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CHanGE-SPECIFIC CynICISM aS a dEtERMInant 
OF EMPlOyEE RESIStanCE tO CHanGE

Ahmet Emre Demirci1

ABSTRACT

P urpose: Relevant literature in the field suggests that attitudes of the employees toward 
organizational change have direct impact on the success or failure of the change efforts. 
These effects and outcomes can be seen in different forms. In some cases, positive attitudes 

of the employees can enhance the change efforts while in other cases negative attitudes toward change can 
hinder the change process and cause failures in the change initiatives. Our study aims to reveal the rela-
tions between attitudes toward organizational change and change-specific cynicism.

Design/Methodology/Approach: A sample of 336 surveys were collected from six leading companies 
supplying materials to major domestic appliances companies in Turkey.

Findings: According to the results of this study, there is a strong correlation between change-specific 
cynicism and employees’ beliefs, thoughts and attitudes toward change.

Originality/Value: This paper sheds light on the complex relations between employee attitudes toward 
organizational change and change-specific cynicism from a non-western standpoint.

Keywords: Cynicism, Change-Specific Cynicism, Organizational Change, Resistance to Change

JEL Classification: M1
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IntROdUCtIOn

R esearch on organizational change has a long history and a rich background of con-
cern for both business professionals and academia. Due to its complex structure 
and multi-faceted nature, organizational change processes have long been discussed 

from various perspectives by many scholars. However, we can argue that majority of the relevant 
research adopts a view at organization (macro) level. Although increasing number of researchers have 
called for a more individual or employee (micro) level focus, micro-level studies remain limited com-
pared to macro-level studies (Quin, Kahn & Mandl, 1994; Judge et al., 1999). Such a comparison of 
macro and micro level studies reveals a strong need for further research on individual or employee 
level issues about organizational change. From this standpoint, organizational change is a topic that 
calls for further research, not only at organization level, but also individual level (Elias, 2009; Vakola 
& Nikolaou, 2005). In the late 1940s, Lewin’s (1947) three-stage organizational change model in-
volving unfreezing-changing-refreezing has become unfashionable due to the highly complex nature 
of organizational change. Because, it would not be realistic to claim that the individuals within the 
organizations simply experience these steps during organization change efforts. On the contrary, 
individuals working for today’s organizations operate under uncertainty and, in many cases, cannot 
even reach to the refreezing phase as the change has become a constant and unceasing factor for 
many businesses. Under these circumstances, organizations today have to work with employees who 
are adaptable, proactive and equipped with skills to respond to challenges of change and high uncer-
tainty (Mack, Nelson & Quick, 1998).

Considering the fact that many organizational change efforts fail, we can argue that there are 
many factors that can potentially affect the fate of change initiatives (Axelrod et al., 2006; McGuire et 
al., 2008; Reeves & Allison, 2009; Hallencreutz & Turner, 2011). Organizational structure, industry 
in which the organization operates, organizational culture, leadership style and finally, as mentioned 
before, attitudes of the employees are among the many factors that directly affect the success or fail-
ure of organizational change efforts. According to Linstone and Mitroff (1994), three major factors 
– technologic, organizational and individual – should be considered in the change process. Individual 
factors are the most challenging factors when the organization engages in change initiatives. Because 
employees will most likely to resist change and such possible resistance would easily increase the odds 
of failure. While some employees would attribute positive meanings to change, others may character-
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ize it with threat, stress and other negative feelings (Rashid, Sambasivan & Rahman, 2003). Many 
studies have revealed that the main reason why change initiatives fail is that the leaders tend to ignore 
or overlook the critical role of employees in the change process. However, employees are the most 
crucial aspect of all change efforts within the organization (Choi, 2011).

When the arguments are centered on the resistance to change, many recent studies refer to em-
ployee cynicism. Employees are becoming more cynical due to the chaotic nature of the business en-
vironment today. Lack of trust, corporate scandals and opportunistic behaviors of individuals trigger 
employee cynicism. Studies suggest that employee cynicism leads to performance problems, lower job 
satisfaction, lower loyalty and higher possibilities to leave the job (Chiaburu et al., 2013).

Employees’ Attitudes Toward Organizational Change Efforts

Secord and Beckman (1969) define attitude as certain regularities of an individual’s feelings, 
thoughts and predispositions to act toward some aspects of his environment. According to Ajzen 
and Fishbein (1975), attitude is a learned predisposition to respond in a consistently favorable or un-
favorable manner with respect to a given object. Individuals’ attitudes about certain issues are very 
important as those attitudes shape their behaviors. From our perspective, employees’ attitudes toward 
organizational change efforts would most likely to affect their behaviors within the organization. 

Elizur and Guttman (1976) suggest three behavioral modalities – cognitive, affective and instru-
mental – for attitudes toward change. From this standpoint, employee attitudes toward organization-
al change efforts can be either positive or negative. Change initiatives can evoke various emotions 
like excitement, happiness, fear or anger. Individuals experiencing any of these emotions can either 
support change or be reluctant to contribute to the efforts depending on how they feel (Vakola & 
Nikolau, 2005).

While some studies refer to these attitudes as “readiness for change” or “belief in change” (Trum-
bo, 1961; Fox vd., 1988; Drzensky et al., 2012), others prefer to use more negative statements such as 
“resistance to change”.

We can suggest that the most common statement that is used for the attitudes toward change is 
“readiness for change”. This statement is closely associated with the attitudes of individuals. Read-
iness for change can be defined as the employees’ attitudes, and intentions toward the level of re-
quired change and their belief that the organization can successfully complete the change process 
(Armenakis, Harris & Mossholder, 1993). From the negative standpoint, the most common statement 
used for the attitudes toward change is “resistance to change” – a concept introduced by Coch and 
French (1948) in their study titled as “Overcoming Resistance to Change”. This study has paved the way 
for research on organizational change and organizational development for psychologists. Relevant 
research have revealed that resistance to change is among the most debated and studied attitudes in 
the change management theory and practice (Bouckenooghe, 2010). One of the most comprehensive 
approaches to employees’ attitudes toward change was introduced by Elizur and Guttman (1976). 
They have introduced three behavioral modalities that are named as “cognitive”, “affective” and “in-
strumental”. Oreg, Vakola and Armenakis (2011) refer to these modalities as “explicit reactions”. Be-
cause these modalities directly reveal how employees feel (affective), what they think (cognitive) about 
change efforts and how they tend to respond (instrumental/behavioral) to these efforts.
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Cognitive Dimension

Cognitive responses to change efforts are the opinions individuals have about the advantages, dis-
advantages, usefulness and necessity of change, and about the knowledge and information required 
to handle it (Kwahk & Ahn, 2010). Cognitive dimension of the employees’ attitudes toward change 
reflect their beliefs and thoughts about change. These beliefs and thoughts can be positive, negative 
or neutral depending on the specific case. How these beliefs are shaped is a complex question and the 
answer lies within the individual assessment of certain situations (Piderit, 2000). Oreg (2006) suggests 
that job security, intrinsic rewards, trust in management, power and prestige are among the major 
factors that have direct impact on employees’ attitudes toward change.

Organizations can lead its people to develop positive and constructive cognitive orientation through 
planned practices. At this point, it is very important that the beliefs and thoughts of employees about 
their organizations should be supported by strong goals, objectives, values and a solid vision (Leng-
nick-Hall, Beck & Lengnick-Hall, 2011). Providing employees with a clear direction and leading them 
to embrace the values of the organization are very crucial for developing a positive cognitive orientation.

Affective Dimension

Affective dimension refers to how individuals in the organization feel about the organizational 
change efforts. It is obvious that senses and emotions are closely linked with the behaviors. Wade 
and Tavris (1996) define emotions as a state of arousal involving facial and bodily changes, brain 
activation, subjective feelings, cognitive appraisals which can be either conscious or unconscious and 
rational or irrational, and with a tendency toward action. They also refer to several universal emotions. 
Examples of such universal emotions include fear, anger, sadness, joy, surprise, disgust and contempt 
(Wade and Tavris, 1996). Individuals within the organization can easily experience any of these emo-
tions that in return affects the change efforts.

Many studies about organizational change have been heavily criticized as they have overlooked 
the affective dimension and concentrated primarily on cognitive and behavioral dimensions. In fact, 
as the change itself is an emotional process, it is very important to consider the effects and scope of 
affective dimension in possible change efforts (Smollan, 2006). Bovey and Hede (2001) suggest that 
individuals may feel different emotions when they face changes in common practices. Employees will 
tend to resist change when they are not attached emotionally to the idea of change.

At this point we can suggest that different dimensions of change and, the nature and strength of 
emotional reactions will be different. Gersick (1991) notes that there is a strong relationship between the 
level of radicalness of the planned or exercised change and the level of emotional reaction of the employ-
ees toward change. Gersick (1991) also suggests that the more radical changes are, the more intensive 
emotions will employees experience. Because higher radicalness of change will have a greater potential 
to create more influential results. According to Smollan (2006), there is also a correlation between the 
level of complexity of change and the emotional reactions of the employees. As the complexity of the 
anticipated changes increase, they tend to create more negative and intense emotional reactions.

Behavioral Dimension

Behaviors of the employees toward organizational change efforts are very crucial for the results. 
Behavioral dimension refers to the actions already taken or which will be taken in the future. These 
actions can either support organizational change efforts or inhibit them. Actually, we can suggest 
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that the behavioral dimension is an outcome of cognitive and affective dimensions. In other words, 
beliefs, thoughts and emotions are transformed into behaviors. Bovey and Hede’s (2001) definition of 
resistance to change clearly depicts behavioral dimension. They define attitudes toward change as the 
positive or negative behaviors of employees toward organizational change initiatives.

We can argue that the intensity of behavioral reactions toward change may vary. Anything from 
uncooperative attitudes for change efforts to industrial sabotages can be observed within the organiza-
tion. Employees can be unresponsive to change efforts or exhibit disruptive behaviors (Bouckenooghe, 
2010).

Behavioral reactions can also be positive. Avey et al. (2008) note that the positive behaviors of em-
ployees for change is very crucial for an effective change process. Many studies suggest that employees 
with productive thoughts, beliefs and emotions will more likely to exhibit similar behaviors that in 
return contributes to the successful completion of change projects.

Employees’ attitudes toward change was analyzed from different perspectives in different studies. 
According to Bouckenooghe (2010), employees’ attitudes toward change refer to attitudes such as 
readiness for change, resistance to change, cynicism about organizational change, commitment to 
change, openness to change, acceptance of change, coping with change, adjustment to change. Bouck-
enooghe (2010) also note that these attitudes are often used interchangeably. Although these attitudes 
may seem to represent multiple concepts at first sight, they actually represent closely related concepts.

This study focuses on change-specific cynicism and aims to shed light on the relationship between 
the employees’ various attitudes toward organizational change and change-specific cynicism.

Cynicism: Theoretical Background

Cynicism as a school of thought has originated in ancient Greece. The term may have come from 
Cynosarges which is a town near Athens where the Cynics had established their school. Antisthenes, 
a follower of Socrates, is considered to be the first cynic. But, he has been overshadowed by another 
student of Socrates – Diogenes of Sinope. Cynics have thought about issues that have recently become 
topics of discussion in the field of organizational studies. Cynics have believed that the individual, not 
the institution, was the natural unit of human life. Thus, according to their perspective, many insti-
tutions were unnecessary and unnatural (Dean, Brandes & Dharwadkar, 1998). Cynics have openly 
exhibited critical behaviors against institutions (Kidd, 2005). Over the centuries and, especially after 
the last century, concept of cynicism has evolved based on its ancient roots to some extent and trans-
formed into the current form. Merriam-Webster2 defines cynicism as beliefs that people are generally 
selfish and dishonest by nature. Thus, their behaviors and motives are not to be trusted. Cynicism 
suggests that selfishness or individual self-interest are the main driving motives of human behavior.

Bond et al. (2004) define cynicism as a negative view on human nature, a belief that life only 
brings sadness, a thought that people constantly exploit each other and distrust in social institutions. 
Similarly, Safdar et al. (2006) note that cynicism also refers to prejudices against people and distrust 
in social structures. According to their perspective, cynicism represents a view that suggests human 
nature can easily be corrupted by the possession of power.

Dean, Brandes and Dharwadkar (1998) refer to five major conceptualizations of cynicism. Al-
though these major conceptualizations are independent from each other, they share some similarities. 

2 http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/cynicism
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They suggest that personality approaches, societal/institutional focus, occupational cynicism focus, 
employee cynicism focus and finally organizational change focus are the major conceptualizations of 
cynicism. Among these five dimensions, employee cynicism focus and organizational change focus are 
relatively more important as this study mainly concerned with these dimensions.

Employee Cynicism Focus

Employee cynicism is one of the dimensions of five major conceptualizations of cynicism. The 
reason why this dimension is very crucial is that the individual is already at the centre of cynicism. 
Andersson and Bateman (1997) suggest that employee cynicism can be about three factors. These 
factors are: (1) Organization itself in general, (2) Managers, and (3) Other factors related with the or-
ganization. Violation of psychological contracts by the managers or the organization can easily cause 
employees to develop cynicism about any of these aspects. 

According to Andersson and Bateman (1997) high levels of executive compensation, poor organi-
zational performance and harsh layoffs are considered as variables that can evoke inconsistencies in at-
titudes and generate employee cynicism. They also suggest that there is a strong relationship between 
cynicism and organizational citizenship. This relationship clearly shows that elevated level of cynicism 
eliminates attitudes attributed to organizational citizenship. Similarly, Mirvis and Kanter (1991) have 
found that employees’ attitudes against managers and organization trigger cynical behaviors.

These research findings reveal that cynicism, as a new dimension of the relationship between the 
employees and the employer, attract attention from both business world and academia. Employee cyn-
icism involves negative attitudes including distrust in organization, all levels of managers and other 
aspects of the organization, frustration about these aspects, need for vigilance, and noncompliance 
(Dean, Brandes & Dharwadkar, 1998; Andersson, 1996). Similarly, Bedeian (2007) defines employ-
ee cynicism as attitudes introduced by a critical view toward the motives, actions and values of the 
employer. From this standpoint, employee cynicism is directly associated with the experiences of the 
employees regarding the organization. Although it is not explicitly mentioned, neglection or violation 
of psychological contract between the employee and the employer should be taken into account as it 
has a great potential to elevate the level of cynicism.

From a more conventional perspective on the employee-employer relations, especially in relatively 
more developed countries, longer term job security, training, development and promotion opportu-
nities are among the factors that secure a long term employee commitment to the organization. Such 
a psychological contract generally results with long lasting mutual loyalty between employees and 
employers. However, economic recessions in the last several decades have led employers to violate 
these contracts that in return caused employee-employer relations to dissolve. Management practic-
es such as downsizing and outsourcing led organizations to work with lower number of permanent 
employees (Feldman, 2000). From this perspective, we can argue that since the last quarter of 20th 
century, changing nature of organizations and organizational functions due to severe environmental 
conditions has triggered employee cynicism and led to a work environment where there is lack of 
trust between employees and the employer. Under such conditions, employees have started to develop 
certain negative attitudes against their organizations. Among these negative attitudes are beliefs that 
the organization lacks integrity, developing negative affect toward the organization, and tendencies to 
exhibit disparaging and critical behaviors toward the organization that are consistent with these beliefs 
and affect (Cartwright & Holmes, 2006).
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Organizational Change Focus

Tom Peters (1994) notes that there is a need for some preconditions in order to increase employee 
loyalty and performance. One of these major preconditions is the employees’ search for a “meaning” 
about the organization and their job. They seek a satisfactory response from the organization for their 
search. On the other hand, due to some organizational factors such as constant need for change and 
the need for flexibility to achieve organizational goals, employees work under stressful conditions and 
often experience frustration and resentment for the manager/organization. In many cases, these feel-
ings turn into attitudes and they are very crucial for the fate of organizational change efforts. Previous 
failures will most likely to elevate cynicism and put the planned change initiatives at risk in advance. 
It very unlikely that the changes planned by the managers to be accomplished successfully without 
the support of the lower level employees. Thus, cynicism alone can be an obstacle for organizational 
change efforts (Reichers, Wanous & Austin, 1997).

As mentioned earlier, consequences of previous change efforts and mental predispositions of em-
ployees – even before they are employed – about change are among the leading factors that trigger 
cynicism. Although the employees may not have negative feelings about change initially, they may 
start developing such feelings after they experience negative consequences within the organization. 
Bordia et al. (2011) suggest that the history of change management and individual change-relat-
ed experiences in an organization will have significant consequences for the development of lasting 
change-related attitudes. Thus, poor management of change initiatives not only hurt the change being 
implemented, but may have destructive effects on future change efforts.

Some employees may be cynical about change even before they were employed by the organiza-
tion. Prior professional experiences, especially when they are not favorable, can lead to cynical atti-
tudes. (Reichner, Wanous & Austin, 1997). Besides, cultural profile of the employees has significant 
impact on their attitudes toward change. For example, in collectivist societies where conformity and 
coherence are highly valued, individuals may resist change because they perceive change as a threat to 
their values (Erez & Gati, 2004; Harzing & Hofstede, 1996). Similarly, individuals from a cultural 
background where risk is less tolerated tend to resist change efforts. Because they perceive change as a 
factor that threatens the stability and causes uncertainty. Individuals with such cultural background 
will most likely to have inherent resistance to change before they start working for the organization. 
Oreg (2003) suggests that although these individuals may have loyalty to certain aspects of the organ-
ization, they are, in many cases, naturally inclined to avoid and even resist change. Besides they tend 
to exhibit such behaviors on a systematic basis.

In other societies with individualistic values, change is perceived differently. We can argue that 
people from individualistic societies are more inclined to the idea of change (Leung et al., 2005; Lev-
ine & Norenzayan, 1999). In such societies, we can suggest that individuals are far more internalized 
the values and attitudes associated with change. 

Research Methodology and Design 

Hypotheses

This study mainly aims to understand if there is a relationship between change-specific cynicism 
and perceptions on organizational change from the employees’ perspective. Discovering the nature of 
a possible relationship is also another aim this research.
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As already mentioned in the literature review, there are many factors that are associated with 
the employees’ attitudes and behaviors toward change. Among all these factors, our study mainly 
focuses on change-specific cynicism. Change-specific cynicism can have significant effects on the 
consequences of the organizational change efforts. Because in the organizations where change-specific 
cynicism clearly exists, distrust in managers and organizational factors, frustration about these factors, 
need for vigilance, and noncompliance can easily develop among the employees. Such a development 
will most likely to result with significant failures in change efforts.

In order to understand the relationship between change-specific cynicism and employees’ percep-
tions on organizational change, following statements were hypothesized:

Hypothesis 1. Negative tendencies in the cognitive dimension of attitudes toward change will 
have positive correlation with change-specific cynicism.

Hypothesis 2. Negative tendencies in the affective dimension of attitudes toward change will 
have positive correlation with change-specific cynicism.

Hypothesis 3. Negative tendencies in the behavioral dimension of attitudes toward change will 
have positive correlation with change-specific cynicism.

Research Sample

In addition to previously mentioned purposes of this study, we aim to reveal which dimension of 
the attitudes toward organizational change has the most significant impact on change-specific cyni-
cism. Sample of respondents were drawn through convenience sampling method – one of the non-ran-
dom sampling techniques. Research subjects were drawn among the shopfloor employees without 
any managerial responsibilities in six leading vendor companies operating in the domestic appliances 
industry in Eskisehir, Turkey.

The reason why we have chosen the domestic appliances industry is that there are constant organ-
izational change efforts within the industry due to intense competitive pressures. Turkey has recently 
become a leading provider of domestic appliances in the world. According to the industrial reports 
of Turkish Ministry of Science, Technology and Industry (2012), one of the most significant factors 
that led Turkish domestic appliances manufacturers to be an important global player in the field is the 
highly qualified vendors that supply premium quality materials at international standards. Ministry’s 
report also notes that the domestic appliances industry is the most innovative industry in the country 
with highest level of R&D investments. Major manufacturers of domestic appliances also require 
their vendors to have the same qualifications in order to maintain and develop their competitive edge 
at global level. We can suggest that the vendors in the industry are highly capable of coping with the 
challenging demands of the manufacturers. Such a competitive environment that requires constant 
innovation often calls for organizational change initiatives. Thus, subjects were drawn from the com-
panies where research and development, constant innovation, and organizational change strategies are 
of paramount importance for survival.

Total number of 470 surveys were sent to six leading vendors of major domestic appliances manu-
facturers. After an initial control, we have found that some of the surveys were delivered without any 
response and some others were not filled out appropriately. These incomplete surveys were excluded 
from the analysis and we have ended up with 336 responses eligible for statistical analysis. In order to 
maintain homogeneity, subjects were drawn from an identical population in terms of their duties and 
departments. 
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Research Instrument

Change-specific cynicism was measured with the scale developed by Stanley, Meyer and Topol-
nytsky (2005). Stanley et al. (2005) has used structural definitions of change-specific cynicism by 
Hinkin (1998), Jackson (1979) and Schwab (1978) when developing the scale. Change-specific cyni-
cism was measured with 6 questions.

Dimensions of the perceptions toward organizational change was measured with a scale developed 
by Oreg (2006). This scale aims to measure perceptions toward change through cognitive, affective 
and behavioral perspectives. All dimensions were measured with 15 questions (5 questions for each 
dimension).

Total number of 21 questions were asked to the research subjects and all instruments in the scale 
consisted of five-point Likert-type scale items described by 1=Strongly Agree to 5= Strongly Disagree.

Reliability of instruments in the scale was tested in further studies by many other scholars (Stan-
ley, Meyer & Topolnytsky, 2005; Qian & Daniels, 2008; Rubin et al., 2009; Oreg, 2006; Van Dam 
et al., 2008; Van den Heuvel, & Schalk, 2009). Previous studies adopted these scale instruments have 
revealed that the instruments are valid, reliable and internally consistent. Based on our analysis, we 
have also found that the instruments were reliable, valid and internally consistent.

Initially, we have performed an exploratory factor analysis. Table 1.1 shows the factor loadings for 
each variable in three different dimensions reflecting the perceptions toward organizational change.

Table 1.1. Factor loadings for each dimension

Factor Factor Loading

Factor 1: Affective

OC_AFF_01 ,504
OC_AFF_10 ,777
OC_AFF_15 ,708
OC_AFF_25 ,771
OC_AFF_30 ,741
Factor 2: Behavioral

OC_BEH_5 ,098
OC_ BEH _35 ,765
OC_ BEH _40 ,769
OC_ BEH _42 ,687
OC_ BEH _50 ,529
Factor 3: Cognitive

OC_COG_2 ,579
OC_COG_7 ,760
OC_COG_9 ,597
OC_COG_11 ,674
OC_COG_19 ,577

KMO = 0,865

Nunnaly (1978) suggests that the factor loading values should be minimum 0,50. It can be seen in 
Table 1.1 that one item (OC_BEH_5) under the behavioral dimension does not meet the criteria with 
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a factor loading value of 0,98. Thus, we have excluded the item and finally total number of 20 items 
were included in the further analysis.

Cronbach’s alpha value for the change-specific cynicism instrument was 0.640 and the cronbach 
alpha value for the dimensions of perceptions toward organizational change instrument was 0.79. 
Overall Cronbach Alpha value for the whole scale was 0.88. These values prove that the scale is inter-
nally consistent.

Scale was originally designed in English. As the study aims to understand how change-specific 
cynicism is affected by the employees’ perceptions toward organizational change efforts and as the em-
ployees’ can only communicate in Turkish, translated version of the scale was used for the research. As 
a first step, researcher translated the instrument into Turkish. In order to increase the reliability of the 
translation, instrument was back-translated into English by a professional translator. Back-translated 
and original versions of the scale were reviewed by a colleague whose field is linguistics. Three state-
ments were modified in order to maintain the integrity of the content. Final version of the instrument 
was distributed to research subjects.

Research Findings

Table 1.2 shows the descriptive statistics and correlations between variables. As shown in the table, 
variables used in this study are internally consistent and there are statistically significant relations 
between the variables. We can also suggest that research subjects have made over-average statements 
about change-specific cynicism and cognitive, affective and behavioral dimensions of perceptions 
toward organizational change. 

Table 1.2. Correlations among the research variables

Variable* Mean
Std. 

Deviation
COG AFF BEH CSCYN

Cognitive 3,6798 ,73225 1,000

Affective 3,7833 ,81300 ,666** 1,000

Behavioral 3,2217 ,86059 ,350** ,496** 1,000

Change-Specific 
Cynicism

3,1324 ,63851 ,447** ,392** ,359** 1,000

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

COG: Cognitive AFF: Affective BEH: Behavioral CCCYN: Change-specific Cynicism

Correlation values given in Table 1.2 reveals that there are statistically significant relations be-
tween the variables used in the study. It can be seen in the table that change-centered cynicism has 
significant and positive relations with the dimensions of employee perception toward organizational 
change (cognitive r=,447 p<0,01; affective r=,392 p<0,01; behavioral r=,359 p<0,01). Among these 
dimensions, we can suggest that cognitive dimension has relatively greater impact on change-specific 
cynicism.

Table 1.3 shows the linear regression results for how dimensions of employee perceptions toward 
organizational change affects change-specific cynicism.
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Table 1.3. Effects of the dimensions of employee perception toward organizational change on 
change-specific cynicism

Independent Variables* Std. Beta t Sig.

Cognitive Dimension 0,328 5,144 ,000

Affective Dimension 0,069 0,995 ,320

Behavioral Dimension 0,210 3,827 ,000

R2 = ,249 F = 36,683 p= ,000

Table 1.3 shows that the model used for this research is statistically significant (F=36,683; p=,000). 
We have also found that about 25 percent of the change-centered cynicism can be explained through 
these dimensions. However, other 75% of the change-centered cynicism can only be explained through 
other variables that were not considered in this study.

Based on these findings, we can argue that negative inclinations in cognitive dimension (β= 0,328 
and p=,000) and behavioral dimension (β= 0,210 and p=,000) have positive impact on developing 
change-specific cynicism. However, overshadowed by these two dimensions, we could not find any 
statistically significant impact of affective dimension (β= 0,069 and p=,320) on change-specific cyni-
cism. Table 1.4 shows the results of the hypotheses tests.

Table 1.4. Hypotheses Test Results

Hypothesis Status

H1. Negative tendencies in the cognitive dimension of attitudes toward 
change will have positive correlation with change-specific cynicism.

Accepted

H2. Negative tendencies in the affective dimension of attitudes toward 
change will have positive correlation with change-specific cynicism.

Rejected

H3. Negative tendencies in the behavioral dimension of attitudes toward 
change will have positive correlation with change-specific cynicism.

Accepted

As seen in Table 1.4, hypotheses 1 and 3 are accepted as employees perceive that they have rel-
atively more significant impact on developing change-specific cynicism. On the other hand, second 
hypothesis was rejected based on the research findings.

Results and Discussions

Cognitive Dimension

As our research findings suggest, there is a strong relationship between the cognitive dimension of 
employee perceptions toward organizational change and change-specific cynicism. As mentioned ear-
lier in the study, cognitive dimension refers to employees’ thoughts and beliefs about a possible change 
effort. Based on our findings, we can suggest that a negative inclination in thoughts and beliefs about 
change leads to elevated change-specific cynicism among the employees. In other words, negative 
cognitive inclinations will lead to negative attitudes such as distrust, noncompliance and need for 
vigilance against their managers and organization itself. In their study, Wanous, Reichers and Austin 
(2000) reveals the effects of pessimistic view about organizational change and pointed organizational 
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factors that are responsible for the loss of motivation and failure in change efforts. Managers of the 
organization and unions are among these major factors that trigger negative consequences. Our study 
also reveals that negative inclination in cognitive dimension against the organization and its managers 
leads to negative and pessimistic mental states among the employees. As we define cynicism as the 
negative attitudes of the employees within the organization, these negative mental states eventually 
turns into destructive behaviors.

Affective Dimension

Our research findings have revealed that our research subjects do not perceive affective dimen-
sion as a significant variable that elevates change-specific cynicism. The main reason for this result 
may be that affective dimension was overshadowed by the strong impact of cognitive and behavioral 
dimensions on change-specific cynicism. Especially the strong correlation between the cognitive di-
mension and change-specific cynicism may have caused this result. Supporting this point of view, 
many research assesses cognitive and affective dimensions together and they suggest that these two 
dimensions together shape the behavioral dimension (Stanley, Meyer & Topolnytsky, 2005). Parallel 
with these discussions, our research findings have also revealed that the strongest correlation in our 
analysis belongs to the relationship between cognitive and affective dimensions (r=0,666). Thus, we 
can admit that due to the strong correlation between cognitive dimension and change-specific cyni-
cism, affective dimension was suppressed.

Behavioral Dimension

According to our findings, negative reactions and attitudes toward change will lead to elevated 
change-specific cynicism. Brandes (1997) suggests that employees’ cynical behaviors also may include 
stinging, sarcastic humor that targets the organization or other forms of badmouthing. There is a 
strong correlation between these behaviors and employee cynicism.

From this standpoint, we can argue that distrust in the organizational factors and reactions against 
organizational change efforts are closely linked with each other. Emotions and perceptions of employ-
ees, whether they are positive or negative, will be eventually reflected as attitudes and behaviors.

When all these dimensions are assessed together, it can be said that these factors and dimensions 
will have significant impact on the success or the failure of organizational change efforts. Negative 
perceptional inclinations among employees should be taken into account as they would function as 
indicators of a future failure in the planned change initiatives.

Although are research was completed in a country with a relatively more collectivist cultural pro-
file, we can suggest that the findings do not offer much difference in terms of the results. On the other 
hand, employee cynicism is relatively a new topic for Turkish academia and business environment. 
Our research also aimed to contribute to the relevant literature by providing insight from an Eastern 
country with relatively more collectivist values. For the future studies, demographic variables could 
also be involved in the research. Thus, the effects of different variables such as educational level, age, 
years of service, sex on change-specific cynicism and perceptions toward organizational change could 
be further explored.
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