ............................................. 24 

Figure 4 Manipulation check for response strategies................................................................. 28 

Figure 5 Hypothesis 1 (main effect hypothesis) testing ............................................................. 28 

Figure 6 Manipulation check for response strategies................................................................. 32 

Figure 7 Interaction effect of response strategies and domain of misconduct on reputation..... 35 

Figure 8 Interaction effect of response strategies and domain of misconduct on hypocrisy ..... 35 

 

 

 



1 
 

CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Facebook’s recent privacy scandal (Thompson & Stelter, 2018) is a typical example 

of a crisis that can be attributed to organizational misconduct (i.e. failure to protect the 

privacy of the clients and intentionally keeping the issue hidden). Recent Starbucks scandal 

(Siegel, 2018) is the result of employee workplace misconduct where the employee exhibited 

racial profiling on two customers in the workplace. But crisis can also result from employees’ 

non-workplace transgression (i.e., private life misconduct). Consider the following examples:  

On August 2014, Desmond Hague, the CEO of Centerplate, a sports catering 

company, was caught on security camera while kicking and choking a puppy in a hotel 

elevator. The organization then apologized publicly for the CEO’s misconduct (Talmazan, 

2014). In 2010, Song Shanmu, the founder of Sun Moon Education group, was accused of 

sexual misconduct. Unlike Centerplate, Sun Moon refused to take any responsibility for 

Song’s misconduct and claimed that the transgression belongs to his private life (Zhu & 

Chang, 2013).  One thing that is common in these examples is that the misconducts have 

been done in the employees’ private lives and are disassociated from the operation of the 

organization. Although both incidents dealt with crises involving executive employees’ non-

workplace transgression (i.e., private life misconduct), organization responses are very 

different. Centerplate chose to apologize (i.e., responsibility acceptance), whereas Sun Moon 

used an apologia strategy (i.e., responsibility denial). 

While current crisis response literature has examined the effectiveness of apology vs. 

apologia in dealing with organizationla misconducts (Bradford & Garrett, 1995, Dean, 2004; 

Dutta & Pullig, 2011) and employee workplace misconducts (Coombs & Schmidt, 2000), 

there has not yet been any discussion about appropriate responses to non-workplace 

misconducts, seemingly assuming the same strategies can be taken. This research fills the gap 

by answering the following research question: ‘How does apology vs. apologia affect the 
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reputation of the organization in the event of private life misconduct by the executive 

employees and what factors could potentially influence the relative effectiveness of these two 

strategies’?  

Addressing this question is important because recently we have seen an upsurge of 

private life misconducts by executive employees (e.g., Victor 2017; Nolan, 2016; Talmazan, 

2014). And research has shown that private life misconduct of powerful employees harms the 

moral judgment of the organization (Johnson et al., 2018). Hence it is crucial to identify the 

appropriate response strategies for the organization in the event of such misconduct. This 

research only examines the nonworkplace transgression of powerful employees (i.e., 

executives employees) because only their misconducts (compared to less powerful employee) 

have been found impactful on firm’s reputation (Johnson et al., 2018). 

The current crisis management literature suggests that apology (vs. apologia) is more 

effective in helping an organization to regain its reputation after organizational misconducts 

(e.g., company using defenctive materials, Dutta & Pullig, 2011) and employee workplace 

misconducts (e.g., employee making racist comment on consumers; Coombs & Schmidt, 

2010). This research instead shows that, with executive employees’ non-workplace 

transgression (private life misconduct), the effectiveness of response strategies largely 

depends on whether or not the misconduct violates the core values promoted by the 

employees’ organization. Specifically, we find that apology is more effective than apologia 

only when an executive’s private life misconduct directly contradicts the organization’s core 

value (termed as ‘same domain misconduct’ in this research). In contrast, when the 

misconduct is unrelated to the organization’s core value (termed as ‘different domain 

misconduct’ in this research), apologia is similarly effective as apology. This is because an 

organization is perceived as being more hypocritical when it denies its responsibility for its 
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executive’s same domain misconduct, but less so for different domain misconduct; and 

hypocrisy perceptions in turn negatively impacts organization reputation. 

 The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Chapter 2 presents a review of the 

relevant literature of crisis response strategy, hypocrisy and corporate values and then 

identifies the gap in the existing literature. Next, chapter 3 focuses on the conceptual model 

that leads to the research hypotheses. Chapter 4 discusses the research methodology and 

results of the data analysis.  Finally, general discussion, contributions, limitations and 

potential avenues for further research are discussed in chapter 5.   
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CHAPTER2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

The section starts with a discussion of literature on crisis, including the definitions 

and typology of crisis response strategies. Next, the relationship between 'attribution of 

responsibility in crisis' (i.e., attribution theory) and crisis response strategies are discussed. It 

then discusses why corporate value plays an important role in deciding the appropriate 

response strategies in the event of private life misconduct of executive employees. The next 

section discusses why violation of corporate values by executive employees even in their 

private lives can make the organization look hypocritical and how different response 

strategies influence that hypocrisy perception. This chapter concludes with a summary of 

relevant research findings, and also identifies research gaps in the literature. 

2.1 Crisis 

 Crisis has low-probability but it usually has very high impact on organization’s 

reputation (Pearson & Clair, 1998). There is abundant evidence in the literature about the 

negative effects of crises on the brand. For example, crisis weakens brand equity because it 

hampers brand’s capability to provide the expected benefits (Dutta & Pullig, 2011). It hurts 

an organization’s image, reputation and public legitimacy (Coombs, 1998; Coombs & 

Holladay, 2008). It is associated with ambiguity and thus unforeseen risks (Coombs, 2007a; 

Shim & Yang, 2016).  

Causes of crisis varies, but can be categorized broadly into 3 categories: (a) 

Organizational misconduct (b) Employee workplace misconduct and (c) Employee non-

workplace misconduct 
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2.1.1 Crisis Caused by Organizational Misconduct 

Organizational misconducts are the most common causes of crisis. Crisis arising from 

such misconduct can further be classified into two categories- (a) performance-related crisis 

and (b) value-related crisis 

Performance-related crisis A performance-related crisis occurs when brands fail to 

deliver functional benefits (Dutta & Pullig, 2011), such as the mathematical flaws in Intel’s 

chips and the malfunction of Firestone’s tires that results in car accidents (Pullig et al., 

2006). These crises mostly arise from product or service failures and bring a firm’s 

competency into question. Product tampering, product recall, product failure, plant defects 

etc. falls into performance-related crisis category (Pearson & Mitroff, 1993; Coombs & 

Holladay, 2002; Greyser, 2009). Very recent examples of performance-related crisis 

includes Uber’s self-driving car crash (Estrada, 2018) and Samsung note 7 battery explosion 

(Newcomb, 2017), 

Value-related crisis A value-related crisis is not directly related to product 

functionality. It mostly deals with ethical issues (Pullig et. al., 2006). Examples include 

racist or sexist organizational practice, racist or sexist advertisement, poor working 

condition of workers, use of child labour etc. which question the brand’s moral standard 

(Dutta & Pullig, 2011). Corporate misbehavior such as Enron’s financial scandal and 

Chrysler disconnecting odometers on test cars falls into value-related crisis (Coombs & 

Holladay, 2002; Greyser, 2009). Recent racist advertisement of Dove (Balakrishnan, 2017) 

and allegetation of Uber’s sexist HR practice (Bhuiyan, 2017) are very good examples of 

value-related crisis.   

2.1.2 Crisis Caused by Employee Workplace Misconduct 

The above examples talked crisis that arises due to organizational misconducts. 

However, there is ample evidence in the literature that discusses the crisis that occurs due to 
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employee’s workplace-related misconduct. Examples include Texaco executive’s racially 

insensitive comments and attempt to destroy the evidence (Coombs & Schmidt, 2000), 

employee incivility ranging from one employee reprimanding other (Porath, MacInnis, and 

Folkes 2010) to Radisson Bay Harbor Hotel Florid employee shooting and killing 5 

colleagues (Coombs & Holladay, 2002), HP chairman spying on board members (Greyser, 

2009) etc. Southwest airline’s recent scandal was caused by employee’s workplace 

misconduct when the cabin crew forced a father with young daughter to leave the aeroplane 

(Vomiero, 2018)   

2.1.3 Crisis Caused by Employee Non-workplace Misconduct 

Existing literature has mostly discussed about crisis caused by organization and 

employees in the workplace setting. Crisis arising from private life misconduct of employees 

has been underexplored in the literature. Very recently, researchers have started exploring the 

effect of employee’s private life misconduct on the organization (Cline, Walking, & Yore, 

2016; Johnson et al., 2018).  For example, Cline et al. (2016) found that revelation of CEO’s 

personal life indiscretion leads to 4.1% or $226 million loss in shareholder value. Their 

sample consists of 219 incidences of managerial indiscretion done in private lives, broadly 

categorized into four types-sexual misadventure, substance abuse, violence, and dishonesty. 

Johnson et al. (2018) found that powerful transgressor’s personal life misconducts harm 

consumers’ moral judgment of the firm, but less powerful transgressors' i.e. executive 

employees’ private life misconducts don’t. Here, ‘more powerful’ means the person who has 

greater control over organization’s resource and decision, such as top-level executives. 

Recent examples include CEO of cybersecurity firm PacketSled threatening Donald Trump 

on social media (Nolan, 2016) and CEO of sports catering company Ceterplate kicking and 

choking a puppy in the elevator (Talmazan, 2014).   
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Given negative consequences of crisis, it is essential to know how firms should 

respond to such crisis so that the negativity can be mitigated. The next section discusses the 

various crisis response strategies researched in the literature.   

2.1.4 Crisis Response Strategies 

 Although every organization wants to avoid crisis, it is quite inevitable that some 

forms of crisis will strike the organization (Coombs, 1999). The management feels the 

necessity to offer appropriate communication responses when crisis hits (Erickson, Weber, 

& Segovia, 2011). Appropriate crisis communication can attenuate or even eliminate the 

negative effects of crisis (Coombs, 2007a). Restoring image is one key objective of crisis 

communication (Coombs et al., 2010) and public relation departments or firms are 

responsible for making or remaking company images through proper communication 

(Erickson et al., 2011).  

 Three typologies (e.g., Bradford & Garrett, 1995; Coombs, 1995 and Benoit, 1997) 

are monumental in the crisis response literature. This section discusses about these three 

typologies.  

Bradford and Garrett (1995) categorized response strategies into 4 types: (a) denial, 

(b) excuses, (c) justifications and (d) concessions. The first three strategies i.e., denial, 

excuses and justifications, are self-defence strategies. Specifically, in denial strategy, 

organizations deny the occurrence or its association with the unwanted event; with excuse 

strategy, organization is claiming that they have no control over causes or results of an 

incidence; and with justification strategy, organizations claim that a negative event is 

accidental and the organization does not intend to do so. On the other hand, concession is an 

accommodative strategy that happens when organizations take responsibility for unwanted 

events. In addition, they offer preventive measures and compensations (if necessary).  
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Coombs’s (1995) identified five crisis response strategies: (a) nonexistence, (b) 

distance, (c) ingratiation, (d) mortification and (e) suffering. Similar to Bradford and Garrett’s 

(1995) typology, the first three strategies rely on a self-defence mechanism where 

organizations either deny the existence of the event or their responsibility for the incidence, or 

say that impact of the incidence is negligible. The last two strategies are accommodative ones 

where organizations take responsibilities, promise prevention action and offer compensations.  

Post-crisis typology proposed by Benoit (1997) is another common typology. The five 

strategies include (a) denial, (b) evasion of responsibility, (c) reduction of offensiveness, (d) 

corrective action, and (e) mortification. Again, like the previously discussed typologies, the 

first three strategies here are self-defence strategies and last two are accommodative 

strategies. 

Taken together, all crisis response strategies fall on a spectrum with one end anchored 

by denial of blame and the other by taking full responsibility (Dutta & Pullig, 2011). That 

means they are broadly categorized as self-defense vs. accommodative strategies. 

Alternatively, they can be termed as apologia vs. apology (Coomb et al., 2010). This brings 

me to the next section.  

2.1.5 Apology vs. Apologia 

Apology is an accommodative strategy (Coombs & Holladay, 2002) The two 

characteristics that define apology are admissions of responsibility and regret about the 

unwanted event (Darby & Schlenker, 1982; Hargie, Stapleton, & Tourish, 2010). Although 

‘apologia’ might sound like ‘apology,' they are completely different. ‘Apologia’ is defined 

“as a speech of self-defence” (Ware & Linkuget, 1973). In contrary to apology, it involves 

refusal of responsibility with some justification as opposed to acceptance of responsibility 

(Tsarenko, & Tojib; 2015). 
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Apologies can reduce anger and negative evaluations about an offender (Hargie et al., 

2010). Apology makes the victim feel better compared to apologia (Hodgins & Liebeskind, 

2013).  Because apology requires regretting for the unwanted event, it sends the message that 

the unwanted event was just a momentary lapse of judgement; it is not offender’s original 

character (Bradford & Garrette, 1995). For example, victims are less likely to attribute 

negative personality judgments to the offender if the offender expresses remorse (Hargie et 

al., 2010). Accommodative strategies like apologies are usually the most frequently 

recommended strategies in the event of any crisis (Coombs & Holladay, 2002, Coombs et al., 

2010). They result in in higher organizational reputation compared to self-defensive 

strategies in the event of organizational misconduct (Bradford & Garrett, 1995; Dean, 2004) 

or employee workplace misconduct (Coombs & Schmidt, 2000)   

Despite of the general effectiveness of apology, organizations might not always 

choose this most recommended strategy. Apologies require publicly accepting 

responsibilities, which might weaken the organization’s legal position (Coombs & Holladay, 

2002). Acceptance of responsibility often leads to legal cases (Coombs & Holladay, 2008). 

Overly accommodative strategies do not necessarily result in increased reputational 

protection (Coombs, 2007b). Rather overly accommodating strategies when not necessary 

might sometimes make situation worse (Dutta & Pullig, 2011) because stakeholders think 

that the questionable event is worse than they initially thought. Especially, when the 

questionable event is a matter of values rather than performance, apologia could be a good 

strategy (Kim et al., 2004). Because people weight violation of values more heavily than 

confirmation of values, a single dishonest behaviour is often interpreted as low integrity of 

the character (Kim et al., 2004). As a result, denying culpability for a dishonest behaviour 

might rather help in restoring reputation (Kim et al., 2004).   For example, people considered 

a political candidate more trustworthy and thus cast more vote for him when he denied 
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allegation of financial and sexual transgression (Sigal et al., 1988) Similarly, apologia should 

also be considered a natural fit for the crisis response because apologia can defend the 

organization from the reputational threat caused by the allegation of misconduct (Coombs et 

al., 2010).  

 

All these suggest that organizations do not necessarily have to use apology strategies 

to protect its image or reputation; instead they could also use apologia strategies if the 

situation demands. ‘Attribution of responsibility in crisis’ plays key role in analyzing the 

situation and determining the appropriate strategies in the event of workplace-related crisis 

(Coombs, 2007a, Coombs & Holladay, 2002). For example, when a crisis arises due to any 

performance failure, organizational misconducts or employee workplace misconducts, firm is 

expected to have control over the causes of crisis and it is unlikely for the firm to completely 

shred or deny its responsibility in the event. On the other hand, if a crisis arises from 

employee’s private life misconduct, denying the responsibility does not sound too 

unreasonable. This leads me to explore the relationship between attribution theory and crisis 

response strategies.  

2.2 Attribution Theory 

People often try to find out the causes of events (Tomlinson & Mayer, 2009).  This 

identification of the source of a crisis is essentially related to the concept of attribution 

theory which Weiner (1985) developed on the idea that people look for causes of events 

especially in case of negative and unexpected events.  

2.2.1 Attribution Theory and Crisis Response Strategy 

Speculating about the cause of crisis is a very common phenomenon. Because of the 

ambiguity associated with any crisis, evaluating the ‘crisis responsibiliy’ is important in 
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determining the cause of the crisis (Shim & Yang, 2016). The question-“can the 

organization be hold responsible for the this ?” becomes really important. The ‘threat from 

crisis’ is correlated with ‘crisis responsibility’ (Coombs, 2007a). There is evidence to show 

that increased crisis attribution is positively correlated to reputational threat (Coombs, 1998; 

Coombs & Holladay,2002; Coombs & Schmidt, 2000).  

Attribution theory has contributed a lot to post-crisis communication research 

(Coombs, 2007a). It is extremely important to know customer’s perception of organization’s 

responsibility for the crisis (Benoit, 1997), Customer’s perception about the responsibility 

determines how they will react to the crisis. For example, if customers think that 

organization is responsible for the crisis, they might use negative word-of-mouth and the 

organizations might lose some valuable customers (Coombs, 2007a). 

Research discussed in earlier sections (e.g., Coombs 1995; Bradford & Garrett, 1995; 

Benoit, 1997, Coombs & Holladay, 2002) emphasized the relationship between attribution 

of responsibility and crisis management. For example, self-defensive crisis response 

strategies assume that organization has low/ no responsibility. On the other hand, 

accommodative strategies are based on the assumption that organization has control or 

responsibility for that crisis. Coombs and Holladay (2002) noted that greater crisis 

responsibility requires more accommodating response strategies. For example, when crisis 

arises from events like natural disaster, rumour etc the organization often uses self defensive 

strategies. However, when the nature of crisis in ‘intentional’ or ‘preventable’ (i.e., 

organizational misconduct, product defects), then organizations use accommodative 

strategies. But what happens when the crisis arises from an employee’s private life 

misconduct?  
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2.2.2 Private Life Misconduct, Attribution of Crisis and Appropriate Response  

The current literature does not provide directions to response strategies to be taken in 

the event of any personal life misconduct. Johnson et al. (2018) found that reducing or 

eliminating the power of transgressor make consumers judge the firm more positively 

compared to when there is no information at all about firm’s response. While firing the 

transgressor is one common strategy that firms take (Gangloff, Connelly, & Shook, 2014), we 

rarely see firms publicly address to its stakeholders and take any clear stance (i.e., accept 

responsibility vs. decline responsibility) about the incidence.  So the existing literature does 

not help us select the appropriate crisis response strategies other than firing or putting the 

employee on probation.   

In the current research context, we are interested in employee transgressions in their 

private lives. ‘Attribution of crisis’ might be relevant in addressing this type of crisis just like 

it was relevant for the crisis arising due to organizational misconduct.  Although an 

organization usually has no control over its employee’s private life behaviour, there are 

reasons to believe that it could still get scrutinized for responsibilities, and this is particularly 

true when an powerful employee i.e. executive employee’s misconduct violates the 

organization’s value. The next literature discusses why it might be the case.  

2.3 Relationship Between Corporate Values and Powerful Employees 

It is a common assumption that employees share the same value with their employer 

(Cable & Judge, 1996). Organizational membership usually indicates that employee will 

endorse the value of that organization (Effron, Lucas, & O’Connor, 2015), and this is more 

obvious for powerful employees. Powerful employees are those who have significant control 

over company resources and decisions; thereby define the company and its culture (Magee 

& Galinsky, 2008). On the other hand, less powerful employees do not have control over 
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firm’s resources or decision and rarely get the opportunity to shape up the organization’s 

culture or practice (Galinsky et al. 2008; Magee 2009).  

Examples of powerful employees include but not limited to executive employees like 

Chairman, Director, Chief Executive Officer, Vice President etc. Powerful employee’s 

action represents organization’s action (Johnson et al., 2018).  Powerful employees are 

viewed as endorsers of the values the organizations as they shape the corporate culture (Zhu 

& Chang, 2013).  People generally blame them for any transgression that is related to the 

organization (Karelaia & Keck, 2013). Some research used balanced theory to discuss why 

people might think that organizations and their leaders represent each other (Zhu & Chang, 

2013). Balance theory (Heider, 1946) explains how people seek consistency to achieve a 

psychological balance. People maintain a consistent pattern in their likings and disliking 

(Zhu & Chang, 2013). If there is an imbalance, an adjustment takes place to make it 

balanced again. So if people have a negative perception of a leadership position, people will 

also develop a negative opinion about the organization as well to achieve psychological 

balance (Zhu & Chang, 2013) 

All these suggest that people expect the organization and its leadership position to 

represent each other and might essentially consider them as the same entity. So same domain 

violation of values by top-level executives is perceived as if the organization itself is doing 

the opposite to what is says or preaches. As a result, if an executive employee violates the 

organizaiton’s core value, be it in the workplace or private life, the organization is not only 

perceived to be responsible but also be hypocritical as it promotes one value but acts 

oppositely by allowing its executive to violate it (Barden, Rucker, and Petty 2005; Wagner, 

Lutz, and Weitz 2009). On the other hand, if an executive’s misconduct is not related to the 

organization’s core value (different domain misconduct), the organization is not perceived to 

be responsible, or hypocritical as there is no contradiction of value claim and actions. The 
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following section describes how contradiction of claim and action can make someone look 

hypocritical and how apology vs. apologia affects the hypocrisy perception.  

2.4 Hypocrisy  

Saying one thing, but doing just the opposite - is the central characteristics of a 

hypocrite (Barden et al., 2005). Hypocrisy occurs when someone doesn’t practice what they 

preach (Laurent et al., 2014). Earning a reputation for moral behavior in a particular domain 

works as a strong ‘implicit claim’ that the person cares about that values (Effron, & Monin, 

2010). But if that person later does something immoral in that domain, the person will appear 

to be a hypocrite because his prior actions claimed one thing, but now he is doing a 

completely opposite thing. This will make his past good deeds look less sincere. So getting 

involved in morally dubious behavior in a domain, after someone has established their 

morality in that domain is dangerous (Merritt, Effron & Monin, 2010). People, in general, do 

not like a hypocrite (Gilbert & Jones, 1986; Barden et al., 2005). People like to see hypocrites 

getting punished and feel good if something bad happens to them (Laurent et al., 2014) 

2.4.1 Hypocrite Transgressor vs. Non-hypocrite Transgressor  

When a person takes a public stance against crime but commits the very crime 

themselves, observers feel more moral outrage compared to if the person hadn’t made any 

public stance (Laurent et al., 2014). They found that hypocritical transgressors get more 

punishment than non-hypocritical transgressors for the same crime. In study 1, they showed 

that observers rated a person more hypocrite and asked for stricter punishment for physically 

abusing his girlfriend when the person was presented as a spokesperson for an organization 

name ‘Stop the Violence’ as opposed to the spokesperson of ‘Stop the Looting.' Similarly, in 

study 2, they showed that observers rated a person more hypocrite and asked for stricter 

punishment for drunk and reckless driving when the person as presented as president of 
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Mothers Against Drunk Driving as opposed to the president of National Organization of 

American Businesswomen. That means hypocrites get not only the punishment of unethical 

behavior, rather also get punished for their hypocrisy. The research also shows that even if 

the transgression was unintentional, still the transgressors were tagged as a hypocrite and 

were condemned more than non-hypocrites. 

Effron and Monin (2010) used a study where a high school principal, who earned a 

reputation for tackling sexual harassment problem among the students, was condemned more 

when he was unambiguously found guilty of committing sexual harassment compared to 

when he was unambiguously found guilty of possessing illegal drugs. Eliot Spitzer, a former 

New York State district attorney, who was very prominent for him movement against 

prostitution, was found guilty of hiring prostitutes (Hakim & Santos, 2008). People greatly 

condemned him as opposed to Martin Luther King who was also guilty of the similar 

allegation, i.e., adultery (Effron, & Monin, 2010). Because Martin Luther King did not claim 

to fight sex trafficking or prostitution, he was not accused of hypocrisy. But Spitzer’s 

movement against prostitution and sex trafficking made him hypocrite and subject to more 

condemnation. Former senator Al Gore received severe condemnation when it was found out 

that he spent $30,000 on hydro for his home because he is known for promoting 

environmental conservatism (Tapper, 2007). The media story of such kind stands out from 

other news, not because of the transgression itself, rather because of hypocrisy (Laurent et al., 

2014).  

2.4.2 Hypocrisy by Association 

Individuals can be tagged as a hypocrite just by dint of ‘association’ as well. 

‘Hypocrisy by association’ effect indicates that people might be tagged as a hypocrite if they 

fail to practice the value that their employer organizations preach (Effron et al., 2015). They 

found that people condemn an employee more severely for the same misconduct if it directly 
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contradicts the moral values that his/her employers promote compared to when it is not 

related to employer’s values.  In one experiment, Effron et al. (2015) described an 

organization that provides consultancy service to students on either how to reduce sexual 

harassment or how to reduce substance abuse. That means the organization promotes either 

anti-harassment values or anti-drug values. Then it says that the organization’s executive vice 

president was found guilty of either sexually harassing a waitress publicly or possessing 

illegal drugs. There was strong evidence of the crime because several other customers have 

seen that person touching the waitress inappropriately or the person was had been pulled over 

by police for over speeding and upon search, found a bag of cocaine.   

It was found that people condemned the subject more for the sexual offence when he 

is presented as executive vice president of the service that promotes anti-harassment values 

rather than anti-drug values. Similarly, the subject was more condemned for illegal drug 

possession when s/he was presented as the executive vice president of the organization that 

promotes anti-drug values rather than anti-sexual values. And the perception of hypocrisy 

mediated the effect (Effron et al., 2015). The executive vice president was presented as the 

newest hire of the organization. So it ruled out the possibilities that the employee himself 

promoted the value of the organization.  We see similar incidence in real life. For example, 

Debra Oberline, former president of Gainesville’s chapter of ‘Mothers Against Drunk 

Driving’ was arrested for drunk driving (Leibowitz, 2011).   

2.4.3 Corporate Hypocrisy 

Organizations are also thought to have some dispositional characteristics just like 

individuals (Wagner et al., 2009). So just like individuals, corporations can also be tagged as 

a hypocrite. Corporate hypocrisy reflects the insincerity of the corporation’s motives (Shim & 

Yang, 2016). It arises when organization’s actions differ from its claims (Kim, Hur, & Yeo, 

2015). It occurs when a firm is presenting itself as something that it is not (Wagner et al., 
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2009). For example, Starbucks has always claimed that they are an avid supporter of “fair 

trading practice.” Nonetheless, they were allegations against Starbucks of preventing 

Ethiopian farmers to “secure trademark protection for their coffee.” Similarly, McDonald's 

stated CSR policy about “reducing unhealthful trans fat ” and their practice does not match.  

In an experiment, Wagner et al. (2009) provided the participants with some 

background information about hypothetical electronic goods selling retailer. The company 

claims in their CSR policy that they are dedicated to preserving the natural environment. The 

company claims that all their excess materials are processed by professional recycling 

companies. However, later the participants read a news report on the environmental scandal 

involving that company which reported that the company is dumping a lot of excess materials 

in the landfill. For that reason, participants ascribed hypocrisy to the organization. 

The first two studies of Laurent et al. (2014) discussed earlier was related to the 

individual, but study three deals with organization. And in the first two studies, the 

hypocritical behaviour was not a result of any prior planning. Rather those were reflections of 

poor judgment or was done on the spur of the moment. But in study 3, the actor in the higher 

hypocrisy condition knew that it is doing something unethical. In this study, a ‘green’ 

company named Earthco was presented as the very big manufacturer of sustainable and 

environmentally responsible plastics. The organization was found guilty of polluting lake 

because it was leaking harmful waste from its underground storage. This has lead to the death 

of fish and has also disturbed wildlife. The perception of hypocrisy was higher when 

participants were told that the organization knew about the leak, but did not do anything 

because of cost involvement. And the perception of hypocrisy was lower participants were 

told that the organization was not aware of the leak and repented when they knew about it. 

The result showed that perception of higher hypocrisy leads to stronger negative emotion, 
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higher criminal guilt and desire to punishment and the effect is greater compared to study 1 

and study 2 because the organization knew that it is doing unethical activities.  

The next section discusses how apology and apologia influences hypocrisy 

perception.  

2.4.4 Apology, Apologia and Hypocrisy  

Justification or excuse are often used in an attempt to minimize own hypocrisy (Hale 

& Pillow, 2015). However, excuses or false justification increases the perception of 

hypocrisy (Shklar, 1979). When an accused person tries to disclaim possession of any traits, 

i.e., hypocrisy, observers are more likely to ascribe that trait to that person (Laurent et al., 

2014). When someone is accused of hypocrisy, use of mitigating information to deny blame 

does not leave a good impression (Hale & Pillow, 2015). Alicke, Gordon and Rose (2013) 

showed that perception of hypocrisy increases if someone withholds information or denied 

about his/her hypocritical behaviour as opposed to honestly accepting the fact. For example, a 

teacher advised his students not to smoke despite him being a long-time smoker. Perception 

of hypocrisy was significantly lower when he was honest about his smoking compared to 

when he withheld this information or denied it. A similar result was found when an avid junk 

food eater advised others to eat healthy.  

Effron and Miller (2015) showed that preaching against any misdeed that the 

preachers did themselves seems less hypocritical if the preachers suffered personally or paid 

a price for that misdeed. Observer’s feelings that preachers have ‘learned their lessons’ will 

make the preacher look less hypocritical, and the intention of their preaching will look 

genuine. Since ‘acceptance of blameworthiness’ and ‘repentance’ for the misdeed are two 

important characteristics of apology (Darby & Schlenker, 1982; Hargie et al., 2010), an 

apology should make the observers feel that wrongdoers have learned their lessons. So it 

should reduce the perception of hypocrisy.  
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All these suggest that same domain transgression by executive employees would 

make the organization look hypocrite and apology (vs. apologia) should reduce this 

perception of hypocrisy. As a result, apology (vs. apologia) will increase the organizational 

reputation. On the other hand, if an executive’s misconduct is not related to the 

organization’s core value (different domain misconduct), the organization is not perceived to 

be responsible, or hypocritical as there is no contradiction of value claim and actions.  

‘Impression management’ theory argues that negative news is not always error free, it 

usually has some missing information (Bradford & Garrett, 1995). If an accused subject can 

provide an appropriate explanation, that explanation should full that missing information to 

help counter the negative information. For example, in the event of private life misconduct, 

the organization might provide explanation that they do not have control over what 

employees do in their personal lives. The organization could further explain that whatever 

employees do in their personal lives, does not reflect the true value of the organization and as 

a result the organization should not be blamed for the private life misconduct of its 

employees. Because there is no question of hypocrisy, customers are most likely to accept 

that explanation because it is not fair to punish someone if they are not responsible for the 

crime (Cullen et al., 1985; Benoit, 1997). As a result, apology and apologia should result in 

similar effectiveness.  

2.5 Summary of Research Findings & Research Gap 

As discussed above, the perception of ‘hypocrisy’ influences organization’s 

reputation- greater hypocrisy leads to lower organizational reputation. Despite this 

assumption, the current crisis literature, to best of my knowledge, has not examined how 

hypocrisy can affect the organizational reputation in the event of any private life misconduct 

by its employees. The current crisis literature also does not examine the effectiveness of 

various crisis response strategies in case of such private life misconduct. The current 



20 
 

literature mostly discusses the effect and response strategies for the workplace related 

scandal. But in this age of digital and social media, we often see executive employees private 

life scandal becoming viral quickly. Hence it is necessary to have research that can guide the 

crisis managers to take the appropriate response strategy in such events. And researchers 

should also understand the underlying mechanism of why effectiveness of a particular crisis 

response strategy differs in different situations. Understanding the mechanism will pave the 

way for more research in crisis literature 

Almost every organization has set of corporate values that helps the organization and 

employees to keep in the right direction.  But we found that most crisis response strategies 

discussed in the literature focused on the crisis itself, without taking the corporate values into 

account. The current crisis literature, to best of my knowledge, has not examined how 

corporate values can influence the response strategies. Examining the relationship should 

provide practical guidelines to the public relation manager. Also, most ‘Hypocrisy’ literature 

has examined how someone’s own action make them look hypocrite. An interesting question 

that is unexplored is: ‘can other’s action make someone look hypocritical’? Answering this 

question should have important contribution in ‘hypocrisy’ literature and should open avenue 

for further research.  

 

CHAPTER 3: CONCEPTUAL MODEL AND HYPOTHESES 

Crisis has low-probability but it usually has very high impact on organization’s 

reputation (Pearson & Clair, 1998). While research has looked into the effectiveness of 

response strategies in dealing with workplace employee misconducts, there has not yet been 

any discussion upon appropriate responses to non-workplace misconducts, seemingly 

assuming the same strategies can be taken. Current research aims to fill this gap. 
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Among the many response strategies to workplace crisis, apology and apologia are 

frequently compared and discussed (Bradford & Garrett, 1995; Coombs & Schmidt, 2000; 

Coombs et al., 2010; Dutta & Pullig, 2011). By definition, apology refers to admissions of 

responsibility and showing regret about the unwanted event (Hargie et al., 2010), whereas 

apologia is about denial of responsibility and relevance to the event (Tsarenko & Tojib, 

2015). Apology makes the victim feel better compared to apologia (Hodgins & Liebeskind, 

2013). Accommodating strategies like apologies are usually the most frequently 

recommended strategies in case of crisis (Coombs & Holladay, 2002, Coombs et al., 2010). 

They result in in higher organizational reputation compared to self-defensive strategies in the 

event of organizational misconduct (Bradford & Garrett, 1995; Dean, 2004) or employee 

workplace misconduct (Coombs & Schmidt, 2000) compared to apologia. We expect that this 

finding will also hold true in crisis arising from private life misconduct of executive 

employees. 

 However, apology is not always the most preferred strategies because acceptance of 

failure has financial and legal consequences (Tsarenko & Tojib, 2015; Coombs, 2007a, 

Hargie et al., 2010). Overly accommodative strategies when not necessary does not result in 

increased reputational protection (Coombs, 2007b; Dutta and Pullig, 2011).   This suggest that 

organizations do not necessarily have to use apology strategies to protect its image or 

reputation; instead they could also use apologia strategies if the situation demands. 

‘Attribution of responsibility in crisis’ plays key role in analyzing the situation and 

determining the appropriate strategies in the event of workplace-related crisis (Coombs, 

2007a, Coombs & Holladay, 2002). When an employee’s misconduct happens within the 

workplace, where the firm is expected to have control over employee behaviours, it is 

unlikely for the firm to completely shred or deny its responsibility in the event. But what 

happens if the misconduct is non-workplace i.e. private life misconduct? Although an 
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organization usually has no control over its employee’s private life behaviour, there are 

reasons to believe that it could still get scrutinized for responsibilities, and this is particularly 

true for employee misconducts that violate an organization’s core value. 

Organizational membership usually indicates that employee will endorse the value of 

that organization (Effron, Lucas, & O’Connor, 2015) and this is more obvious for powerful 

employees (Zhu & Chang, 2013). Powerful employees are expected to endorse the core 

ideology and ethical norms of the organization even in their personal lives (Grojean et al., 

2004). Because of this close association, if a powerful employee violates the organization's 

core value, even in the private life, the organization should not only be perceived to be 

responsible but also be hypocritical as it promotes one value but acts oppositely by allowing 

its executive to violate it (Barden et al., 2005; Wagner et al., 2009).  

When someone is accused of hypocrisy, denying responsibility can further increase 

this perception (Shkler, 1979) and this hypocrisy can lead to lower moral reputation (Laurent 

et al., 2014). Based on this theorizing, we expect that apologia (vs. apology) can hurt, instead 

of help with, organization reputation when dealing with same domain employee misconduct. 

This is because apologia increases, whereas apology (i.e. acceptance of responsibility) 

reduces hypocrisy perceptions (Effron and Miller, 2015). On the other hand, if an executive’s 

misconduct is not related to the organization’s core value (different domain misconduct), the 

organization is not perceived to be responsible, or hypocritical as there is no contradiction of 

value claim and actions. The organization could explain that whatever employees do in their 

personal lives, does not reflect the true value of the organization and as a result the 

organization should not be blamed for the private life misconduct of its employees. Because 

there is no question of hypocrisy, customers are most likely to accept that explanation 

because it is not fair to punish someone if they are not responsible for the crime (Cullen et 

al.,1985; Benoit, 1997). As a result, apologia and apology can be similarly effective in 
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retaining the organization’s reputation. Formal hypotheses summarizing these expectations 

are provided below. 

3.1 Main Effect Hypothesis 

 

 

 Figure 1  Conceptual model for main effect hypothesis 

Hypothesis 1: There will be a main effect of ‘Response Strategies’ on 

‘Organizational Reputation’ such that apology (vs. apologia) will result in 

significantly higher organizational reputation. 

3.2 Moderation Hypotheis 

 

 

Figure 2 Conceptual model for moderation hypothesis 

 
Hypothesis 2: ‘Domain of Misconduct’ will moderate the relationship between 

‘Response Strategies’ and ‘Organizational Reputation’ such that apology will result 

in higher organizational reputation than apologia only for same domain misconduct.  
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3.3 Mediated Moderation hypothesis 

 

Figure 3 Conceptual model for mediated moderation hypothesis 

 

Hypothesis 3: Hypocrisy will mediate the proposed moderation effect of ‘Response 

Strategies’ and ‘Domain of Misconduct’, such that only for same domain misconduct, 

apology (vs. apologia) reduces hypocrisy perception of the organization, thereby generating 

higher organizational reputation. 
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CHAPTER4: RESEARCH METHODOLOGY AND RESULTS 

Two experiments (online) were conducted to provide evidence for the hypotheses. 

REB approval (REB#17-09-032) was taken before running those online experiments. The 

experiments were designed and run in Qualtrics. 

4.1 Experiment 1 

The objective of experiment 1 was to show that, in general, apologia is less effective 

than apology in retaining organization reputation.  

4.1.1 Pretest on responses 

A pretest was conducted to test whether participants recognize ‘apology’ and 

‘apologia’ as two distinctive responses. A total of 110 undergraduate students participated in 

this within-subject online study to evaluate one apology and one apologia statement. Students 

were recruited through SONA system of Department of Marketing and Consumer Studies 

SONA (http://uoguelph-mcs.sona-systems.com/). Students interested to participate in the 

student accessed the anonymous link of the experiment from their computer. Only 

participants who agreed to the consent form could advance with the experiment. However, in 

line with REB requirement, all students who signed up for the experiment were granted 2% 

course credit.  After accounting for non-consenting participants, missing data and incomplete 

surveys, a sample of 89 participants (56% female) were analyzed.  

In the pretest, participants were presented with one apology statement and one 

apologia statement prepared by an organization to address a private life misconduct of its 

executive employee. The apology statement focused on ‘acceptance of responsibility’ for the 

event and apologia statement focused on ‘avoidance of responsibility’ for the event (e.g. 

Hargie et al., 2010; Coombs et al., 2010).  The following two statements were shown to 

participants: 

http://uoguelph-mcs.sona-systems.com/
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Apology statement: “We strongly condemn the recent unwanted event caused by 

indiscretion of our CEO Jacob Williams in his personal life. We consider ourselves 

accountable to the society for our service and that includes any personal life actions 

of our employees as well.  For that reason, we apologize for any distress that the 

recent action of our CEO Jacob Williams has caused to our stakeholders.  An internal 

committee is reviewing the situation and necessary action will be taken based on their 

recommendation” 

Apologia statement: “We consider ourselves accountable to the society for our 

service, but not for any personal life actions of our employees. The recent incident 

involving our CEO Jacob Williams belongs to his personal life and beyond the scope 

of company's control. We detach ourselves from such incidence because it does not 

reflect the values or opinion of our company. An internal committee is reviewing the 

situation and necessary action will be taken based on their recommendation"  

 

Participants evaluated these two statements on a 7-point agreement scale on two 

dimensions: ‘The organization is taking responsibility for the personal life misconduct of its 

employee’ and ‘The organization is denying to take responsibility for the personal life 

misconduct of its employee’ (reverse coded). A composite score (α = .86) was created from 

these two items.  

 As expected, participants agreed that the organization would like to take more 

responsibility by issuing an apology (vs. apologia) statement (Mapology = 5.05, SD=1.44 vs. 

Mapologia = 3.30, SD=1.65, p < .01). This confirmed that participants acknowledged ‘apology’ 

and ‘apologia’ as two distinctive responses. These two statements were then used as the two 

response strategies in the main experiment described next.  
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4.1.2 Design and procedure 

83 undergraduate students (35% female) participated in this one-factor between-

subjects experiment for course credits. Data collection ran from November 29, 2017 to 

December 04, 2017. The recruitment process of participants was similar to the pretest. Only 

participants who agreed to the consent form could advance with the study.  

In the survey study, participants were instructed to read a newspaper article stating 

that the CEO of SCAA (Stop Cruelty Against Animal) was caught on video kicking and 

choking a puppy in a hotel elevator (this was modified from a real-life case; please see 

Appendix A: Scenario and manipulation of conditions used in experiment 1). The article also 

had some description of SCAA’s mission statements, campaigns, activities all centring 

around promoting animal rights and protesting animal cruelty. Fictitious name was used for 

the organization to avoid any preconceived bias. After reading the news, participants were 

randomly assigned in either apology condition or apologia condition (i.e. they were shown 

either apology statement or apologia statement used in the pretest). Participants then rated 

organizational reputation, (a five items scale adopted from Coombs and Holladay, 2002, α 

= .78) Please see Appendix B: Measurements used in experiment 1 for the measurement 

items.  For manipulation check, the respondents of each condition were asked to evaluate the 

statement on a 7-point agreement scale on same two dimensions as pretest.  

 

4.1.3 Results  

After accounting for non-consenting participants, missing data and incomplete 

surveys, a sample of 69 participants (35% female) were analyzed. Apology condition had 35 

respondents whereas apologia condition had 34 respondents.  

Manipulation Check. Manipulation of response strategy works, with the organization 

perceived as taking more responsibility with the apology (vs. apologia) statement (Mapology = 
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4.71, SD =1.57 vs. Mapologia = 3.32, SD=1.80, p = .001). (Figure 4 Manipulation check for 

response strategies.  

  

 
 
Figure 4 Manipulation check for response strategies 

 
Organizational Reputation. As expected, apology (vs. apologia) results in 

significantly higher organizational reputation (F(1,67) = 5.29, p =.024; Mapology = 4.42, SD 

=.96 vs. Mapologia = 3.84, SD =1.12) (Figure 5 Hypothesis 1 (main effect hypothesis) testing. 

 

 
 
Figure 5 Hypothesis 1 (main effect hypothesis) testing 
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TableError! Reference source not found. below summarizes the parameter estimates:  

 

Parameter Estimates 

 Coefficient SE t p 

Intercept 3.835 .180 21.304 .000 

Response Strategies .582 .253 2.302 .024 

Table 1 Parameter estimates of main effect  

 

4.1.4 Discussion  

Experiment 1 was designed to test the main effect of response strategies on 

organizational reputation in the event of private life misconduct of executive employee. Prior 

research has consistently showed that apology is better than apologia in retailing 

organizational reputation in crisis arising from workplace related misconduct. I hypothesized 

that this consistent finding will hold true for crisis arising from private life misconduct as 

well. 83 undergraduate students participated in this between subject study where they 

evaluated the organizational reputation based on either ‘apology’ statement or ‘apologia’ 

statement after being exposed to a private life misconduct of its CEO’s. After successful 

manipulation check, ANOVA test revealed that apology results in significantly higher 

organizational reputation compared to apologia. The result supported my main effect 

hypothesis (hypothesis 1) and also supported the previous research on workplace crisis.  

4.2 Experiment 2 

The objective of experiment 2 was to directly test the moderating effect of misconduct 

domain and the underlying mechanism of hypocrisy perception. Specifically, we expected 

that apologia is less effective than apology only with same domain employee misconduct, 
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whereas the two response strategies should be similarly effective in retaining organization 

reputation when employee misconduct is from a different domain, because apologia further 

increases hypocrisy perception of the organization with same domain misconduct. 

4.2.1 Pretest for experiment 2 

A pretest was conducted to select two organizational values that participants consider 

equally virtuous. These two values were then used as bases to manipulate the same versus 

different domain misconduct in the main study. Thirty-nine undergraduate students (59% 

female) participated in this within-subjects pretest for course credits. It was necessary to 

shortlist two values which are equal in terms of virtuousness so that nature of the values itself 

doesn’t affect the effectiveness of response strategies on the dependent measures.  

Participants were asked to evaluate six values that are popular among non-profit 

organizations. They are animal rights, education and literacy, safe driving, diversity, anti-

sexual harassment, and environmentalism. The presentation order of these values was 

randomized.  

Results revealed that animal rights protection and education & literacy promotion are 

the two most virtuous values among all six (Mdiversity = 6.15, Manti_sexual_harrassment = 6.03  

Manimal_rights = 6.26  Msafe_driving = 5.66  Menvironmentalism = 6.10  Meducation_literacy = 6.26), and are 

equally virtuous (p = 1.00) in consumer perception. Thus, these two values were employed in 

the main experiment. 

4.2.2 Design and Procedure 

177 undergraduate students participated in this 2 (response strategy: apology vs. 

apologia) X 2 (misconduct domain: same as the core value vs. different from the core value) 

between-subjects experiment. Data collection ran from January 24, 2018 to January 29, 2018. 

In the same domain condition, participants read a newspaper article, which described that the 



31 
 

CEO of SCAA (Stop Cruelty Against Animal) was caught in video kicking and choking a 

puppy in a hotel elevator (same as experiment 1). At the end of the article, participants read 

description of SCAA’s mission statements, campaigns, and activities, all of which centred on 

its core value of promoting animal rights and protesting animal cruelty. In the different 

domain, participants read the same private life misconduct (i.e., kicking and choking a 

puppy), but the person was described as the CEO of Foundation for Family Literacy (FFL). 

The organization was described as promoting education and literacy. Fictitious organization 

names were used in both conditions to exclude preconceived bias. After that, participants 

were randomly assigned to the same apology or apologia statement conditions from 

experiment 1. Participants then rated organizational reputation (α = .72). Finally, participants 

evaluated the perception of organization hypocrisy (adopted from Wagner et al., 2009, α = 

0.86). Same manipulation check method of experiment 1 was applied in this experiment as 

well.    

 Please refer to appendix C for manipulation techniques of all the 4 conditions, 

appendix D for the measurement items used in experiment 2 and appendix E for the 

questionnaire.  

4.2.3 Results 

After accounting for non-consenting participants, missing data and incomplete 

surveys, a sample of 150 participants (60% female) were analyzed. Condition wise 

respondents breakdown is:  

Sl. Condition # of respondent 

1 ‘Same domain misconduct’ and ‘Apology’ 39 

2 Same domain misconduct’ and ‘Apologia’ 37 

3 ‘Different domain misconduct’ and ‘Apology’ 37 

4 ‘Different domain misconduct’ and ‘Apologia’  37 
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Manipulation check. The organization was perceived to be willing to take more 

responsibilities when it issued an apology rather than an apologia statement (Mapology = 4.73, 

SD = 1.33 vs. Mapologia = 2.68, SD = 1.42 ; p =.000). (Figure 6 Manipulation check for 

response strategies 

 
 
Figure 6 Manipulation check for response strategies 

Organizational Reputation. A two-way ANOVA revealed a significant interaction 

between response strategies and misconduct domain on organization reputation (F(1,146) = 

7.708, p =.006) and hypocrisy perceptions (F(1,146) = 2.945, p =.088). Planned contrasts 

revealed that with same domain misconduct, apologia (vs. apology) significantly enhances 

hypocrisy perceptions of the organization (F(1,146) = 6.571, p=.011), and thus undermines 

organization reputation (Mapology-same = 4.84, SD =.79 vs. Mapologia-same = 3.81, SD =.95 ; p 

=.000). With different domain misconduct, apologia and apology do not influence hypocrisy 

perception (F(1,146) = .014, p =.905), and thus are similarly effective in affecting 

organization reputation (Mapology-different = 4.54, SD = 1.10 vs. Mapologia-different = 4.36, SD =.95 ; 

p = .450). In addition, apologia is significantly more effective in retaining organization 
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reputation when dealing with different (vs. same) domain misconduct (Mapologia-different = 4.36, 

SD = .95vs. Mapologia-same = 3.81, SD =.95 ; p =.012), because it significantly increases 

hypocrisy perceptions with same domain misconduct (F(1,146) = 6.571, p =.011). But the 

effectiveness of apology does not change across misconduct domains (Mapology-different = 4.54, 

SD =1.10  vs. Mapology-same = 4.84, SD =.79 ; p=.170 ).  

Following tables summarizes the descriptive statistics of organizational reputation 

(DV) and hypocrisy (mediator) for all the four conditions, parameter estimates of the 

interaction effect and test of simple effects to test for significant differences between apology 

and apologia for each domain of misconduct.  

Organizational Reputation 

Domain Response Strategies Mean Std. Deviation 

Same 
Apology 4.84 .79 

Apologia 3.81 .95 

Different 
Apology 4.54 1.10 

Apologia 4.37 .95 

Hypocrisy 

Domain Response Strategies Mean Std. Deviation 

Same 
Apology 3.83 1.38 

Apologia 4.59 1.37 

Different 
Apology 3.61 1.23 

Apologia 3.65 1.21 

Table 2 Descriptive statistics of ‘Organizational Reputation’ and ‘Hypocrisy’ for each of the 

four conditions 

 
 

Parameter Estimates 

 Coefficient SE T p 

Intercept 4.368 .156 27.924 .000 

Domain of Misconduct -.562 .221 -2.541 .012 

Response Strategies .168 .221 .758 .024 

Domain * Response Strategies .863 .311 2.776 .006 

Table 3 Parameter estimates of interaction effect 
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Simple Effect 

Dependent Variable:   Organizational Reputation  

Domain  

of 

Misconduct 

(I) 

Response 

Strategies 

(J) 

Response 

Strategies 

Mean 

Difference 

(I-J) 

Std. 

Error 

Sig.

b 

95% Confidence 

Interval for Difference 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound 

Same 
Apology Apologia 1.030* .218 .000 .599 1.462 

Apologia Apology -1.030* .218 .000 -1.462 -.599 

Different 
Apology Apologia .168 .221 .450 -.270 .605 

Apologia Apology -.168 .221 .450 -.605 .270 

Based on estimated marginal means 

 

Univariate Tests 

Dependent Variable:   Organizational Reputation 

Domain of Misconduct 
Sum of 

Squares 
Df 

Mean 

Square 
F Sig. 

Same 
Contrast 20.162 1 20.162 22.275 .000 

Error 132.154 146 .905   

Different 
Contrast .519 1 .519 .574 .450 

Error 132.154 146 .905   

Each F tests the simple effects of Response Strategies within each level combination 

of the other effects shown. These tests are based on the linearly independent pairwise 

comparisons among the estimated marginal means. 

 

Table 4 Test of simple effects to test for significant differences between apology and 

apologia for each domain of misconduct 

 

Following two figure represents the interaction effect of response strategies and 

domain of misconduct on ‘Organizational Reputation’ and ‘Hypocrisy’ 
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Figure 7 Interaction effect of response strategies and domain of misconduct on reputation 

 

 
 
Figure 8 Interaction effect of response strategies and domain of misconduct on hypocrisy 

 
Mediating role of hypocrisy Furthermore, we observed that hypocrisy perceptions 

mediates the interaction of response strategy and misconduct domain on organization 

reputation (Bindirect = .20, se = .14, CI = [.0014, 0.5545]). With same domain misconduct, 

apologia significantly reduces organization reputation by increasing hypocrisy perception 
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(Bindirect = -.21, se = .11, CI= [-.4729, -.0498]), but with different domain misconduct, 

hypocrisy perceptions do not mediate the relationship between response strategy and 

organization reputation misconduct (Bindirect = -.01, se = .08, CI= [-.1646, .1579]) 

Conditional Direct Effect of X (Response Strategies) on Y (Organizational Reputation) at the 

Values of Moderator (Domain of Misconduct) 

Moderator Effect SE t p 

Same Domain Misconduct  -.8176 .2071 -3.9471 .0001 

Different Domain Misconduct -.1575 .2053 -.7675 .4441 

 

Indirect Effect of Highest Order Product 

Mediator Effect SE (Boot) Boot LLCI Boot ULCI 

Hypocrisy  .2029 .1369 .0014 .5545 

 

Conditional Indirect Effect of X (Response Strategies) on Y (Organizational Reputation) at 

the Values of Moderator (Domain of Misconduct) 

Mediator Moderator Effect SE (Boot) Boot LLCI Boot ULCI 

Hypocrisy Same Domain Misconduct  -.2129 .1058 -.4729 -.0498 

Hypocrisy Different Domain Misconduct -.0100 .0792 -.1646 .1579 

 
Table 5 Direct and indirect effects of response strategies on organizational reputation 

 

Table 6 PROCESS model results for mediated moderation below is the summary table of 

PROCESS model results of mediated moderation 

DV=Hypocrisy Coefficient SE t P 

Constant 2.5505 1.0519 2.4246 .0165 

Response Strategies 1.4950 .6695 2.2330 .0271 

Domain of Misconduct .5131 .6695 .7663 .4447 

Response Strategies * Domain of 

Misconduct 
-.7295 .4251 -1.7161 .0883 

DV=Organizational Reputation     

Constant 7.7395 .7279 10.6319 .0000 

Hypocrisy -.2782 .0562 -4.9536 .0000 

Response Strategies -1.4776 .4620 -3.1985 .0017 

Domain of Misconduct -1.0210 .4552 -2.2431 .0264 
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Response Strategies * Domain of 

Misconduct 
.6600 .2913 2.2656 .0250 

Table 6 PROCESS model results for mediated moderation 

4.2.4 Discussion 

Experiment 2 was designed to directly test the moderating effect of domain of misconduct 

(Hypothesis 2) and the underlying mechanism of hypocrisy perception (Hypothesis 3). 177 

undergraduate students participated in this between subject study. Around half of the students 

were exposed to a private life misconduct of a CEO where the misconduct directly 

contradicts the value of the organization (same domain misconduct), whereas the rest 

participants were exposed to a private life misconduct that is unrelated to the value of the 

organization (different domain misconduct). Each group were then randomly presented with 

either ‘apology’ statement or ‘apologia’ statement and were asked to rate the ‘organizational 

reputation’. They were also asked to rate their perception of ‘corporate hypocrisy’. Taken 

together, experiment 2 demonstrated the expected interaction between response strategy and 

misconduct domain. It demonstrated that ‘Corporate value’ plays important role in deciding 

the appropriate response strategies in the event of private life misconduct of executive 

employee. More specifically, I found that for same domain misconduct, apology results in 

significantly higher organizational reputation than apologia. However, more different domain 

misconduct, apology and apologia results in similar organizational reputation. This supported 

my hypothesis 2. Moreover, experiment 2 demonstrated that hypocrisy mediated the 

interaction of response strategy and misconduct domain. More specifically, for same domain 

misconduct, apologia increase the ‘corporate hypocrisy’ perception, resulting in lower 

‘organizational reputation’ compared to apology. But for different domain misconduct, 

apology and apologia resulted in similar reputation because there is no question of hypocrisy. 

This supported my hypothesis 3.  
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CHAPTER 5: GENERAL DISCUSSION, CONTRIBUTIONS, 

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

5.1. General Discussions 

This research evaluates the relative effectiveness of two major response strategies in 

the event of private life misconduct of an organization’s executive employee. Private life 

misconduct examples include but are not limited to sexual misadventure, substance abuse, 

violence, and dishonesty (Cline et al., 2016). The existing literature, which is heavily 

dominated by workplace related crisis (e,g,, Bradford & Garrette, 1995; Coombs & Schmidt, 

2000; Coombs & Holladay, 2002; Dutta & Pullig, 2011) has divided the response strategies 

into two major categories- ‘apology’ and ‘apologia’. Accepting responsibility and regretting 

are two important characteristics of apology (Hargie et al., 2010). But apologia is essentially 

related to self-defence as opposed to taking the responsibility for the misdeed (Coombs et al., 

2010).  Apology, in general, is considered better than apologia in crisis arising from 

organizational misconduct (Bradford & Garrette, 1995; Dutta & Pullig, 2011) and employee 

workplace misconduct (Coombs & Schmidt, 2000) in workplace setting because it is very 

unlikely for the firm to completely shred or deny its responsibility in the event.  

Although an organization usually has no control over its employee’s private life 

behaviour, there are reasons to believe that it could still get scrutinized for responsibilities, 

and this is particularly true for employee misconducts that violate an organization’s core 

value. In my research I found that corporate value plays crucial role in choosing the response 

strategy for private life misconduct. Specifically, I found that apology is more effective than 

apologia when executive employee’s non-workplace transgression directly contradicts 
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organization’s core value (i.e., same domain misconduct), but not when the transgression is 

unrelated to the organization’s core value (i.e., different domain misconduct). This is because 

powerful employees i.e., executive employees are viewed as endorsers of the values the 

organizations as they shape the corporate culture (Zhu & Chang, 2013). People are more 

likely to think that a leader in the organization endorses the core ideology and ethical norms 

of the organization in their personal life as well (Grojean et al., 2004).  As a result, if an 

executive employee violates the organizaiton’s core value, even in the private life, the 

organization is not only perceived to be responsible but also be hypocritical as it promotes 

one value but acts oppositely by allowing its executive to violate it (Barden et al., 2005; 

Wagner et al., 2009). Because apology (vs. apologia) can reduce hypocrisy perception (e.g., 

Shklar, 1979; Hargie et al., 2010; Effron & Miller, 2015), it is more effective in retaining 

organizational reputation. In contrast, when the executive employee’s private life misconduct 

is unrelated to the organization’s core value, the organization is not judged as responsible or 

hypocrite because there is no contradiction of claim and actions. Hence denial of 

responsibility with appropriate explanation should not harm the organization because it is 

unfair to punish someone if they are not responsible for the crime (Benoit, 1997). As a result, 

apology and apologia are similarly effective in retaining organization’s reputation when it is a 

different domain misconduct. Two experiments (only study) using University of Guelph 

undergraduate students were conducted to find support for my theorization and hypotheses.   

Experiment 1 tested the main effect of response strategies in same domain 

misconduct. In a pretest (N=89) participants evaluated one apology and one apologia 

statement. As expected, apology (vs. apologia) scored significantly higher on the construct 

that measures ‘the organization is taking the responsibility for crisis’. In the main experiment 

(N=69), the participants were exposed to private life misconduct manipulation through a 

scenario based write-up where CEO of Stop Cruelty Against Animal (SCAA) was found to 
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kick and choke a puppy in the elevator (adopted from real life-life incidence e.g.,Talmazan, 

2014). Then participants were randomly assigned to either apology or apologia statements 

issued by the organization to address that misconduct. Then participants were asked to 

evaluate organizational reputation (α = .78) on a 7-point scale. Supporting our expectation, 

apology (vs. apologia) results in significantly higher organizational reputation.  

Experiment 2 tested the interaction effect between response strategies (apology vs. 

apologia) and domain of misconduct (same vs. different).  A pretest (N=39) shortlisted two 

values of equal virtuousness- ‘Animal rights’ and ‘Promoting education and literacy. In the 

main study (N=150), participants were first randomly assigned in ‘same domain’ and 

‘different domain’ misconduct condition. Specifically, participants in the ‘same domain’ 

condition read a newspaper article where CEO of SCAA (Stop Cruelty Against Animal) was 

caught in kicking and choking a puppy in the elevator. The article also had description of 

SCAA’s mission statements, campaigns, activities all centre around promoting animal rights 

and protesting animal cruelty.   Participants in ‘different domain’ misconduct condition read 

the same private life misconduct, but the person was presented as CEO of Foundation for 

Family Literacy (FFL). The newspaper article had also some description of FFL such as their 

mission statement, campaigns, activities all centre around promoting education and literacy. 

Fictitious names were used for the organizations to avoid any preconceived bias. Participants 

of each condition were further divided into ‘Apology’ and ‘Apologia’ conditions. 

Measurement of ‘corporate hypocrisy’ was taken on 7-point scale was taken. Supporting my 

expectation, there was a significant interaction effect of response strategies and domain of 

misconduct on organizational reputation. Contrast revealed that apology (vs. apologia) results 

in significantly higher organizational reputation only when it is same domain misconduct, but 

not when it is different domain misconduct. PROCESS model 8 confirmed that hypocrisy 

works as a mediator only when for same domain misconduct.  
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5.2 Contributions 

Findings from this study have contributions for literature and practice alike.  

 

Contributions for literature. This research has extended the current ‘crisis response’ 

literature to the crisis caused by private life misconduct of executive employees. It has 

established the fact that effectiveness of response strategies largely depends on organization’s 

own values- an aspect that has been largely ignored in crisis response literature.  This 

research has also examined the underlying mechanism (i.e. hypocrisy) of why different crisis 

response strategies might work in different situation in the event of private life misconduct of 

executive employees. This research extended the current ‘hypocrisy’ literature by examining 

how other’s actions can make someone look hypocritical-a finding that is novel in the 

hypocrisy literature. Finally, it has established the relationship between ‘crisis response’ 

literature and ‘hypocrisy’ literature by empirically testing the relationship between apology, 

apologia, hypocrisy and reputation.  

Contributions for practice. For practice, it will have important implications for public 

relation departments and managers. The examples presented in the opening vignette are just 

two examples from the numerous scandals that we see in the media every day. Due to the 

unprecedented growth of technology and popularity of electronic and social media, any 

negative news becomes viral quickly (Zhu & Chang, 2013).  Since the unethical behavior of a 

high official can badly affect the moral judgment of the company he works for (Johnson et 

al., 2018), it is important for companies to understand the different crisis response strategies 

and their effectiveness. This research should guide the public relation departments and 

managers to take the effective crisis response strategy in the event of such crisis. It should 

also motivate the organizations to make necessary policy changes so that employees do not 

violate its corporate values in their personal lives. For example, more budget can be allocated 
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corporate value related training/ workshop, no severance pay should be provided if someone 

loses job due to violation of the corporate value etc. Ultimately this should lead to a more 

inclusive and accountable HR and organizational practice. 

5.3 Limitations and Future Research 

Despite efforts being made to develop a reliable experiment, the current study does 

have some limitations. Firstly, the study used university students as the sample which has 

very little variation in age and education. It is possible that this narrowly focused sample 

might not represent all people who actually voice their concern or opinion when there is any 

crisis. Any future study should work with a more diverse sample.   

Secondly, this research has used fictitious organization names to avoid any 

preconceived bias. But in reality, people often have some preconceived notion and 

attachments. When a crisis hits any brand, emotionally attached people exhibit defensive 

reaction and feel motivated to find excuses to dismiss the negative information so that it does 

not hurt their own self-concept. They are biased in processing the information, counter argue 

the negative information and resist attitude change (Park et al., 2006, Liu et al., 2010, 

Ahluwalia et al., 2000). On the other hand, people with low emotional attachment process the 

negative information objectively and they are less biased. As a result, effect of apology (vs. 

apologia) might be different if we take the emotion laden constructs such as brand familiarity, 

brand involvement, consumer-company identification, brand commitment etc. Any future 

research should use real name of the organizations and control for those emotion laden 

construct to see the effect of apology (vs. apologia) on organizational reputation.  

 One can argue that values and misconducts used in this research are mostly suitable 

for not for profit organization and might not be generalizable to for profit organization. Since 

every organization promotes some domain specific ethical values (Effron et al., 2015) future 

studies could include any values that for-profit organizations use and then present the 
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violation of those values. For example, ‘diversity’ is a value promoted by Adidas and 

CocaCola. So racist comment by CEO of those organization in private life would indicate 

same domain misconduct. Similarly, being ‘genuine’ is one of the core values promoted by 

Adobe corporation. Falsifying own educational credentials by CEO would mean same 

domain misconduct.  

 Research looked into organizational reputation as the main outcome variable. 

Outcome variable can be extended to product purchase, willingness-to-pay for the products to 

make causal link with response strategies.  This direction will be able to link response 

strategies to specific product attributes such as brand (see Eckert et al. 2012), Possible 

methodological framework for such extension can be choice experiments (see Noseworthy et 

al 2012; Czoli et al 2015; Burke et al. 2010, and use of copulas to capture links between 

multiple response strategies (Meade & Islam 2010). 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Scenario and manipulation of conditions used in experiment 1 

Please read the following news from The Daily Toronto Sun:       

CEO of Stop Cruelty Against Animal (SCAA) Charged Over Animal Abuse   

By Mitch Johnson- Toronto Sun  Posted 2.35 pm, January 05, 2018           

Jacob Williams, CEO of Stop Cruelty Against Animal (SCAA), has earned considerable 

criticism for the way he treated a puppy. The incidence took place last week, inside an 

elevator of a hotel in Vancouver where he spent his vacation. The surveillance camera caught 

him kicking and choking a puppy inside the elevator. He pulled the leash of the puppy hard 

enough to lift the puppy of the floor. The video came online few days back and became viral 

since then. It is worth mentioning that Stop Cruelty Against Animal (SCAA) is an 

organization that claims to make the environments safer for animal with a mission statement 

of:  'speaking for those who cannot speak for themselves'. They run various awareness 

building campaign against animal cruelty. They collect donation to offer services like 

supporting animal protection legislation, performing animal rescue,  running emergency 

relief programs that care for animals in disasters and abusive situation etc. 

     

Condition 1- ‘Apology’ condition 

Update: After the above article was posted, Stop Cruelty Against Animal (SCAA) 

issued the following statement: “We strongly condemn the recent unwanted event caused by 

indiscretion of our CEO Jacob Williams in his personal life. We consider ourselves 

accountable to the society for our service and that includes any personal life actions of our 

employees as well.  For that reason, we apologize for any distress that the recent action of our 

CEO Jacob Williams has caused to our stakeholders.  An internal committee is reviewing the 

situation and necessary action will be taken based on their recommendation”             
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Condition 2- ‘Apologia’ condition 

Update: After the above article was posted, Stop Cruelty Against Animal (SCAA) 

issued the following statement: "We consider ourselves accountable to the society for our 

service, but not for any personal life actions of our employees. The recent incident involving 

our CEO Jacob Williams belongs to his personal life and beyond the scope of company's 

control. We detach ourselves from such incidence because it does not reflect the values or 

opinion of our company. An internal committee is reviewing the situation and necessary 

action will be taken based on their recommendation"             
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Appendix B: Measurements used in experiment 1 

‘Organizational Reputation’ scale (adopted from Coombs & Holladay, 2002) consists of 

the following five items on 7-point scale anchored with strongly disagree (1) to strongly 

agree (7) 

(a) SCAA is concerned with well-being of its public 

(b) SCAA is basically dishonest (reverse-coded) 

(c) I do not trust SCAA to tell truth about the incident (reverse coded) 

(d) Under most circumstances, I would like to believe what SCAA says  

(e) SCAA is not concerned with well-being of its public 
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Appendix C: Manipulation technique of all 4 conditions of experiment 2 

Condition 1- ‘Same Domain Misconduct’ and ‘Apology’ condition                            

Please read the following news from The Daily Toronto Sun:    CEO of Stop Cruelty 

Against Animal (SCAA) Charged Over Animal Abuse   

By Mitch Johnson- Toronto Sun  Posted 2.35 pm, January 05, 2018            

Jacob Williams, CEO of Stop Cruelty Against Animal (SCAA), has earned 

considerable criticism for the way he treated a puppy. The incidence took place last week, 

inside an elevator of a hotel in Vancouver where he spent his vacation. The surveillance 

camera caught him kicking and choking a puppy inside the elevator. He pulled the leash of 

the puppy hard enough to lift the puppy of the floor. The video came online few days back 

and became viral since then. 

It is worth mentioning that Stop Cruelty Against Animal (SCAA) is an organization 

that claims to make the environments safer for animal with a mission statement of:  'speaking 

for those who cannot speak for themselves'. They run various awareness building campaign 

against animal cruelty. They collect donation to offer services like supporting animal 

protection legislation, performing animal rescue, running emergency relief programs that care 

for animals in disasters and abusive situation etc.       

Update: After the above article was posted, Stop Cruelty Against Animal (SCAA) 

issued the following statement: “We strongly condemn the recent unwanted event caused by 

indiscretion of our CEO Jacob Williams in his personal life. We consider ourselves 

accountable to the society for our service and that includes any personal life actions of our 

employees as well.  For that reason, we apologize for any distress that the recent action of 

our CEO Jacob Williams has caused to our stakeholders.  An internal committee is 
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reviewing the situation and necessary action will be taken based on their 

recommendation”             

Condition 2- ‘Same Domain Misconduct’ and ‘Apologia’ condition 

Please read the following news from The Daily Toronto Sun:       

CEO of Stop Cruelty Against Animal (SCAA) Charged Over Animal Abuse   

By Mitch Johnson- Toronto Sun  Posted 2.35 pm, January 05, 2018         

Jacob Williams, CEO of Stop Cruelty Against Animal (SCAA), has earned 

considerable criticism for the way he treated a puppy. The incidence took place last week, 

inside an elevator of a hotel in Vancouver where he spent his vacation. The surveillance 

camera caught him kicking and choking a puppy inside the elevator. He pulled the leash of 

the puppy hard enough to lift the puppy of the floor. The video came online few days back 

and became viral since then. 

  It is worth mentioning that Stop Cruelty Against Animal (SCAA) is an organization 

that claims to make the environments safer for animal with a mission statement of:  'speaking 

for those who cannot speak for themselves'. They run various awareness building campaign 

against animal cruelty. They collect donation to offer services like supporting animal 

protection legislation, performing animal rescue, running emergency relief programs that care 

for animals in disasters and abusive situation etc.       

Update: After the above article was posted, Stop Cruelty Against Animal (SCAA) 

issued the following statement: "We consider ourselves accountable to the society for our 

service, but not for any personal life actions of our employees. The recent incident 

involving our CEO Jacob Williams belongs to his personal life and beyond the scope of 

company's control. We detach ourselves from such incidence because it does not reflect the 

values or opinion of our company. An internal committee is reviewing the situation and 

necessary action will be taken based on their recommendation"             
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Condition 3- ‘Different Domain Misconduct’ and ‘Apologia’ condition 

Please read the following news from The Daily Toronto Sun:                                                                                         

 CEO of Foundation for Family Literacy (FFL) Charged Over Animal Abuse   

By Mitch Johnson- Toronto Sun  Posted 2.35 pm, January 05, 2018         

Jacob Williams, CEO of Foundation for Family Literacy (FFL), has earned 

considerable criticism for the way he treated a puppy. The incidence took place last week, 

inside an elevator of a hotel in Vancouver where he spent his vacation. The surveillance 

camera caught him kicking and choking a puppy inside the elevator. He pulled the leash of 

the puppy hard enough to lift the puppy of the floor. The video came online few days back 

and became viral since then. 

Foundation for Family Literacy (FFL) is a non-profit meant to empower families 

through reading and literacy. FFL believes that reading and education is a family activity. 

That is why the organization is dedicated to engaging not just children but entire families in 

creating learning programs that raise literacy levels for everyone. The organization provides 

children and adults with quality literacy programs, mentoring programs, scholarships, and 

more.       

Update: After the above article was posted, Foundation for Family Literacy (FFL) 

issued the following statement: “We strongly condemn the recent unwanted event caused by 

indiscretion of our CEO Jacob Williams in his personal life. We consider ourselves 

accountable to the society for our service and that includes any personal life actions of our 

employees as well.  For that reason, we apologize for any distress that the recent action of 

our CEO Jacob Williams has caused to our stakeholders.  An internal committee is 

reviewing the situation and necessary action will be taken based on their 

recommendation”         
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Condition 4- ‘Different Domain Misconduct’ and ‘Apologia’ condition 

Please read the following news from The Daily Toronto Sun:        

 CEO of Foundation for Family Literacy (FFL) Charged Over Animal Abuse   

By Mitch Johnson- Toronto Sun  Posted 2.35 pm, January 05, 2018         

Jacob Williams, CEO of Foundation for Family Literacy (FFL), has earned 

considerable criticism for the way he treated a puppy. The incidence took place last week, 

inside an elevator of a hotel in Vancouver where he spent his vacation. The surveillance 

camera caught him kicking and choking a puppy inside the elevator. He pulled the leash of 

the puppy hard enough to lift the puppy of the floor. The video came online few days back 

and became viral since then. 

  Foundation for Family Literacy (FFL) is a non-profit meant to empower families 

through reading and literacy. FFL believes that reading and education is a family activity. 

That is why the organization is dedicated to engaging not just children but entire families in 

creating learning programs that raise literacy levels for everyone. The organization provides 

children and adults with quality literacy programs, mentoring programs, scholarships, and 

more.       

Update: After the above article was posted, Foundation for Family Literacy (FFL) 

issued the following statement: “We consider ourselves accountable to the society for our 

service, but not for any personal life actions of our employees. The recent incident 

involving our CEO Jacob Williams belongs to his personal life and beyond the scope of 

company's control. We detach ourselves from such incidence because it does not reflect the 

values or opinion of our company. An internal committee is reviewing the situation and 

necessary action will be taken based on their recommendation”         
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Appendix D: Measurements used in experiment 2 

In addition to the ‘Organizational Reputation’ and ‘Response Appropriateness’ scale 

discussed in the sections for study 1, following  measurement was collected in study 2. 

‘Corporate Hypocrisy’ scale (adopted from Wagner et al., 2009) consists of the following 

three items on 7-point scale anchored with strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7): 

(a) SCAA/FFL acts hypocritically  

(b) What SCAA/FFL says and does are two different things 

(c) SCAA/FFL pretends to be something that it is not  

Participants saw either SCAA (same domain condition) or FFL (different domain condition), 

not both organization 
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Appendix E: Measurement items questionnaire 

Organizational Reputation 

In light of everything you now know, please rate your level of agreement about the 

organization Stop Cruelty Against Animal (SCAA)/Foundation for Family Literacy ( FFL)* 

on the following statements*.   

 Please rate in a 7 point scale where 1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree 

 
Strongly 

Disagree (1) 
 (2)  (3)  (4) (5) (6) 

Strongly 

Agree (7) 

SCAA/FFL is 

concerned with 

the well-being 

of its public   

              

SCAA/FFL is 

basically 

dishonest   
              

I do not trust 

SCAA/FFL to 

tell the truth 

about the 

incident   

              

Under most 

circumstances, 

I would be 

likely to 

believe what 

SCAA/FFL 

says   

              

SCAA/FFL is 

not concerned 

with the well-

being of its 

publics  

              

 

* Participants saw either SCAA (same domain condition) or FFL (different domain 

condition), not both organization 
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Manipulation Check 

In light of everything you now know, please rate your level of agreement about the 

organization Stop Cruelty Against Animal (SCAA)/ Foundation for Family Literacy (FFL)’s 

official response on the following statements.    Please rate in a 7 point scale where 

1=Strongly Disagree and 7=Strongly Agree  

 
Strongly 

Disagree (1) 
(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Strongly 

Agree (7) 

SCAA/FFL is taking 

responsibility for its 

employee's action 
              

SCAA/FFL is denying 

to take responsibility 

for its employee's 

action 

              

Hypocrisy 

In light of everything you now know, please rate your level of agreement about the 

organization Stop Cruelty Against Animal (SCAA)/ Foundation for Family Literacy’s ( FFL) 

on the following statements.    Please rate in a 7 point scale where 1=Strongly Disagree and 

7=Strongly Agree   

 
Strongly 

Disagree (1) 
(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

Strongly 

Agree (7) 

SCAA/FFL acts 

hypocritically                

What SCAA/FFL 

says and does are 

two different 

things  

              

SCAA/FFL 

pretends to be 

something that it 

is not  

              

 


