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Abstract: This study aims to explore how work disengagement (WD) is affected by employees’ per-
ceptions of distributive injustice (DI). It also investigates the mediating roles of workplace negative
gossip (WNG) and organizational cynicism (OC). Responses were received from the full-time em-
ployees of category (A) travel agencies and five-star hotels operating in Egypt. WarpPLS 7.0 was used
to run a PLS-SEM analysis on the 656 valid responses. The results revealed that there is a positive
relationship between employees’ perception of distributive injustice and work disengagement level;
in addition, there is a positive relationship between perception of distributive injustice and workplace
negative gossip and organizational cynicism. Results also reported positive relationships between
workplace negative gossip, organizational cynicism, and work disengagement. Furthermore, find-
ings showed that workplace negative gossip and organizational cynicism mediate the relationship
between distributive injustice and work disengagement. Some groundbreaking investigations were
conducted as part of the research. Research on how DI affects WNG, OC, and WD is still lacking. In
terms of contextual significance, an empirical investigation of the relationship between these factors
in hotels and travel companies is unavailable. By empirically examining these connections in the
context of Egyptian hotels and travel agencies, the current study has filled a gap in the literature on
tourism and hospitality, human resources management, and organizational behavior.

Keywords: distributive injustice; work disengagement; workplace negative gossip; organizational
cynicism; hospitality and tourism industries

1. Introduction

In organizational contexts, distributive injustice pertains to the perception of unfair-
ness in the distribution of resources or rewards, and it can significantly impact employee
attitudes and behaviors [1]. This occurs when employees perceive inequitable treatment in
terms of tangible benefits they receive, including pay, promotions, bonuses, recognition,
and opportunities. The experience of distributive injustice can evoke negative emotions
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such as resentment, frustration, and dissatisfaction among employees [2]. Fairness, ac-
cording to Adams [3], relates to how much individuals are aware of and compare their
conditions to those of others. People would try to ensure fairness by comparing the inputs
(and outputs) brought to (and received from) the same behavior by others. People may
regard the given scenario as fair as long as the ratio of these inputs and outcomes is equal.
Furthermore, organizations that prioritize distributive justice considerations tend to have
employees who are motivated and actively involved in their work. Resolving issues related
to distributive injustice requires implementing transparent and fair reward systems, provid-
ing equal opportunities for promotions, and consistently acknowledging the contributions
of employees. Neglecting to address distributive injustice can result in reduced job engage-
ment, increased employee turnover rates, and an adverse effect on overall organizational
performance [4]. One negative outcome that can arise from distributive injustice is work
disengagement, which is characterized by a lack of motivation, detachment, and disinterest
in one’s job. It is important to comprehend the underlying mechanisms through which
distributive injustice impacts work disengagement to develop effective interventions and
enhance employee well-being [5,6].

In response to perceived distributive injustice, employees may exhibit various behav-
iors such as reduced effort, diminished cooperation, increased absenteeism, participation
in negative workplace gossip, the development of organizational cynicism, and even
turnover [7,8]. Studies have indicated that distributive injustice can create an environment
conducive to negative gossip and contribute to a culture of cynicism within the organiza-
tion [9]. When employees sense inequity in the allocation of rewards or resources, they
may resort to engaging in negative gossip as a means to cope with their feelings of injustice
or to seek social support from their colleagues [10].

Additionally, encountering distributive injustice can undermine employees’ trust and
faith in the organization, resulting in heightened cynicism [9,11]. The prevalence of negative
gossip can serve as an indicator of the organizational culture and atmosphere. When
negative gossip is pervasive and accepted, it can contribute to a toxic work environment
characterized by diminished morale, elevated conflict, fear, discomfort, insecurity, reduced
work engagement, and decreased productivity [12].

During times of change or transformation, organizational cynicism can present obsta-
cles. Employees who harbor cynicism may resist or undermine change initiatives due to
their skepticism regarding the organization’s intentions or the perceived ineffectiveness of
past changes. This resistance can impede the organization’s capacity to adapt and address
evolving market conditions or industry trends. Cynical employees are less likely to be
actively engaged in their work and committed to the organization. They may demon-
strate reduced levels of discretionary effort and be more inclined to consider leaving the
organization [13,14].

The presence of pervasive cynicism within an organization can generate an unfavor-
able work environment, deterring high-performing employees and posing challenges to
attracting and retaining top talent [15]. Both negative workplace gossip and organizational
cynicism have been linked to work disengagement. Negative gossip can foster a toxic
work environment, erode trust, and hinder collaboration, ultimately resulting in disen-
gagement [16]. Similarly, organizational cynicism is associated with decreased motivation,
diminished job satisfaction, and reduced commitment to the organization, all contributing
factors to work disengagement [17,18].

Although the relationship between distributive injustice and work disengagement
has been investigated in various industries [6,19], there is a research gap when it comes to
examining this relationship specifically within the context of the tourism and hospitality
sectors. Furthermore, the mediating factors of workplace negative gossip and organiza-
tional cynicism have not been extensively explored. There is a need to understand how
distributive injustice significantly impacts work disengagement within the tourism and hos-
pitality industries. While studies conducted in other sectors have examined the influence of
distributive injustice on work disengagement, the unique characteristics of the tourism and



Sustainability 2023, 15, 15011 3 of 24

hospitality business, such as customer interactions, service quality, and emotional labor,
may require a customized approach to better comprehend this relationship.

Therefore, there is a clear research imperative to investigate the ramifications of dis-
tributive injustice within the tourism and hospitality industries. Another research gap
exists in comprehending the mediating mechanisms of workplace negative gossip and
organizational cynicism. While previous studies have separately explored the link between
distributive injustice and work disengagement, as well as the influence of workplace neg-
ative gossip and organizational cynicism on work disengagement, no prior research has
examined the mediating effects of workplace negative gossip and organizational cynicism
specifically within the tourism and hospitality sectors in the context of the relationship
between distributive injustice and work disengagement. Consequently, the present study
aims to bridge this gap by pursuing three primary objectives: (1) assessing the impact
of distributive injustice on organizational negative gossip, organizational cynicism, and
work disengagement; (2) evaluating the influence of workplace negative gossip and or-
ganizational cynicism on work disengagement; and (3) examining the mediating role of
workplace negative gossip and organizational cynicism between distributive injustice and
work disengagement.

Obtaining a comprehensive understanding of how distributive injustice influences
work disengagement necessitates gaining insight into the interrelationships among these
variables. Addressing these research gaps is of utmost importance to advance knowledge
in the field of organizational injustice and its impact on work disengagement, specifically
within the tourism and hospitality sectors. By bridging these gaps, researchers can provide
evidence-based recommendations to organizations in this industry, enabling them to foster
supportive work environments that mitigate workplace negative gossip and organizational
cynicism and reduce levels of work disengagement. The problem raised by the current
study is even more of a concern in the tourism and hospitality industries, which are
labor-intensive and employ a large number of people while also heavily depending on
natural resources [20,21]. The tourism and hospitality business is also known for its fast-
paced and dynamic nature, which requires staff to overcome a variety of challenges while
providing great customer service [22]. To boost employee outcomes in this context, a work
environment that creates a constructive working climate is required.

2. Literature Review and Hypotheses Development
2.1. Distributive Injustice

Distributive injustice pertains to the perception of unfairness in how rewards, re-
sources, or outcomes are distributed within an organization. It occurs when individuals
believe that they are not receiving a fair share of rewards or benefits concerning their
contributions, efforts, or the contributions of others. This perception of unfair treatment
can result in negative emotional responses and dissatisfaction among employees [23,24].
In situations where distributive injustice is present, employees may perceive that others
receive more favorable treatment or rewards despite having similar or even lesser con-
tributions [25]. This perception can evoke feelings of resentment, demotivation, and a
diminished sense of commitment to the organization [26]. Distributive injustice can impact
various aspects of the workplace, including morale, interpersonal relationships, and the
overall organizational culture [27].

2.2. Workplace Negative Gossip

Workplace negative gossip refers to the dissemination of unfavorable or derogatory
information or rumors about individuals or events within an organizational context. It
entails the informal sharing of critical or malicious comments about colleagues, supervi-
sors, or the organization itself [28,29]. Typically, negative gossip occurs through informal
communication channels such as casual conversations, social interactions, or electronic
communication platforms, bypassing formal channels of communication within the organi-
zation [30]. Negative gossip encompasses various topics, including personal information,



Sustainability 2023, 15, 15011 4 of 24

performance-related issues, conflicts, or rumors about organizational changes. It tends
to emphasize negative aspects by highlighting the weaknesses, mistakes, or undesirable
behaviors of individuals or groups [31].

Negative gossip targeted at an individual can have adverse impacts on their overall
well-being and professional connections [32]. It can generate stress, anxiety, and feelings of
isolation or exclusion. Moreover, the dissemination of negative gossip can undermine trust
and foster a hostile work environment, thereby impeding collaboration and teamwork [33].
Furthermore, individuals who actively participate in negative gossip may also experience
undesirable outcomes, including harm to their reputation or strained relationships with
colleagues. The consequences of workplace negative gossip extend beyond the individuals
involved and can have significant implications for the organization as a whole [34,35]. It
has the potential to foster a toxic work culture marked by negativity, suspicion, and conflict.
The negative atmosphere fueled by gossip can diminish overall job satisfaction, dampen
employee morale, and weaken organizational commitment [29,36].

2.3. Organizational Cynicism

Organizational cynicism refers to the adoption of a negative attitude or perception
by employees toward their organization. It is characterized by skepticism, distrust, and
the belief that the organization’s actions, intentions, or decisions are primarily motivated
by self-interest, dishonesty, or a lack of integrity [27,37]. The presence of organizational
cynicism can manifest in various ways and have an impact on employee attitudes, be-
haviors, and the overall climate within the organization [38]. Employees often develop
organizational cynicism as a result of negative experiences, perceptions of injustice, or a
series of disappointing events within the organization [39].

Cynicism within an organization can be attributed to various factors, including per-
ceived inequities, lack of transparency, broken promises, unethical behavior, poor leader-
ship, organizational changes, and perceived organizational hypocrisy [40]. The presence of
organizational cynicism undermines trust between employees and the organization, as well
as among employees themselves [17]. It impedes collaboration, teamwork, and effective
communication, resulting in reduced cooperation and limited knowledge sharing. When
cynicism becomes widespread within an organization, it contributes to a negative organi-
zational culture characterized by low morale, the spread of cynicism among employees,
and a lack of enthusiasm. Furthermore, it hampers innovation, adaptability, and efforts
towards organizational change [41,42].

2.4. Work Disengagement

Work disengagement, also known as employee disengagement or workplace disen-
gagement, refers to a condition where employees experience a sense of disconnection, lack
of involvement, and disinterest in their jobs and the organization they belong to. It is
characterized by diminished motivation, decreased enthusiasm, and a general feeling of
indifference towards their work and the workplace environment [43,44]. The presence of
work disengagement can have negative consequences for both individual employees and
the organization as a whole [45].

Disengaged employees tend to display a lack of passion and interest in their job
responsibilities. They may fulfill their duties without experiencing a sense of satisfaction or
commitment [46]. Disengagement is frequently accompanied by a decline in the level of
effort employees put into their work, resulting in reduced productivity and lower-quality
outcomes [47]. Disengaged employees may also emotionally detach themselves from their
work, colleagues, and the organization as a whole. They may not feel personally invested
in the success of the organization or their role within it [48]. Work disengagement has the
potential to result in a decline in job performance, as employees are less inclined to exceed
their basic job requirements or contribute to innovative solutions. This disengagement can
hinder progress towards organizational goals and objectives [6].
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2.5. Social Exchange Theory

The application of Social Exchange Theory is crucial for comprehending the intermedi-
ary functions of workplace negative gossip and organizational cynicism in the relationship
between distributive injustice and work disengagement within the tourism and hospital-
ity industries. This theory highlights the importance of reciprocal relationships, where
individuals anticipate fair exchanges of resources, benefits, and contributions [49,50].

Social Exchange Theory suggests that individuals engage in relationships and interac-
tions with an inherent expectation of reciprocity [51,52]. Distributive injustice disrupts this
reciprocal exchange by creating a perception of inequity in the distribution of efforts and re-
wards. Employees who perceive distributive injustice may experience a breach in the social
contract that forms the foundation of their relationship with the organization [53]. Negative
gossip can be viewed as a form of social currency within an organizational context [54,55].

As a response to perceived distributive injustice, employees may resort to engaging
in negative gossip as a means to exchange information and express their frustrations.
Through sharing negative information about others, employees may seek validation for
their negative emotions, thus establishing a temporary sense of social balance [56,57].

Negative gossip can serve as a means for employees to communicate their dissatisfac-
tion with perceived unfair treatment [58,59]. Through the sharing of negative information
about the organization, its decisions, or colleagues, employees can express their discontent
without directly confronting those they hold responsible for the perceived injustice [60].
Perceived breaches in the social exchange relationship can give rise to organizational cyni-
cism [61]. When employees believe that the organization fails to fulfill its obligations in
providing equitable rewards, they may develop cynical attitudes [62].

Cynicism can function as a defense mechanism employed by employees to shield
themselves from additional disappointment and unfulfilled expectations [63]. Work disen-
gagement can be interpreted as a disengagement from the process of social exchange [64].
When employees perceive that the organization is failing to fulfill its obligations in the
reciprocal relationship, they may emotionally and behaviorally detach themselves from
their work. Disengagement can be a strategy to restrict further investment in a relationship
that is perceived as unjust [65].

Trust and reciprocity play crucial roles in maintaining relationships, as emphasized
by Social Exchange Theory. Distributive injustice undermines trust in the organization’s
commitment to fulfill its obligations within the exchange relationship [66]. In response to
this breach of trust, negative gossip and organizational cynicism may arise, exacerbating
the reluctance to engage in reciprocal behaviors [67].

2.5.1. The Relationship between Distributive Injustice and Work Disengagement

When employees perceive a sense of inequity, they typically respond with both emo-
tional and cognitive reactions [68]. Negative emotions such as frustration, resentment, and
disillusionment emerge, eroding their emotional connection to their work and the organi-
zation [69]. This emotional response can trigger cognitive dissonance, which occurs when
there is a discrepancy between the perceived injustice and their values and expectations,
resulting in internal conflict [70].

In terms of cognition, employees undergo a process of reevaluating their dedication to
the organization. They begin to question the fairness of their work environment and the eth-
ical standards upheld by the organization. This questioning process can result in a reduced
sense of identification with the organization’s goals and values, ultimately contributing to
diminished work engagement [71,72]. Employees who perceive distributive injustice may
start perceiving their work as merely transactional rather than a meaningful contribution,
leading to decreased levels of enthusiasm and effort invested in their tasks [73].

In terms of behavior, the effects of distributive injustice are evident in the form of work
disengagement [6,74]. Employees exhibit reduced motivation to go beyond their assigned
duties, resulting in decreased productivity and creativity [75]. This disengagement can
manifest as missed deadlines, lower-quality work, and diminished collaboration with
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colleagues. Additionally, employees may socially disengage from the workplace, leading
to decreased interactions with coworkers and limited participation in team activities [76].

Furthermore, distributive injustice can have adverse consequences for employees’
perceptions of organizational justice. Organizational justice encompasses the overall fair-
ness of procedures, interactions, and outcomes within the organization. When employees
perceive distributive injustice, it can result in a perception of low organizational justice
as a whole, which, in turn, contributes to work disengagement. Employees may begin to
question the organization’s legitimacy and integrity, leading to decreased commitment and
motivation to contribute to its goals [77,78].

Likewise, the negative emotional reactions elicited by distributive injustice can exacer-
bate work disengagement [74]. Employees who perceive unfair treatment may experience
negative emotions such as anger, resentment, or a sense of being undervalued. These
negative emotions can impede their capacity to fully engage in their work and may result
in reduced effort or diminished enthusiasm [19]. Hence, we hypothesize the following:

H1. Distributive injustice is positively linked to work disengagement.

2.5.2. The Relationship between Distributive Injustice and Workplace Negative Gossip

The connection between distributive injustice and negative workplace gossip is de-
fined by the influence of perceived unfairness on cultivating a gossip culture within the
organization [58]. Distributive injustice has the potential to elicit negative emotions like
anger, resentment, or frustration among employees who perceive themselves as being
treated unfairly. These negative emotions can drive individuals to seek validation and
support from their colleagues [60]. Negative gossip can function as a means for employees
to communicate their discontent, express grievances, and seek camaraderie with others
who share similar experiences or perceive unfairness. It can serve as an outlet for venting
frustration and seeking a sense of justice or validation [79].

Within the workplace, negative gossip has the potential to rapidly disseminate, driven
by the emotions and perceptions connected to distributive injustice [58]. Employees may
partake in informal conversations, discussions, or information exchanges that center around
highlighting instances of perceived unfairness or negative encounters regarding the distri-
bution of rewards. This can perpetuate a cycle of negative gossip as individuals share their
narratives and experiences and ultimately contribute to the development of an unfavorable
work environment characterized by mistrust, rumors, and conflicts [80]. Negative gossip
functions as a coping mechanism utilized in response to the emotional distress triggered
by distributive injustice [81]. Employees may experience a sense of powerlessness when it
comes to addressing perceived inequalities directly, and negative gossip serves as a means
to indirectly influence the perception of those in positions of power [82].

Distributive injustice triggers social comparison processes among employees [83].
When individuals observe unfairness in the allocation of rewards, they engage in social
comparisons, comparing their outcomes to those of others [84]. Negative gossip can
function as a form of solidarity among employees who perceive themselves as victims of
distributive injustice. It cultivates a sense of camaraderie and shared grievances, forging
a bond among those who believe they have been treated unfairly [85]. Therefore, we
hypothesize the following:

H2. Distributive injustice is positively linked to workplace negative gossip.

2.5.3. The Relationship between Workplace Negative Gossip and Work Disengagement

The correlation between workplace negative gossip and work disengagement is char-
acterized by the detrimental effects of gossip on employees’ motivation, job satisfaction,
and overall work engagement [86]. At the core of this relationship is the function of work-
place negative gossip as a catalyst for negative emotions and perceptions. When employees
engage in or are exposed to negative gossip, it can foster a toxic emotional environment.
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The negative nature of gossip, typically centered around grievances or perceived injustices,
elicits feelings of dissatisfaction, mistrust, and cynicism [87].

Negative gossip within the workplace cultivates an unfavorable emotional atmosphere
that can adversely impact employees. Consistent exposure to negative gossip can result
in heightened stress, anxiety, and a sense of insecurity. These negative emotions can
deplete employees’ energy and diminish their enthusiasm, leading to reduced motivation
to wholeheartedly engage in their work [58,88].

In addition, negative gossip in the workplace can serve as a distracting force that redi-
rects employees’ focus away from their work tasks and objectives. Participating in or being
exposed to gossip can consume precious time and mental resources that should be dedi-
cated to productive work. The persistent preoccupation with gossip can disrupt workflow,
impede concentration, and contribute to decreased productivity and engagement [89].

The existence of widespread negative gossip can foster a toxic work environment
marked by distrust, fear, and prevailing negativity. According to Robinson and Bennett [90],
deviant workplace behavior may be anticipated in part by an organization’s ethical atmo-
sphere. Employees who perceive their work environment as toxic may experience feelings
of demoralization, undervaluation, and lack of support, leading to disengagement. The
continuous presence of negative gossip perpetuates a culture that undermines motivation
and engagement [34]. Hence, we hypothesize the following:

H3. Workplace negative gossip is positively linked to work disengagement.

2.5.4. The Mediating Role of Workplace Negative Gossip between Distributive Injustice
and Work Disengagement

Employees who perceive distributive injustice may develop a sense that they are being
treated unfairly or that their contributions are not adequately recognized. This percep-
tion can arise from disparities in rewards, promotions, or opportunities for advancement.
Experiencing distributive injustice triggers negative emotions, including frustration, re-
sentment, and anger [2,91]. In response to distributive injustice, employees may resort to
negative gossip as a way to vent their frustrations and seek validation from others who
have encountered similar situations [92].

Negative gossip serves as a means for employees to express their perceptions of
unfairness, discuss instances of inequity, and release their emotions. It becomes a coping
mechanism for employees to deal with the negative feelings linked to distributive injustice.
Workplace negative gossip reinforces and intensifies the negative emotions associated
with distributive injustice. As employees participate in gossip and exchange negative
accounts, it sustains a cycle of negativity, intensifying the negative emotions experienced.
Continuous exposure to negative gossip can exacerbate feelings of discontentment, anger,
and disengagement among employees [34,81,82].

The interaction between distributive injustice and workplace negative gossip can
contribute to work disengagement. Employees who encounter distributive injustice and
are exposed to negative gossip are prone to feeling demoralized, undervalued, and discon-
nected from their work. Disengagement may manifest as diminished motivation, decreased
productivity, and a lack of commitment to organizational objectives [58,93]. Distributive
injustice can generate a perception of limited control and influence over one’s work out-
comes [94]. When employees perceive that their rewards and opportunities are determined
arbitrarily or influenced by factors beyond their control, it diminishes their sense of auton-
omy and can lead to disengagement. Negative gossip serves as a means for employees to
express their perceived lack of control and vent their frustrations, thereby reinforcing the
belief that they have minimal influence over their work situation [95].

Negative gossip acts as a mediator, indicating that the emotional responses evoked by
distributive injustice are communicated through informal channels. These negative emo-
tions can contribute to the emergence of work disengagement [58]. As employees partake
in negative conversations and express their perceptions, the collective dissatisfaction may
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foster a negative work environment, undermine trust in the organization, and ultimately
result in disengagement [96]. Accordingly, we hypothesize the following:

H4. Workplace negative gossip mediates the link between distributive injustice and work disengagement.

2.5.5. The Relationship between Distributive Injustice and Organizational Cynicism

Experiencing distributive injustice can foster the growth of organizational cynicism
within employees. This can manifest as a cynical perspective where employees perceive
the organization as self-serving, manipulative, and indifferent to their well-being. They
may hold the belief that decisions about rewards, promotions, and resource allocation are
influenced by favoritism, politics, or hidden agendas rather than being guided by principles
of fairness and merit [27,97].

Employees view organizational events and behaviors through a cynical filter, assum-
ing that any perceived injustice or unfavorable outcomes are intentional efforts by the
organization to exploit or mistreat them. This biased interpretation reinforces their cynical
beliefs and perpetuates negative attitudes [98]. Central to this connection is the emotional
reaction to distributive injustice. When employees perceive unfair treatment regarding
rewards or opportunities in comparison to their colleagues, they feel a sense of inequity,
frustration, and disillusionment. These negative emotions can undermine their trust in the
organization’s dedication to fairness and their faith in its integrity. The erosion of trust
forms the basis for the development of organizational cynicism [94].

The connection between distributive injustice and organizational cynicism is rein-
forced by cognitive biases. Employees who perceive distributive injustice tend to focus
on and remember information that aligns with their negative beliefs about the organiza-
tion. This confirmation bias can intensify their cynicism, causing them to interpret even
neutral or positive organizational actions as indications of hidden agendas [27]. Hence, we
hypothesize the following:

H5. Distributive injustice is positively linked to organizational cynicism.

2.5.6. The Relationship between Organizational Cynicism and Work Disengagement

Negative attitudes and perceptions towards the organization are linked to organiza-
tional cynicism [99]. Employees who hold a cynical outlook tend to harbor negative views
of the organization and its leadership, interpreting their actions as self-serving or driven by
concealed motives. This negative perception acts as a psychological barrier that obstructs
employees’ emotional connection and identification with the organization [100].

Employees who hold cynical attitudes are prone to displaying decreased motivation
and effort in their work [101]. The perception that the organization prioritizes self-interest
over the well-being of its employees diminishes their sense of purpose and intrinsic moti-
vation. As a result, they may become less engaged in their work, resulting in a decline in
the quality and quantity of their contributions [102].

Organizational cynicism has the potential to contribute to emotional exhaustion and
burnout among employees. The negative and skeptical mindset associated with cynicism
demands continuous cognitive and emotional exertion. This prolonged effort can deplete
employees’ energy and resources, resulting in feelings of exhaustion and a diminished
capacity to cope with work-related stressors. Consequently, employees may disengage
from their work as a means of self-preservation [103–105].

Work disengagement frequently presents itself through various withdrawal behav-
iors [106]. Cynical employees may demonstrate these behaviors by participating less in
team activities, reducing collaboration with colleagues, or avoiding additional respon-
sibilities. They may also physically withdraw by frequently taking sick leave, arriving
late, or leaving early. These withdrawal behaviors signify a diminished commitment and
decreased dedication to the organization and its objectives [107,108].

Employees’ perceptions of the value of their work can be influenced by organizational
cynicism. When employees perceive that their organization’s main driving force is self-
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interest rather than a genuine commitment to its employees, they may begin to doubt
the importance of their contributions [109]. This skepticism regarding the organization’s
underlying motivations can result in a decreased sense of purpose and satisfaction in
their roles, ultimately contributing to work disengagement [110]. Hence, we hypothesize
the following:

H6. Organizational cynicism is positively linked to work disengagement.

2.5.7. The Mediating Role of Organizational Cynicism between Distributive Injustice and
Work Disengagement

Organizational cynicism can serve as a channel through which the negative emotions
arising from distributive injustice are channeled. Cynical employees may express their
discontent through sarcasm, distrust, and skepticism, thereby creating a self-reinforcing
cycle that sustains their negative attitudes. This perpetuation of cynicism can contribute to
work disengagement, as employees may disengage from their roles due to their perceived
lack of trust in the organization’s motives [111,112].

Organizational cynicism acts as an intermediary between distributive injustice and
work disengagement. When employees encounter distributive injustice, it generates a neg-
ative view of the organization, its leaders, and its decision-making procedures [113]. This
negative perception subsequently leads to organizational cynicism, which encompasses
skepticism, mistrust, and the belief that the organization’s actions are primarily driven by
self-interest [100].

Perceptions of distributive injustice can lead to organizational cynicism, which in
turn has a significant impact on work disengagement among employees [97]. Cynical
employees may disengage from their work as a coping mechanism or in response to their
negative views of the organization. This disengagement can result in reduced motivation,
diminished commitment, and a lack of enthusiasm towards work-related tasks [105]. The
consequences of work disengagement may include decreased productivity, lower work
quality, and a lack of proactive behaviors [106].

A decline in employees’ trust in the organization and its leaders can be attributed to
organizational cynicism [114]. The perception of distributive injustice erodes trust and
fosters skepticism regarding the organization’s fairness and intentions. This diminished
trust can then lead to work disengagement, as employees may become less motivated to
devote their time, effort, and energy to their work [17,115].

Negative emotions such as anger, resentment, and disillusionment are triggered by
distributive injustice experienced by employees [116]. These emotions play a significant
role in the emergence of organizational cynicism. When employees perceive distributive
injustice, they may experience feelings of betrayal or unfairness, which intensify their cyni-
cism towards the organization [97]. The emotional responses associated with distributive
injustice contribute to the formation and reinforcement of organizational cynicism, subse-
quently impacting work disengagement [117]. Therefore, we hypothesize the following
(Figure 1):

H7. Organizational cynicism mediates the link between distributive injustice and work disengagement.
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3. Materials and Methods
3.1. Measures and Instrument Development

The survey employed in this study was split into a pair of parts. The first asks for four
latent variables examined in the study, namely, distributive injustice, work disengagement,
negative workplace gossip, and organizational cynicism. This part included 30 items. The
second part of the survey asked five questions for employees about their gender, age,
education, years of working experience, and work organization. Distributive injustice
was assessed on a 4-item scale [118]. For example, “In a hotel/travel agency, the outcome
process does not reflect the effort I have put into my work” and “In a hotel/travel agency,
the outcome process is unjustified, given my performance”. In addition, employees’ work
disengagement was evaluated by a 9-item scale [119]. Sample items included: “When I
get up in the morning, I do not feel like going to work” and “I do not feel happy when
I am working intensely”. Furthermore, negative workplace gossip was measured by a
10-item scale adapted from [120]. For instance, “I questioned a co-worker’s abilities while
talking to another work colleague” and “I vented to a work colleague about something that
your supervisor has done”. Moreover, organizational cynicism was assessed on a 7-item
scale [121]. For example, “Suggestions on how to solve problems around here will not
produce much real change” and “Hotel/travel agency’s management is more interested in
its goals and needs than in its employees’ welfare”. The complete scale of items is outlined
in Appendix A. The original survey was created in English. Furthermore, a back-translation
approach was adopted to translate into Arabic and ensure that matching was achieved. All
participants’ replies were evaluated on a 5-point Likert scale “ranging from 1 for strongly
disagreeing to 5 for strongly agreeing”.

3.2. Sampling and Data Collection

The research model was evaluated using information acquired from staff members at
Egypt’s category (A) travel agencies and five-star hotels from March 2023 to May 2023. Working
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at category (A) travel agencies and a five-star hotel is demanding since they strive to provide
high-quality services to their consumers at all times. Employees in those organizations are more
likely to engage in frequent disagreements and unethical behaviors, such as negative gossip
and cynicism, due to the hard workload and demands of their positions [122]. According to the
2018 statistics provided by the ministry of tourism, Egypt has 2222 category (A) travel agencies
and 158 5-star hotels. The convenience sample strategy was adopted due to the geographical
breadth of this study and the fact that the five-star hotels and travel firms were dispersed
throughout Egypt. Approximately 1000 questionnaires were delivered to the organizations
under investigation. Only 656 valid forms were obtained, representing a 65.6% response rate;
450 (68.6%) surveys were gathered from 30 five-star hotels, and 206 (31.4%) responses were
received from 50 category (A) travel agencies. The entire number of employees working
in category (A) travel agencies and five-star hotels in Egypt is not disclosed in any official
statistics. As a consequence, the sampling equation [123] was utilized in this study. When a list
of populations is unavailable, such as in the current study, Cochran [123] devised an equation
to provide a representative sample for the population that equals 385 responses. As a result,
the 656 valid replies gathered were adequate for the final analysis.

3.3. Data Analysis

To investigate the study’s measurement and structural model, as well as to validate
the research hypotheses, the current study used the PLS-SEM approach with WarpPLS
software version 7.0. PLS-SEM is a commonly utilized analytical approach in tourism and
hospitality research [124].

4. Results
4.1. Participant’s Characteristics

Out of 656 respondents, there were 520 (79.3%) male respondents and 136 (20.7%) female
respondents. In addition, 254 (38.7%) of respondents were under the age of 30, 316 (48.2%)
between the ages of 30 and less than 40, and 86 (13.1%) between the ages of 40 and more than
50. Moreover, 106 (16.2%) held a high school or high institute certificate, compared to 528
(80.5%) who held a bachelor’s degree and 22 (3.4%) who held a master’s or Ph.D. degree.
Furthermore, 292 (44.5%) had more than ten years of work experience, whereas 122 (18.6%)
had less than two years, 132 (20.1%) had two to five years, and 110 (16.8%) had six to ten
years. In addition, 450 (68.6%) of respondents worked in five-star hotels, while 206 (31.4%)
worked in the travel agency category (A). Please see detail in Table 1.

Table 1. Participant’s profile (N = 656).

Frequency Percent

Gender
Male 520 79.3

Female 136 20.7

Age

<30 years 254 38.7

30~40 years 316 48.2

40~50 years 86 13.1

Education

High school/Institute 106 16.2

Bachelor 528 80.5

Master/PhD 22 3.4

Experience

<2 years 122 18.6

2 to 5 years 132 20.1

6 to 10 years 110 16.8

>10 years 292 44.5

Work organization
Hotel 450 68.6

Travel agency 206 31.4
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4.2. Descriptive Statistics and Factor Loadings

According to Table 2, factor loading was calculated and indicated that item loadings
ranged between 0.534 and 0.858. Factor loading values greater than 0.5 are considered
acceptable, according to [125] criteria. Table 2 also showed that the mean scores of dis-
tributive injustice, work disengagement, negative workplace gossip, and organizational
cynicism as reported by hotel and travel agency employees were (3.09 ± 1.04), (3.55 ± 0.89),
(3.47 ± 0.98), and (3.06 ± 0.99), respectively.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics and factor loadings.

Mean * Item Loading

Distributive injustice (DI) 3.09 1.04 -

DI.1 3.03 1.14 0.786 **

DI.2 3.03 1.14 0.809 **

DI.3 3.15 1.39 0.858 **

DI.4 3.15 1.38 0.809 **

Work disengagement (WD) 3.55 0.89 -

WD.1 3.43 1.20 0.733 **

WD.2 3.52 1.23 0.782 **

WD.3 3.71 1.18 0.716 **

WD.4 3.80 1.12 0.784 **

WD.5 3.59 1.04 0.744 **

WD.6 3.66 1.14 0.741 **

WD.7 3.43 1.22 0.794 **

WD.8 3.45 1.20 0.758 **

WD.9 3.37 1.27 0.732 **

Negative workplace gossip (NWG) 3.47 0.98 -

NWG.1 3.25 1.39 0.837 **

NWG.2 3.31 1.33 0.741 **

NWG.3 3.49 1.29 0.799 **

NWG.4 3.41 1.35 0.770 **

NWG.5 3.45 1.25 0.822 **

NWG.6 3.54 1.28 0.775 **

NWG.7 3.66 1.24 0.805 **

NWG.8 3.57 1.21 0.806 **

NWG.9 3.47 1.20 0.746 **

NWG.10 3.51 1.21 0.534 **

Organizational cynicism (OC) 3.06 0.99

OC.1 2.87 1.35 0.853 **

OC.2 3.08 1.24 0.810 **

OC.3 3.12 1.11 0.822 **

OC.4 3.16 1.21 0.855 **

OC.5 3.09 1.14 0.841 **

OC.6 3.15 1.14 0.800 **

OC.7 2.93 1.31 0.690 **
* Mean score: Low: 1.00 to 2.33; Average (Moderate): 2.34 to 3.66; High: 3.67 to 5.00. ** p value < 0.05.

4.3. Reliability and Validity

When all variables are greater than 0.7, as shown in Table 3, ref. [126] claims that
Cronbach alpha and composite reliability for all variables are satisfactory. Additionally,
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AVE values greater than 0.5 were found, indicating the validity of the scales [124]. All
Full-Collinearity VIF scores were satisfactory as well.

Table 3. Reliability and AVEs.

Construct/Items Composite Reliability Cronbach Alpha Average Variance
Extracted (AVE) Full.Collin.VIF

Organizational cynicism (OC) 0.931 0.913 0.659 2.508

Distributive injustice (DI) 0.888 0.832 0.666 2.639

Work disengagement (WD) 0.922 0.905 0.569 2.125

Negative workplace gossip (NWG) 0.934 0.921 0.589 1.853

In addition, a discriminant validity test was performed. Table 4 demonstrates that
the AVE value is larger than the highest common value for each variable. These findings,
according to Hair et al. [124], validate the study model’s reliability and validity.

Table 4. Discriminant validity results.

OC DI WD NWG

Organizational cynicism (OC) 0.812 0.754 0.596 0.497

Distributive injustice (DI) 0.754 0.816 0.600 0.554

Work disengagement (WD) 0.596 0.600 0.754 0.646

Negative workplace gossip (NWG) 0.497 0.554 0.646 0.768

4.4. Model Fit and Quality Indices for the Research Model

Before testing hypotheses, model fit had been verified. All model fit and quality index
findings meet the criteria, as indicated in Appendix B.

4.5. The Structural Model and Hypotheses Testing

The structural model of the study was examined using path coefficient analysis (β),
p-value, and R-square (R2). The hypotheses testing findings (Figure 2 and Table 5) show
that there is a positive relationship between distributive injustice and work disengagement
(β = 0.15, p < 0.01), negative workplace gossip (β = 0.62, p < 0.01), and organizational
cynicism (β = 0.76, p < 0.01). This means that distributive injustice increases work disen-
gagement, negative workplace gossip, and organizational cynicism. Therefore, H1, H2, and
H5 are supported. In addition, a positive relationship existed between negative workplace
gossip, organizational cynicism, and work disengagement (β = 0.35, p < 0.01) and (β = 0.43,
p < 0.01), respectively. This means that negative workplace gossip and organizational
cynicism increase work disengagement. Therefore, H3 and H6 are supported.

Additionally, Figure 2 shows that distributive injustice interpreted 39% of the variance
in negative workplace gossip (R2 = 0.39) and 57% of the variance in organizational cynicism
(R2 = 0.57). Moreover, distributive injustice, negative workplace gossip, and organizational
cynicism explained 75% of the variance in work disengagement (R2 = 0.72).

Finally, indirect impact was examined to evaluate the role of negative workplace gossip
and organizational cynicism as mediators (see Table 5). For negative workplace gossip, the
“bootstrapping analysis” determined that the indirect effect’s Std. β = 0.267 (0.620 × 0.430)
was significant, with a t-value of 9.874. Furthermore, the indirect effect of 0.267, “95%
Bootstrapped Confidence Interval” (LL = 0.214, UL = 0.320), does not straddle a zero in
between, confirming mediation. As a result, the mediation effect of negative workplace
gossip in the relationship between distributive injustice and work disengagement may be
included as statistically significant. As a result, H4 is supported.

Moreover, according to Table 5, for organizational cynicism, the “bootstrapping anal-
ysis” determined that the indirect effect’s Std. β = 0.273 (0.780 × 0.350) was significant,
with a t-value of 10.500. Furthermore, the indirect effect of 0.267, “95% Bootstrapped Confi-
dence Interval” (LL = 0.222, UL = 0.324), does not straddle a zero in between, confirming
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mediation. As a result, the mediation effect of organizational cynicism in the relationship
between distributive injustice and work disengagement may be included as statistically
significant. As a result, H7 is supported.

Figure 2. The final model of the study.

Table 5. Mediation analysis (Bootstrapped Confidence Interval).

Bootstrapped Confidence Interval

Path a Path b Indirect Effect SE t-Value 95% LL 95% UL Decision

H4 0.620 0.430 0.267 0.027 9.874 0.214 0.320 Mediation

H7 0.780 0.350 0.273 0.026 10.500 0.222 0.324 Mediation

5. Discussion

The purpose of this study was to explore how work disengagement (WD) is affected
by employees’ perceptions of distributive injustice (DI), taking into account workplace
negative gossip (WNG) and organizational cynicism (OC) as mediators. The findings
support our first hypothesis that there is a positive relationship between distributive
injustice and work disengagement. This finding is consistent with those of earlier research
by Aslam et al. [6], Rehman et al. [72], and [74], who claimed that job insecurity increases
work disengagement. Work disengagement might be exacerbated by the negative emotional
emotions induced by distributive injustice [74]. Employees who believe they have been
treated unfairly may experience unpleasant emotions such as anger, resentment, frustration,
or a sense of being devalued. These negative feelings can limit their ability to actively
engage in their work, resulting in less effort or enthusiasm [19].

The findings also support our second hypothesis that there is a positive relationship
between distributive injustice and workplace negative gossip. This finding is consistent
with those of earlier research, e.g., Khan et al. [58], Kim et al. [80], and Noriko [81], who
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claimed that job insecurity increases workplace negative gossip. To damage the reputation
or credibility of those they believe to be accountable for the injustice, employees may
spread unfavorable information or rumors about the company or its executives. Negative
gossip, in this way, acts as an attempt to reestablish a sense of justice by holding the
accused wrongdoers responsible [127]. Moreover, employees’ social comparison processes
are sparked by distributive injustice [83]. When people see inequity in the distribution
of rewards, they participate in social comparisons, comparing their outcomes to those of
others [84]. Negative gossip might serve as a sort of solidarity among employees who see
themselves as victims of distributive injustice.

In addition, the findings support our third hypothesis that there is a positive rela-
tionship between workplace negative gossip and work disengagement. This finding is
consistent with those of earlier research (e.g., Aboramadan et al. [88], Beersma et al. [89], and
Li et al. [86], who claimed that workplace negative gossip increases work disengagement).
Negative gossip corrodes trust between employees and undermines the establishment of
psychological safety in the workplace. When employees participate in gossip, it fosters
an environment of doubt and erodes the trust necessary for productive collaboration and
engagement. As trust diminishes, employees may become more cautious, less inclined to
take risks, and more prone to disengagement from their work [128,129].

Furthermore, the findings support our fourth hypothesis that workplace negative gos-
sip mediates the link between distributive injustice and work disengagement. This finding
is consistent with those of earlier research, e.g., Grosser et al. [34], Noriko [81], and Jiang
et al. [82]. Negative gossip allows employees to communicate their thoughts of unfairness,
debate instances of inequality, and vent their feelings. It turns into a coping strategy for
staff members to handle the unfavorable emotions brought on by distributive injustice.
Negative workplace gossip fosters the bad feelings associated with distributive injustice.
Employees who engage in gossip and trade bad reports perpetuate a negative sequence,
exacerbating the unpleasant feelings they are experiencing. Continuous exposure to bad
talk might worsen sentiments of unhappiness, rage, and disengagement among employees.

Moreover, the findings support our fifth hypothesis that there is a positive relationship
between distributive injustice and organizational cynicism. This finding is consistent with
those of earlier research, e.g., Evans et al. [98] and Van Hootegem et al. [97], who claimed that
distributive injustice increases organizational cynicism. Injustice judgments about reward
distribution cause psychological discomfort for employees [130]. Individuals working in an
organization suffer resource loss as a result of distributive unfairness and experience emotional
aggression and bad emotions. To save resources, people attempt to mitigate distributive
injustice. As a result, individuals respond to organizational policies, lack of integrity, and
consistency, all of which are essential components of organizational cynicism [131].

Additionally, the findings support our sixth hypothesis that there is a positive relation-
ship between organizational cynicism and work disengagement. This finding is consistent
with earlier research by Chowdhury and Fernando [132], who claimed that organizational
cynicism increases work disengagement. Cynics think that human activity is motivated by
self-interest [133]. According to Detert et al. [134], cynicism is associated with unethical
decision-making and less citizenship in organizations. Cynicism is also characterized by a
lack of trust, and past studies have shown that people who do not trust others are less likely
to be ethical themselves [133]. Cynics are reluctant to participate in or support initiatives
that benefit others because they have a strong mistrust and contempt for other people [132].

Finally, the findings support our seventh hypothesis that organizational cynicism medi-
ates the link between distributive injustice and work disengagement. This finding is consis-
tent with those of earlier research by Ogunfowora et al. [117] and Van Hootegem et al. [97].
The perception of distributive injustice erodes confidence and promotes cynicism about the
fairness and goals of the organization. Employees may become less motivated to commit
their time, effort, and energy to their tasks when their trust has been damaged [17,115]. In
addition, employees’ feelings of unfairness, including anger, resentment, and disillusion-
ment, are prompted by distributive injustice. When employees see distributive injustice,
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they may feel deceived or unfairly treated, which increases their distrust of the organization.
Emotional responses to distributive injustice lead to the establishment and reinforcement
of organizational cynicism, which influences work disengagement [117].

6. Conclusions and Implications

The purpose of this study was to investigate how employees’ perceptions of distribu-
tive injustice (DI) affect work disengagement (WD). It also looked at the roles of workplace
negative gossip (WNG) and organizational cynicism (OC) as mediators. The findings
demonstrated a positive association between employees’ perceptions of distributive in-
justice and their level of work disengagement, as well as positive relationships between
perceptions of distributive injustice and workplace negative gossip and organizational
cynicism. Positive associations were also found between workplace negative gossip, or-
ganizational cynicism, and work disengagement. Furthermore, the findings revealed that
negative workplace gossip and organizational cynicism mediate the association between
distributive injustice and work disengagement.

6.1. Theoretical Implications

Although tourism and hospitality workers are at significant risk of being exploited by
organizations [135,136], studies that have empirically investigated the role of distributive
injustice, cynicism, and negative gossip perceptions in the tourism and hospitality industry
in the Egyptian context seem to be absent. Thus, we extend the literature with further
evidence for the detrimental influence of these factors in the tourism and hotel context and
identify their effects on tourism and hospitality employees’ work disengagement, which is
a widespread and costly problem in hotels. In addition, examining the mediating effects
of workplace negative gossip and organizational cynicism between distributive injustice
and work disengagement in the tourism and hospitality industries provides valuable
insights into Social Exchange Theory. Social Exchange Theory posits that individuals
participate in social interactions with the anticipation of reciprocal exchanges and resource
sharing. By exploring the roles of workplace negative gossip and organizational cynicism
as mediators in the relationship between distributive injustice and work disengagement,
this study enhances our comprehension of social exchange dynamics within the tourism
and hospitality industries. It sheds light on the intricate interplay between social exchanges,
negative perceptions, and employee outcomes.

Furthermore, this study makes a valuable contribution by identifying workplace
negative gossip and organizational cynicism as mediating mechanisms within the social
exchange process. It investigates how these factors operate between distributive injustice
and work disengagement, providing insights into the psychological processes that connect
perceived unfairness to employee disengagement. This enhanced understanding deepens
our knowledge of the underlying mechanisms through which social exchange processes
unfold in the context of distributive injustice.

Additionally, the study underscores the significance of negative perceptions, including
workplace negative gossip and organizational cynicism, as crucial mediators in the connec-
tion between distributive injustice and work disengagement. It acknowledges that negative
perceptions stemming from unfair treatment can have harmful consequences for employee
engagement and motivation. This expansion of Social Exchange Theory emphasizes the
importance of incorporating negative perceptions and their impact on employee outcomes
within the framework of social exchange.

Moreover, the study’s specific focus on the tourism and hospitality industry offers
industry-specific perspectives on the interplay between social exchange, distributive injustice,
negative gossip, organizational cynicism, and work disengagement. This industry-specific
understanding enhances the applicability and relevance of Social Exchange Theory by consid-
ering the unique challenges and characteristics of the tourism and hospitality sectors.
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6.2. Practical Implications

The study’s findings have significant practical implications for the tourism and hospi-
tality industries. In the competitive, dynamic, and labor-intensive industry of tourism and
hospitality, managers must be aware of factors that might potentially reduce organizational
performance. This study presents managers with empirical evidence that distributive injus-
tice, cynicism, and negative gossip perceptions are threats to organizational performance
in terms of job disengagement. One key implication is the importance of recognizing
and addressing distributive injustice within organizations. Organizations in this industry
must prioritize fairness and equity in the distribution of resources, including salaries,
rewards, and opportunities for advancement. Implementing transparent and objective
decision-making processes can help mitigate perceptions of unfairness and minimize the
negative effects on employee engagement. Additionally, it is crucial to cultivate a posi-
tive organizational climate that discourages negative gossip and promotes trust and open
communication. Organizations should strive to create a culture characterized by respect,
collaboration, and fairness, which can help reduce the occurrence of negative gossip. Estab-
lishing transparent channels for employees to express their concerns and providing effective
mechanisms for conflict resolution can contribute to a more positive work environment.

Tourism and hospitality organizations should take proactive measures to address and
mitigate organizational cynicism. They can do so by promoting transparent communication,
consistently demonstrating ethical behavior, and aligning organizational values with the
interests of employees. Building trust and fostering a shared sense of purpose can effectively
reduce organizational cynicism and cultivate higher levels of employee engagement.

Furthermore, these organizations need to allocate resources toward initiatives that
enhance employee engagement, job satisfaction, and a sense of purpose. This can involve
offering opportunities for skill development, acknowledging and rewarding employee
contributions, and cultivating a supportive and inclusive workplace environment. Engag-
ing employees in this manner increases their motivation, commitment, and productivity,
ultimately resulting in improved organizational performance.

In addition, tourism and hospitality organizations can offer training and educational
programs that emphasize the significance of fairness, equity, and effective communication.
These programs can help employees comprehend the consequences of distributive injustice,
negative gossip, and organizational cynicism on work disengagement. By providing em-
ployees with the skills to navigate challenging situations, handle conflicts, and foster a posi-
tive work culture, organizations can contribute to a healthier and more engaged workforce.

Managers need to give priority to establishing a culture of fairness and transparency
in all facets of resource allocation, such as salaries, benefits, assignments, and promotions.
They should effectively communicate the criteria and procedures used in decision-making to
ensure that employees perceive distributive justice. By doing so, the likelihood of negative
gossip and organizational cynicism stemming from perceived unfairness can be reduced.

Moreover, managers should foster a positive work climate that discourages negative
gossip while promoting open communication and collaboration. This can be achieved by
encouraging managers and leaders to be accessible and responsive to employee concerns.
Providing opportunities for team-building activities and implementing initiatives that foster
a sense of camaraderie and shared purpose can also contribute to a positive work climate.
By cultivating such an environment, the development of negative gossip and organizational
cynicism can be mitigated, resulting in higher levels of employee engagement.

Finally, managers need to promote a culture of constructive feedback and open dia-
logue throughout the organization. They should encourage employees to provide feedback
regarding perceived distributive injustice and create platforms for open discussions. This
approach helps address concerns, rectify misconceptions, and prevent the propagation of
negative gossip. Actively involving employees in discussions about distributive justice
fosters a more engaged and empowered workforce.
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7. Limitations and Future Research

Although the study examining the mediating roles of workplace negative gossip and
organizational cynicism between distributive injustice and work disengagement in the
tourism and hospitality industries offers valuable insights, it is essential to recognize its
limitations and identify potential avenues for future research. The primary limitation is
the study’s narrow focus on the tourism and hospitality industries, which may restrict
the generalizability of the findings to other industries. Future research could investigate
whether similar mediating roles exist in diverse sectors or industries, such as airlines, to
ascertain the broader applicability of the study’s findings.

A second limitation to consider is the extent to which the study’s findings depend
on the accuracy and reliability of the measurement tools utilized. To enhance the depth
of future research, it would be valuable to incorporate multiple measurement methods,
such as self-report surveys, observation, and qualitative interviews. This approach would
contribute to a more comprehensive comprehension of the constructs being examined and
further enrich our understanding of the subject matter.

Similarly, it is worth noting that although the study identified workplace negative
gossip and organizational cynicism as mediators, there is room for further investigation
into the underlying mechanisms through which these variables mediate the relationship
between distributive injustice and work disengagement. It would be beneficial for future
research to delve deeper into these mechanisms. This could involve exploring additional
variables, such as perceived organizational support, trust, or job satisfaction, which could
contribute to a more comprehensive understanding of the mediating processes involved.

Additionally, it is important to consider that the study’s findings may be influenced
by cultural and contextual factors that are specific to the tourism and hospitality industries.
Future research could investigate how cultural differences and varying organizational
contexts impact the relationships between distributive injustice, negative gossip, organiza-
tional cynicism, and work disengagement. By comparing findings across different cultural
and contextual settings, valuable insights can be gained regarding the generalizability and
boundary conditions of the study’s findings.

Furthermore, it is important to note that while the study identified the mediating
roles of workplace negative gossip and organizational cynicism, future research could
focus on exploring effective intervention strategies to mitigate the negative effects of
distributive injustice and its mediators on work engagement. Investigating interventions
such as leadership training, organizational policies, or employee support programs could
offer practical guidance for organizations aiming to effectively address these issues. By
identifying and implementing appropriate interventions, organizations can create a more
positive and engaging work environment.
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Appendix A

Distributive injustice Colquitt [118]

DI.1. In a hotel/travel agency, the outcome process does not reflect the effort I have put into my work.
DI.2. In a hotel/travel agency, the outcome process is inappropriate for the work I completed.
DI.3. In a hotel/travel agency, the outcome process does not reflect what I have contributed to the organization.
DI.4. In a hotel/travel agency, the outcome process is unjustified, given my performance.

Negative workplace gossip Brady et al. [120]

NWG.1. I asked a work colleague if they had a negative impression of something that your supervisor had done.
NWG.2. I questioned your supervisor’s abilities while talking to a work colleague.
NWG.2. I criticized your supervisor while talking to a work colleague.
NWG.4. I vented to a work colleague about something that your supervisor has done.
NWG.5. I told an unflattering story about your supervisor while talking to a work colleague.
NWG.6. I asked a work colleague if they had a negative impression of something that another co-worker had done.
NWG.7. I questioned a co-worker’s abilities while talking to another work colleague.
NWG.8. I criticized a co-worker while talking to another work colleague.
NWG.9. I vented to a work colleague about something that another co-worker had done.
NWG.10. I told an unflattering story about a co-worker while talking to another work colleague.

Work disengagement Schaufeli [119]

WD.1. At my work, I do not feel bursting with energy.
WD.2. At my work, I do not feel strong and vigorous.
WD.3. I am not enthusiastic about my work.
WD.4. My work does not inspire me.
WD.5. When I get up in the morning, I do not feel like going to work.
WD.6. I do not feel happy when I am working intensely.
WD.7. I am not proud of the work that I do.
WD.8. I am not immersed in my work.
WD.9. I do not get carried away when I am working.

Organizational Cynicism Wilkerson et al. [121]

OC.1. Any efforts to make things better around here are likely to succeed. [R]
OC.2. The hotel/travel agency’s management is good at running improvement programs or changing things in our business. [R]
OC.3. Overall, I expect more success than disappointment in working with this hotel/travel agency. [R]
OC.4. My hotel/travel agency pulls its fair share of the weight in its relationship with its employees. [R]
OC.5. Suggestions on how to solve problems around here will not produce much real change.
OC.6. My hotel/travel agency meets my expectations for the quality of my work life. [R]
OC.7. The hotel/travel agency’s management is more interested in its goals and needs than in its employees’ welfare.

Appendix B. Model Fit and Quality Indices

Assessment Criterion Supported/Rejected

Average path coefficient (APC) 0.462, p < 0.001 p < 0.05 Supported

Average R-squared (ARS) 0.557, p < 0.001 p < 0.05 Supported

Average adjusted R-squared (AARS) 0.556, p < 0.001 p < 0.05 Supported

Average block VIF (AVIF) 2.397 acceptable if ≤5, ideally ≤3.3 Supported

Average full collinearity VIF (AFVIF) 2.281 acceptable if ≤ 5, ideally ≤3.3 Supported

Tenenhaus GoF (GoF) 0.588 small ≥ 0.1, medium ≥ 0.25, large ≥ 0.36 Supported

Sympson’s paradox ratio (SPR) 1.000 acceptable if ≥0.7, ideally = 1 Supported

R-squared contribution ratio (RSCR) 1.000 acceptable if ≥0.9, ideally = 1 Supported

Statistical suppression ratio (SSR) 1.000 acceptable if ≥0.7 Supported

Nonlinear bivariate causality
direction ratio (NLBCDR)

1.000 acceptable if ≥0.7 Supported
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