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Abstract
Purpose – The aim of this study is to explore the impact of cynicism on the relationship among
personality traits, organizational contextual factors and job outcomes. This study set up and examined
the overarching model on resistance to change. Moreover, there were two models theoretically
presented and investigated, i.e. direct and indirect models. This study was an attempt to explore and
capture the causes of organizational cynicism against the change initiative.
Design/methodology/approach – A case study research design was used in this study, and data
were collected from 335 employees by using purposive sampling technique and structured
questionnaire. While linear regression and Baron and Kenny’s (1986) tests were used to evaluate the
direct and indirect models.
Findings – Results highlighted the considerable positive relationship between dispositional resistance and
employee’s turnover intention. Additionally, significant connection was also examined among
organizational contextual factors and job outcomes, whereas interactive impact of behavioral resistance was
found in the relation among dispositional resistance, organizational contextual factors and employee’s intent
to quit. However, another dimension of organizational cynicism, i.e. cognitive resistance, could not influence
the direct linear relationship between organizational context and continuance commitment.
Research limitations/implications – Major limitations of this research were non-probability
sampling technique, cross-sectional design, single organization and traditional data collection tool.
Practical implications – Management can eradicate cynicism by providing social support and
positive information, i.e. job security, wage award, medical benefits and promotion criteria, after
implementing change. The management can clarify the objectives of that change by including
employees in decision-making, reducing employee’s turnover intention. Organizational cynicism is
a faith, which means that the change leaders have lack of integrity; when organizational cynicism
mixes with negative cognitive process, it leads to a more destructive behavior against that change.
Originality/value – This study contributed to the extensive knowledge of organizational cynicism. A
conceptual model of resistance to change the model was unique in nature. There were rare studies
conducted to check the impact of organizational cynicism on privatization, especially in the
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sub-continent. Therefore, it will add a good contribution in quality literature to understand the cynicism
and its consequences for privatization.

Keywords Organizational context, Organizational cynicism, Job outcomes, Organizational change,
Personality traits

Paper type Case study

Introduction to research
This research is conducted on a federal government agency of Pakistan. State life
insurance Corporation of Pakistan is an agency that insures individual and group life
insurance. Moreover, State Life has “AAA” rating and excellent established “Real
Estate” business around the globe. However, the Government of Pakistan has taken the
initiative to privatize State Life Insurance without taking employees into confidence on
sensitive issues, while the employees are uncertain regarding their respective future in
the workplace, i.e. job security, promotion criteria, wage award, bonuses and medical
facility benefits. Different employees have unlike opinions about the change initiative,
i.e. some employees may think about leaving this job in the future after taking the golden
hand shake or any other equal opportunity that can be offered by the management at the
time of privatization. Moreover, some employees are resisting on the extreme level
because they have lack of information and management support regarding financial
incentives. Additionally, employees have a fear of intensive administration control after
privatization. Also, new working environment can be more system oriented and
centralized; therefore, the organization needs more skilled employees and learning
environment. However, their employees are not ready for it.

Change in the organization brings discomfort and uncertainty with respect to fear to
move from known to unknown, and success of change depends on employee’s response for
the proposed change. According to Piderit (2000), negative responses include thinking,
feeling and behaving against the said change. Researchers explore that 70 per cent of the
change initiatives could not produce desired outcomes (Beer and Nohria, 2000). Numerous
researchers have explored multiple reasons for cynicism, i.e. negative information about
change, social support against change, lack of trust in management, uncertainty, personal
loss, dependence, low commitment and, most importantly, organizational cynicism
(Abraham, 2000; Fullan, 2010; Oreg, 2003, 2006; Wanberg and Banas, 2000). Organizational
cynicism is the form of resistance against the improvement in an organization and that
resistance is damaging and destructive for any forthcoming changes (Pelit and Pelit, 2014).
According to Brown et al. (2015), employee cynicism is an unintentional result of
organizational change that can impact negatively on the effectiveness of change. Generally,
cynicism can be considered as an employee’s attitude that was harmful for the change
initiative (Bommer et al., 2005; Stanley et al., 2005; Watt and Piotrowski, 2008). In addition, it
also investigated that organizational cynicism is an important predictor that influences job
outcomes, i.e. employee’s intention to quit and job satisfaction (Polat and Gungor, 2014).

To resolve this issue, the aim of this research is to capture the reasons of negative
response against the privatization process. Also, this study is an attempt to explore how
to capture cynicism from personality traits and organizational contextual factors that
can increase an employee’s intention to quit and decrease the continuance commitment.
Moreover, this study also aims to uncover the potential ways that can express the
employee’s resistance, i.e. complain to the management or go on a strike. It is very
important to find out the solution, i.e. how the change can implement with the
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willingness of all stakeholders. There is very rare research conducted on the different
dimensions of organizational cynicism and its impact on the job outcomes. Stanley et al.
(2005) have conducted a study on cognitive resistance that is only one component of
cynicism; researchers argued that it is better to expand the dentition of cynicism in
future research. Moreover, Stanley et al. (2005) argue that further research is required to
examine the relationship among cynicism components, i.e. cognitive, affective and its
influence on behavior intention of employees. Furthermore, Brown and Cregan (2008)
suggested that, in the future, researchers should try to collect data on organizational
cynicism through reliable data collection techniques. Additionally, other studies
suggested that future research can be conducted to examine the relationship between
organizational cynicism and organizational commitment (Nafei, 2013). Barton and
Ambrosini (2013) argue that future research can be initiated by taking additional
contextual variables with strategy commitment. Furthermore, they suggested that
researchers have to determine how the organizational change cynicism moderates the
relationship between organization contextual variables and strategy commitment.

Multiple research questions have been developed to get adequate information as well
as fulfill the aim of the current study. This study tries to investigate following questions.

Research questions to address the direct model:

RQ1. Whether any connection exist between personality traits and employee’s
turnover intention in public sector organization.

RQ2. Whether any association exist between organizational contextual variables
and job outcomes.

Research questions to address indirect model:

RQ3. To what extent organizational cynicism moderates the relationship between
personality traits and employee’s intention to quit.

RQ4. Whether organizational cynicism moderates the relationship between
organizational contextual variables and job outcomes.

Literature review
In recent years, organizations have become more dynamic and work in organic and
uncertain environment and that uncertainty is growing because of technological innovation,
fast global competition and privatization (Carnall, 2007). Organizational change level can be
described as an alteration of procedures, policies, structure, flows and processes (Brown and
Harvey, 2011). Further, constant change is a reality in globally uncertain environment to
sustain the competitive advantage and survival of an organization. However, most of the
organizations are struggling to achieve the desired outcomes. Burke et al. (2008) and
Danışman (2010) argue that some employees accept change keenly while other resist it.
Resistance usually occurs with respect to uncertainty regarding change which can be
delineated as “a human-perceived inability to forecast something accurately” (Milliken,
1987). Beer and Nohria (2000) report that change in organization is only 30 per cent
successful. In the perspective of 70 per cent unsuccessful change execution, literature
highlights some powerful obstacles which can raise resistance to change, e.g. lack of trust in
management, awareness about proposed change weakness, personal loss, improper
information about change, uncertainty, social support against change, dependence, low
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commitment and, most importantly, organizational cynicism (Abraham, 2000; Fullan, 2010;
Oreg, 2003, 2006; Wanberg and Banas, 2000).

Nafei (2013) explains that change in organization is one of the potential indicators for
cynicism. Cynicism can be described as a form of resistance that generates from
improper planning and ineffective execution of change (Bergström et al., 2014).
Moreover, cynicism has gotten importance in a variety of disciplines in social science, i.e.
sociology, philosophy, political science, psychology and management (Ince and Turan,
2011). Abraham (2000) has theoretically explored the five kinds of cynicism that can
significantly influence the job outcomes in any organization. Also, Abraham (2000)
explores personality resistance of significant factors to predict the organizational
cynicism. Kotter and Cohen (2002) suggested that change implementation failures
happen with respect to employee’s problems that are similar to cynicism (Reichers et al.,
1997). Another study highlights that cynicism can be defined as a lack of integrity;
therefore, it is hard to trust (Dean et al., 1998). Generally, cynicism is considered as an
“employee’s attitude towards change” that is harmful for change initiative (Bommer
et al., 2005; Stanley et al., 2005; Watt and Piotrowski, 2008).

Pierce et al. (1989) suggest three main types of attitudes, i.e. cognitive, affective and
behavioral, in response to organizational change. The cognitive component of organizational
cynicism means what employees think about change, e.g. is it good or beneficial or is it
necessary. The affective component explains how employees feel and perceive about
change, e.g. angry, sad, stressful and less productive. While the behavioral component
judges the intention to act in reaction to that change, e.g. making efforts to realize the
employees that change is risky, protesting against change. Furthermore, cynicism has a
number of negative outcomes, i.e. cynicism can negatively influence the performance of
employees, increase job dissatisfaction and employees may have low commitment toward
the organization as well as high intention to leave the organization (Dean etal., 1998). It is also
found that employees’ attitude, i.e. cognitive, behavioral and affective, has a significant
influence on commitment to continue, intention to quit and absenteeism (Eby et al., 2000;
Mack et al., 1998; Oreg, 2006). Furthermore, according to Aküzüm (2014), cynicism has a
strong, noteworthy impact on the organizational commitment. While Jung et al. (2012)
explored that cynicism also has a significant and positive effect on employee’s intention to
quit which is consistent with relevant studies (Blankertz and Robinson, 1997; Drake and
Yadama, 1996; Knudsen et al., 2008; Leiter and Meechan, 1986; Maslach and Jackson, 1981;
Oreg, 2006). Organizational cynicism is an attitude of behavioral, affect and belief
inclinations toward objects (Breckler, 1984).

Oreg (2006) argues that dispositional resistance is gestated as an unchanging trait of
personality; employees who have higher intensity in dispositional resistance cannot
incorporate any change in their lives. Moreover, Oreg (2006) argues that when change is
implemented on employees with force, they quit the organization because they are
unable to work under tight administration control. The aforementioned literature leads
to generate the first set of hypotheses:

H1a. Dispositional resistance has a positive relationship with employee’s intent to quit.

H1b. Behavior resistance moderates the relationship between dispositional
resistance and employee’s intent to quit.

Social support has a negative association with turnover and job-related stress among
child welfare workers (Barak et al., 2001; Lee and Ashforth, 1993b). During interviews
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with workers of human services, it is found that lack of support and care from the
supervisor is the primary reason for employees to leave the organization (Samantrai,
1992). Social support is one of the prime factors that decreases the intention to quit and
increases organizational commitment. Nissly et al. (2005) found significant negative
connection between social support and employee’s exit and stress. Furthermore, Gray
and Muramatsu (2013) explored the link between social support and employee’s exit.

A study was conducted and it proved that poor support from colleagues could
increase the employee’s intention to quit (Estryn-Béhar et al., 2007), and they worked in
the state of ambiguity and stress (Nissly et al., 2005). Moreover, Gray and Muramatsu
(2013) investigated a significant negative relationship between supervisor support and
employees exit. While Bateman (2009) explored negative and significant connection
between social support and intention to quit by using regression analysis (r � �0.21,
p � 0.05), the researcher described that more coworker support could reduce their
intention to quit from organization. It is concluded on the bases of the above provided
evidence that an increase in social support against change can significantly increase the
employee’s intention to quit.

Social environment of an organization in which employees are working has a
significant effect on determining the organizational member’s attitude (Burkhardt, 1994;
Gibbons, 2004). Social support, i.e. coworkers, subordinates and seniors, is helpful for
organizational employees to handle the organizational changes and has a significant
effect on organizational working conditions (Shaw et al., 1993). According to Oreg
(2006), social support against change has a positive relationship with behavior
resistance and behavior resistance has a positive link with employee’s intention to quit.
In the current study, on the bases of aforementioned literature, the following hypotheses
are constructed:

H2a. Social influence has a positive link with employee’s intent to quit.

H2b. Behavior resistance moderates the association between social influence and
employee’s intent to quit.

Miller (1988) has found a significant negative association between employee’s
participation and intention to quit. In addition, the researcher found that employee’s
participation has a direct connection with job outcomes, e.g. intention to quit,
commitment and strong negative association with resistance toward change (Lines,
2004). Furthermore, another study explored that lower levels of participation and trust
can significantly decrease organizational commitment and increase the intention to exit
(Appelbaum et al., 2013). Moreover, researchers have found an inverse relationship
between high participation and intention to quit from the research on hospitals (Simons
and Jankowski, 2007).

There is a very clear evidence that highlights that lack of employees’ participation
during change could increase the negative attitude against that change (Reichers et al.,
1997). Organization cynicism can go up in case of lack of employee input in
organizational decisions as well as lack of support of management for change (Fleming,
2005; O’Brien et al., 2004; Wanous et al., 2000). Kotter and Schlesinger (2008) have
focused on employee’s participation and their suggestions about change initiative can
increase the acceptance of change. On the bases of the above evidence, following
hypotheses are generated:
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H3a. Employee participation in decision-making has a negative relationship with
employees’ intent to quit.

H3b. Behavior resistance moderates the association between employees’
participation and intention to quit.

Ahmed Mangi and Ali Jalbani (2013) explain the popular causes to quit the jobs, i.e. job
dissatisfaction/good alternative jobs, which related to real turnover. There is a
significant negative correlation explored between trust and employee’s intent to quit
(Konovsky and Cropanzano, 1991; Mishra and Morrissey, 1990). While Jung et al. (2012)
explore that cynicism has a significant and positive effect on employee’s intention to
quit which is consistent with relevant studies (Blankertz and Robinson, 1997; Drake and
Yadama, 1996; Knudsen et al., 2008; Leiter and Meechan, 1986; Maslach and Jackson,
1981; Oreg, 2006). Furthermore, organizational cynicism components (e.g. affective,
cognitive and behavior resistance) reported negative correlation with affective,
normative and continuance commitment (Nafei, 2013). Another research highlights that
cynical feelings of distrust reduce employees’ commitment and increase intention to quit
(Kalyal and Sverke, 2011):

H4a. Trust in management has a negative relationship with employee’s aim to quit.

H4b. Behavior resistance moderates the relationship between employee’s trust in
management and employee’s aim to quit.

On the other hand, another research investigated that organizational cynicism has a
negative relationship with organizational commitment and job satisfaction (Reichers
et al., 1997). Furthermore, cynicism can reduce with a very vital constituent of trust.
Multiple empirical researches has been conducted which found a strongly negative
linkage between trust and organizational cynicism, e.g. cognitive behavior components
(Oreg, 2006; Stanley et al., 2005); thus, trust plays a vital role throughout change
implementation. Sahin and Aspinar (2013) explore the negative relationship among
cynicism and trust, commitment, justice, job satisfaction and organizational citizenship
behavior. Mohamed et al. (2012) used correlation analysis and found significant and
strong positive associations between organizational trust and continuance commitment.
Meyer and Allen (1991) identified that continuance commitment is a method to predict
whether employees want to stay with the organization for a long time. Previous research
highlights that a higher level of trust could generate a higher level of organizational
commitment, and commitment can significantly reduce the intention to quit the
organization (Chawla and Kelloway, 2004):

H5a. Trust in management has a positive connection with employee’s continuance
commitment.

H5b. Cognitive resistance moderates the association between employee’s trust in
management and employee’s continuance commitment.

Oreg (2006) explores that timely information sharing about change can increase the
commitment and cooperation and reduce the cognitive resistance toward change. There
is a significant positive relationship explored between the information about change and
continuance commitment (Kalyal and Saha, 2008; Oreg, 2006; Peus et al., 2009).
Information sharing in the perspective of the organization can increase the commitment
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of employees with the organization (Macinko, 1975, p. 38). If there is greater opportunity
to receive information and express the opinion about change, then it can bring
commitment with change decision (Brown and Cregan, 2008; Cox et al., 2009).

Comprehensive information about the change initiative can reduce the resistance
toward change (Miller et al., 1994; Wanberg and Banas, 2000). In the current study, it can
be assumed, on the bases of above literature, that cognitive resistance moderates the
association between information about change and continuous commitment:

H6a. Information about change has a positive effect on continuance commitment.

H6b. Cognitive resistance moderates the relationship between information about
change and continuance commitment (Figure 1).

Methodology
Case research design was applied to investigate the contemporary problem in the real-life
context. Another study highlighted that only case study can provide depth understanding

Figure 1.
Theoretical research

model
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about person, program, unit and organization (Njie and Asimiran, 2014). Additionally, Yin
(2003) argued that case study can cover multiple aspects simultaneously, i.e. descriptive
assessment, exploratory and hypotheses testing. Case study research design would be used
in quantitative data collection technique (Korzilius, 2010). Cross-sectional research was used
in this study. Mann (2003) highlighted that cross-sectional research is comparatively quick
and easy. Cross-sectional research can have manifold outcomes in a comparatively short
time (Figure 2).

Sampling technique and size
The target population frame included top five zones of State Life Insurance in the
province of Punjab, i.e. Faisalabad, Jhang, T.T. Singh, Lahore and Rawalpindi. The
sampling frame included the employees of State Life, i.e. General manager, Assistant
general manager, Manager and Office staff. The sampling technique was selected on the
bases of consent and knowledge of employees to provide required data (Tongco, 2007).
Purposive sampling was a very useful technique that could be used in quantitative and
qualitative research (Tongco, 2007). Furthermore, purposive sampling technique was
selected because of unwillingness and fear of employees to provide written data on
sensitive issue. Moreover, purposive sampling was selected because of absence of
sampling frame, shortage of time, appointment and cost constraints (Wilmot, 2005).

Job to determine the right sample size was very critical to generate significant
statistical results (Lucko and Rojas, 2009). Hair (2010) suggested that the sample size

Figure 2.
Research design
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should be between the ranges of 200 and 400 respondents because a higher sample size
can reduce the margin of error from statistics results. The sample size was calculated
using an online calculator on 95 per cent confidence level and 5 per cent confidence
interval. About 385 or more sample was most excellent to generate the significant
results from statistics, that sample size of current study was also consistent with
relevant study (Shahzad and Mahmood, 2012).

Instrument development
Radhakrishna (2007) argued that a questionnaire was one of the most frequent data
collection tool that was used in 64 per cent studies out of 748 research studies. It is
mostly widely used to collect data on attitude, knowledge, behavior and facts
(Radhakrishna, 2007). In this study, questionnaire consisted of seven dimensions,
and each option of scale was coded from 1 � strongly disagree to 7 � strongly agree.
In addition, scholars found from the literature that a five- to seven-point scale was
most appropriate as compare to shorter or longer ranges (Krosnick and Fabrigar,
1997).

Trust in management and organizational cynicism, i.e. cognitive and behavioral
resistance, scales were adopted from a relevant study (Oreg, 2006). Information
about change, social support against change and employee’s participation scales
was adopted from a study (Wanberg and Banas, 2000). Dispositional resistance and
continuance commitment were adopted from Meyer et al. (1993) and Oreg (2003)
studies, respectively, and continuance commitment scale was adopted from
Cammann et al.’s (1983) study.

Pilot study
A pilot study was conducted to check the reliability and validity of adopted data
collection scales. Baker and Risley (1994) gave the standard, i.e. 10 per cent to 20 per cent
of total sample, to conduct the pilot study. Data were collected from 100 respondents that
supported the reliability and validity of the instrument as per the acceptable standard,
e.g. 0.70 (Hair et al., 1998).

Data analysis techniques
Descriptive statistics outcome was used to explore the characteristics of the sample
(Adams et al., 2005). Further, mean statistics were used to settle on ranges of
independent, moderating and dependent variables of the study. Whereas reflective
measures were used to examine the internal consistency by using Cronbach’s alpha
values of various scales (Hair et al., 2011). Simple linear regression test was used to
determine the strength of relationships between direct hypothesis by using R2,
significance level and regression coefficient (Petrie et al., 2002). Baron and Kenny’s
(1986) test was applied to explore the impact of moderator on the relationship among
dispositional resistance, organizational contextual factors and employee’s intention to
quit. Linear regression and moderation tests were applied after a detailed study of
relevant research (Shahzad and Mahmood, 2012).

Results and discussion
Procedure
This research was conducted in different zones, i.e. Faisalabad, Jhang, T.T. Singh, Lahore
and Rawalpindi, of State Life Insurance Corporation of Pakistan. Self-administrated
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questionnaires were used in the study which had 49 items/statements and that
questionnaires consisted on seven dimensions (e.g. 1 � strongly disagree to 7 � strongly
agree) of the Likert scale. Approximately 400 questionnaires were disseminated to State Life
employees through mail; after two months of struggle and subsequent multiple reminders,
360 questionnaires were returned. Of these, 20 questionnaires were discarded because these
had more than 10 per cent missing values (Hair, 2010), and five questionnaires were
discarded because of only high school education. Data were collected from general manager,
assistant generalmanager,manager/sectorhead,deputymanager,assistantmanagerandoffice
staff. Data were coded and reversed in SPSS 21, and the required results were extracted
significantly.

Out of 360, only 335 questionnaires were valid and suitable for data analysis, and the
resulting response rate was 84 per cent. The sample size for this research was more than the
acceptable limit (Hair, 2010), and consistent with relevant study (Shahzad and Mahmood,
2012). Descriptive statistics were used to find out the characteristics of the sample. Different
features of the sample are: 276 (82.4 per cent) employees of this research were men, and 59
(17.6 per cent) employees were women; 194 (57.9 per cent) employees were on managerial
positions, and 141 (42.1 per cent) employees were on non-managerial positions; 147 (43 per
cent) employees had a graduate degree, 96 (28.7 per cent) employees had master’s degree and
92 (27.5 per cent) employees were undergraduates only; 183(54.6 per cent) employees were
more than 40 years old; and it was also worth mentioning that a good strength of employees
(163) had more than 16 years of experience.

Descriptive analysis
According to the mean values reported in Table I, behavioral resistance mean value
(5.69) fell between the ranges from mildly agree to moderately agree. While
cognitive resistance mean value (5.54) was also ranged from mildly agree to
moderately agree. In a nutshell, organizational cynicism (e.g. behavioral and
cognitive resistance) was strong enough to stop privatization. Dispositional
resistances’ mean (4.95) ranged from neutral to mildly agree, which means that
employee’s personality traits were also creating somewhat of a hurdle to stop
change initiative. On the other hand, social support against change means value
(6.57) fell between the ranges of moderately agree to strongly agree, meaning that
colleagues, subordinates and supervisor were strongly against the change initiative.

Table I.
Descriptive statistics
results

Scale descriptions Total items Mean SD

Behavioral resistance 5 5.690 1.755
Cognitive resistance 5 5.544 1.810
Dispositional resistance 16 4.951 1.279
Social support against change 3 6.567 1.185
Employee participation 4 1.474 1.036
Trust in management 3 1.602 1.273
Information about change 4 1.543 1.095
Intention to quit 3 5.416 1.930
Continuance commitment 6 4.820 2.425
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Mean value (1.47) of employee’s participation illustrated that employees could not give
any input regarding the decision of privatization. On the other hand, trust in
management mean value (1.60) ranged from strongly disagree to moderately disagree,
meaning that employees had no trust in the management regarding the changes. While
mean (1.54) explained that no information was provided to employees regarding their
career. e.g. wage award, job security and other financial incentives, after change
implementation.

Mean value (5.41) of intention to quit fell between the range of mildly agree to
moderately agree, meaning that employees wanted to quit the organization in case of the
golden handshake or any equal good opportunity available at the time of privatization.
Furthermore, the mean value (4.82) of continuance commitment ranged from neutral to
mildly agree, meaning that continuance commitment was not as much weaker as
expected to build hypothesis on the bases of previous studies.

Reliability analysis
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was the most appropriate technique to ensure the internal
consistency of various diversified scales (Hair, 2010; Sekaran and Bougie, 2010).
Generally, Cronbach alpha values ranged from 0 to 1. Hanif et al. (2014) argued that
alpha values that were nearer to 1 were considered excellent and stronger. In Table II, all
illustrated alpha values were consistent with relevant research (Oreg, 2003, 2006;
Wanberg and Banas, 2000).

Validity: factor analysis
Exploratory factor analysis was the most suitable approach to examine the construct
validity of particular scales (Churchill, 1979). In Table III, all factor loadings were more
than 0.4, which were satisfactory and acceptable (Hair et al., 1998). Only five statements
were removed on the bases of lower loading values and high Eigen values. The Kaiser–
Meyer–Olkin (KMO) ranges were varying from 0 to 1; in this study, this range was 0.875
which was above the minimum limit of 0.6 (Hair et al., 1998). KMO and Bartlett’s tests
were significant at 0.000.

Table II.
Reliability coefficient

(Cronbach’s alpha)

Scale descriptions Total items Alpha

Behavioral resistance 5 0.926
Cognitive resistance 5 0.827
Dispositional resistance 16 0.860
Social support against change 3 0.918
Employee participation 4 0.843
Trust in management 3 0.937
Information about change 4 0.911
Intention to quit 3 0.968
Continuance commitment 6 0.970
Total 49 0.881

Notes: George and Mallery (2003) explained range of reliability e.g. �0.9 – excellent; �0.8 – Good;
�0.7 – acceptable; �0.6 – questionable; �0.5 – poor; �0.5 – unacceptable
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Table III.
Exploratory factor
analysis

Variables
Factor

loadings

Organizational cynicism Factor 1
I look for ways to prevent the privatization from taking place 0.863
I protest against the privatization 0.904
I complain about the privatization to my colleagues 0.898
I present my objections regarding the privatization to management 0.513
I speak rather highly of the privatization to others 0.861
I believe that the privatization will harm the way things are done in the
organization 0.847
I think it’s a negative thing that we are going through this privatization 0.865
I believe that the privatization will make my job harder 0.771
I believe that the privatization will benefit the organization 0.568
I believe that I can personally benefit from this privatization 0.701

Dispositional resistance Factor 2
I don’t really think the privatization is necessary 0.409
I’ll be better off after the privatization, in comparison with my situation before 0.775
I think it is good that we are going through this privatization 0.856
The privatization will do us all good 0.844
I often change my mind 0.469
Once I have come to a conclusion, I will not like to change my mind 0.843
I don’t change my mind easily 0.824
My views are very consistent over time 0.833
Avoiding work from the office because of privatization news 0.691
When possible, I try to work out of the office as much as I can these days 0.855
I find myself trying to minimize the amount of time I spend in office (longer
coffee breaks, etc.) 0.857
Due to privatization I tend to be very distracted these days 0.698
I find that I am not as efficient or productive as usual these days 0.860
The information I have received about privatization has been useful 0.844
The information I have received has adequately answered, my questions about
privatization 0.796
I have received adequate information about the forthcoming changes 0.773

Social support against change Factor 3
“To what extent are your colleagues opposed to privatization” 0.893
“To what extend are you subordinate opposed to privatization” 0.885
“To what extent are your supervisors opposed to privatization” 0.869

Employee’s trust in management Factor 4
“There is the feeling that the leader of this privatization knows what he or she is
doing” 0.465
“Overall, there is the feeling that you can count on the organization’s
management” 0.525
“I believe that if management is suggesting this privatization they are well
informed and have good reasons for it” 0.469

(continued)

TG
9,4

412



www.manaraa.com

Hypotheses testing: direct model
In H1a, R2 value explained that dispositional resistance illustrated 18.7 per cent deviation in
employee’s intention to exit, as per above (Table IV) beta value (43.2 per cent) explained that
dispositional resistance reported moderate positive association with employee’s turnover
intentions and that H1a was confirmation of relevant research (Oreg, 2006).

In H2a, the R2 value explored that social influence against change explained 44 per cent
deviation in employee’s exit as an influence of the variation in the social influence. (Table V)

illustrated the regression coefficient (21 per cent) that mean social influence against change
had found weak positive associations with employee’s turnover intention and that H2a was
also consistent with relevant research (Barak et al., 2001; Gray and Muramatsu, 2013; Lee
and Ashforth, 1993a; Nissly et al., 2005).

Table III.

Factor
loadings

Continuance commitment Factor 5
It would be very hard for me to leave my organization right now, in case of privatization,
even if I want to 0.931
Right now staying in this organization is a matter of necessity as much as I desire 0.945
Too much of my life will be disrupted if I decide I want to leave my organization at this time 0.952
I feel that I have too few options to consider leaving my organization 0.931
If I have not put so much of myself into this organization, I may consider working elsewhere 0.873
One of the few negative consequences of leaving my organization will be the scarcity of
available alternatives 0.912

Employee’s intention to quit Factor 6
“It is likely that I will actively look for a new job in the next year” 0.879
“I often think about quitting (e.g. golden handshake in case of privatization)” 0.872
“I will probably look for a new job within the next year” 0.860

Notes: A factor loadings value lower than 0.3 is not listed; therefore, these items were removed earlier at the
reliability analysis phase. Scale items were reversed prior to start the reliability and factor analyses

Table IV.
H1a: Results of linear

regression (DR-EIQ)

IV DV R2 Beta (unstandardized) Beta (standardized) F-value T-value

DR EIQ 0.187 0.653 0.432 76.608 8.753

Notes: IV � independent variable; DR � dispositional resistance; DV � dependent variable; EIQ �
employee intention to quit

Table V.
H2a: Results of linear

regression
(SSAC-EIQ)

IV DV R2 Beta (unstandardized) Beta (standardized) F-value T-value

SSAC EIQ 0.440 0.342 0.210 15.373 3.921

Notes: IV � independent variable; SSAC � social support against change; DV � dependent variable;
EIQ (DV) � employee intention to quit
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In H3a, the R2 (12.8 per cent) value explained that employees’ participation in
decision-making explained significant variation in employee’s aim to quit as an effect of
the deviation in the employee’s participation. While regression coefficient (�35.7 per
cent) illustrated that employees’ participation reported moderate negative relation with
employee’s turnover intentions and that H3a was a substantiation of the relevant study
(Appelbaum et al., 2013; Gray and Muramatsu, 2013; Kasemsap, 2013; Miller, 1988) (See
Table VI).

In H4a, the R2 (10.3 per cent) value explained that employees’ trust in the management
explains significant variation in employees’ aim to quit as an effect of the deviation in
the employees’ trust in the management. In (Table VII) whereas regression coefficient
(�32 per cent) pointed up that employees’ trust in the management had a moderate
negative relation with employees’ intent to exit, such that hypothesis H4a was the
authentication of the relevant study (Chen, 2013; Konovsky and Cropanzano, 1991;
Mishra and Morrissey, 1990, 2000).

In H5a, trust in management had a positive relation with continuance commitment. The R2

(16 per cent) values explain that employees’ trust in the management explains significant
variation in employees’ continuance commitment as an influence of the deviation in the
employee’s trust in management. Whereas regression coefficient (12.7 per cent) pointed out
that employees’ trust in the management had a positive relation with continuance
commitment, such that H5a was a verification of a previous study (Chen, 2013; Konovsky
and Cropanzano, 1991; Mishra and Morrissey, 1990, 2000) (Table VIII).

Table VI.
H3a: Results of linear
regression (EP-EIQ)

IV DV R2 Beta (unstandardized) Beta (standardized) F-value T-value

EP EIQ 0.128 �0.665 �0.357 48.728 �6.981

Notes: IV � independent variable; EP � employee’s participation; DV � dependent variable;
EIQ (DV) � employee intention to quit

Table VII.
H4a: Results of linear
regression (TIM-EIQ)

IV DV R2 Beta (unstandardized) Beta (standardized) F T

TIM EIQ 0.103 �0.485 �0.320 38.086 �6.171

Notes: IV � independent variable; TIM � trust in management; DV � dependent variable;
EIQ (DV) � employee intention to quit

Table VIII.
H5a: Results of linear
regression (TIM-CC)

IV DV R2 Beta (unstandardized) Beta (standardized) F-value T-value

TIM CC 0.160 0.242 0.127 5.489 2.343

Notes: IV � independent Variable; TIM � trust in management; DV � dependent variable; CC �
continuance commitment
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In H6a, information about change had a positive relationship with continuance
commitment. In the current study, the R2 value explains that information about change
shows 20 per cent variation in continuance commitment. While b value (14.1 per cent) in
(Table IX) found a significant, positive weak relationship between trust in management
and continuance commitment, such that H6a is a confirmation of previous studies
(Kalyal and Saha, 2008; Oreg, 2006; Peus et al., 2009).

Hypotheses testing: indirect model
In H1b, after fulfilling different conditions of moderation that the test had applied
significantly, standardized regression coefficient value reduced from 43.2 (Step 1) to 42.2 per
cent (Step 4), and the R2 value from 18.7 to 17.8 per cent, meaning that behavioral resistance
was weak in the original positive relationship between dispositional resistance and
employee’s turnover intentions. in (Table X) F- and p-values were significant and validate
the hypotheses outcome.

In H2b, the R2 value increased from 44 to 46 per cent and standardized regression value
increased from 21 per cent (Step 1) to 32 per cent (Step 4). Behavioral resistance strengthened
the original relationship between social support and employee’s intention to quit. In
(Table XI) F- and p-values were significant and verify the hypothesis result (Oreg, 2006).

Table IX.
H6a: Results of linear

regression (IAC-CC)

IV DV R2 Beta (unstandardized) Beta (standardized) F-value T-value

IAC CC 0.200 0.313 0.141 6.770 2.602

Notes: IV � independent variable; IAC � information about change; DV � dependent variable; CC �
continuance commitment

Table X.
H1b: Results of
moderation test

(DR, BR and EIQ)

IV DV R2 Beta (unstandardized) Beta (standardized) F-value T-value

DR EIQ 0.187 0.653 0.432 76.608 8.753
DR BR 0.247 0.681 0.497 108.987 10.44
BR EIQ 0.940 0.337 0.306 34.511 5.875
MOD EIQ 0.178 0.063 0.422 72.144 8.494

Notes: DR (IV) � dispositional resistance; EIQ (DV) � employee intention to quit; BR � behavior
resistance; MoD � moderator � BR � DR; *p � 0.05

Table XI.
H2b: Results of
moderation test

(SSAC, BR and EIQ)

IV DV R2 Beta (unstandardized) Beta (standardized) F-value T-value

SSAC EIQ 0.440 0.342 0.210 15.373 3.921
SSAC BR 0.650 0.377 0.255 23.096 4.806
BR EIQ 0.940 0.337 0.306 34.511 5.875
MOD EIQ 0.460 0.450 0.320 38.010 6.165

Notes: SSAC (IV) � social support against change; EIQ (DV) � employee intention to quit; BR �
behavior resistance; MoD � moderator � BR � SSAC; *p � 0.05
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In H3b, the R2 value decreased from 12.8 to 10.3 per cent and standardized regression
value decreased from �35.7 per cent (Step 1) to �21.8 per cent (Step 4). Behavioral
resistance had weakened the original relationship between employees’ participation and
employees’ intention to quit. In (Table XII) F- and p-values were satisfactory and
authenticate the proposed hypothesis.

In H4b, the R2 value decreased from 10.3 to 10.1 per cent and standardized regression
coefficient value also decreased from �32 per cent (Step 1) to �14.1 per cent (Step 4),
meaning that the behavioral resistance had weakened the original negative relationship
between trust in management and employee’s turnover intention. F- and p-values were
significant and confirmed the proposed hypothesis (See Table XIII).

In H5b, cognitive resistance did not moderate the existing positive relationship between
trust in management and continuance commitment. As per (Table XIV) Baron and
Kenny’s (1986) moderation test had failed because R2 (0.000) and *p � 0.05 values were
insignificant in the third step of moderation analysis.

Table XII.
H3b: Results of
moderation test (EP,
BR and EIQ)

IV DV R2 Beta (unstandardized) Beta (standardized) F-value T-value

EP EIQ 0.128 �0.665 �0.357 48.728 �6.981
EP BR 0.310 �0.296 �0.175 10.511 �3.242
BR EIQ 0.940 0.337 �0.306 34.511 5.875
MOD EIQ 0.103 �0.076 �0.218 16.603 �4.075

Notes: EP (IV) � employee’s participation; EIQ (DV) � employee intention to quit; BR � behavior
Resistance; MoD � moderator � BR � EP; *p � 0.05

Table XIII.
H4b: Results of
moderation test
(TIM, BR and EIQ)

IV DV R2 Beta (unstandardized) Beta (standardized) F-value T-value

TIM EIQ 0.103 �0.485 �0.320 38.086 �6.171
TIM BR 0.206 �0.625 �0.454 86.258 �9.288
BR EIQ 0.940 0.337 0.306 34.511 5.875
MOD EIQ 0.101 �0.058 �0.141 6.777 �2.603

Notes: TIM (IV) � trust in management; EITQ (DV) � employee intention to quit; BR � behavior
Resistance; MoD � moderator � BR � TIM; *p � 0.05

Table XIV.
H5b: Results of
moderation test
(TIM, CR and CC)

IV DV R2 Beta (unstandardized) Beta (standardized) F-value T-value

TIM CC 0.160 5.489 0.242 0.127 2.343
TIM CR 0.119 45.082 �0.491 �0.345 �6.714
CR CC 0.000 0.133 0.027 0.200 0.365

Notes: TIM (IV) � trust in management; CC (DV) � continuance commitment; CR � cognitive
resistance; in third step R2 � 0.000 and *p � 0.05 which means moderation was not significant
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In H6b, cognitive resistance of State Life employees could not explore the significant
negative relationship with continuance commitment. AS per (Table XV) Baron and
Kenny’s (1986) moderation test had failed because R2 (0.000) and *p � 0.05 values were
insignificant in the third step of moderation.

Discussion of results
This research was conducted to capture the negative response against the change
initiative. The overarching model on resistance to change was presented and
examined and that model was further divided into linear and nonlinear models.
Using linear regression, a significant relationship was explored among proposed
hypotheses, i.e. employees’ participation in decision-making and trust in
management have negative impacts on employee’s turnover intention and these
results are consistent with relevant study (Appelbaum et al., 2013; Lines, 2004). On
the contrary, dispositional resistance and social supports against change have a
positive impact on employees’ turnover intention and the results were also similar
with relevant research (Lines, 2004; Oreg, 2006). Additionally, trust in management
and information about change have found positive influences on continuance
commitment (Brown and Cregan, 2008; Mishra and Morrissey, 1990, 2000). However,
organizational cynicism impact was partially examined among the existing
relationship of personality traits, organizational contextual variables and job
outcomes. One component of organizational cynicism, i.e. behavioral resistance,
moderated the existing relationship among dispositional resistance, organizational
contextual factor and employee’s intention. Conversely, another component of
organizational cynicism, i.e. cognitive resistance, had failed to put any impact on the
relationship among trust in management, information about change and
continuance commitment. A study conducted on the negative impact of
organizational cynicism also explored that organizational commitment and job
satisfaction were the main factors to reduce the organizational cynicism (Volpe et al.,
2014).

Summary of hypotheses
For a quick review, all the hypotheses results are presented in Table XVI
(Figure 3).

Table XV.
H6b: Results of
moderation test

(IAC, CR and CC)

IV DV R2 Beta (unstandardized) Beta (standardized) F-value T-value

IAC CC 0.20 0.313 0.141 6.77 2.602
IAC CR 0.037 �0.317 �0.192 12.714 �3.566
CR CC 0.000 0.027 0.020 0.133 0.365

Notes: IAC (IV) � information about change; CC (DV) � continuance commitment; CR � cognitive
resistance; in third step R2 � 0.000 and *p � 0.05 which means moderation was not significant
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Conclusion
This study is conducted to address the conceptual model on organizational
cynicism. The overarching model on resistance is presented and investigated
successfully. This study explored how organizational cynicism negatively impacts
on the privatization process in the absence of trust in change leaders, lack of
information, lack of employees participation, dispositional resistance and social
support against change. It is very important for management to eradicate cynicism
to implement the change efficiently and effectively. Employees’ participation in
decision-making can reduce the cynicism or resistance, employee’s participation has
a positive impact on commitment and decrease the employees’ turnover intention.
Cynicism can be removed by providing positive information about job security,
wage award, medical facility and promotion criteria. Today, organizations are more
concerned about retaining their professional and valuable employees; therefore,
organizational contextual factors are of prime importance to decrease the
employees’ turnover intention from organizations.

Implications
Organizational cynicism is desperateness, frustration and anger against uncertain
change initiatives in public sector organizations. Moreover, it is a faith that means

Table XVI.
Summary of
hypotheses

Hypotheses Description Support for p � 0.05

H1a Employees’ dispositional resistance has a positive association
with intention to quit

Supported

H1b Behavior resistance moderates the relationship between
dispositional resistance and employees’ intention to quit

Supported

H2a Social support against the change initiative has a positive
correlation with intention to quit

Supported

H2b Behavior resistance moderates the association between social
support against change and intention to quit

Supported

H3a Employee participation has a negative link with intention to
quit

Supported

H3b Behavior resistance moderates the association between
employees’ participation and intention to quit

Supported

H4a Employees’ trust in management has negative connection
with intention to quit

Supported

H4b Behavior resistance moderates the relationship between
employees’ trust in management and intention to quit

Supported

H5a Employees’ trust in management has a positive relationship
with continuance commitment

Supported

H5b Cognitive resistance moderates the association between
employees’ trust in management and continuance
commitment

Not Supported

H6a Information about change has a positive effect on
continuance commitment

Supported

H6b Cognitive resistance moderates the relationship between
information about change and continuance commitment

Not Supported
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that the leaders of change lack integrity and fairness, ultimately leading to
resistance against the privatization process. Organizational cynicism is considered
as employees’ negative attitude, e.g. cognitive resistance and destructive
behavioral, that negatively influences the privatization process. The management of
State Life can eradicate cynicism by providing social support and positive
information, i.e. job security, wage award, medical benefits and promotion criteria.
The management can clarify the objectives of that change by including employees in
decision-making which that can reduce the employee’s turnover intention.

Figure 3.
Revised research

model
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Limitations
In this study, a large amount of data were collected from respondents through pencil and
paper method by using direct contact. Eaton and Struthers (2002) compared online results
with traditional pencil-paper results and they found that organizational cynicism was on
extreme in case of Internet. Anonymity of respondents was limited in case of traditional data
collection method. Other considerable limitations were purposive sampling and
cross-sectional design which were limited the gerneralizability of results.

Future directions
In future, the same model can be examined by different data collection methods, where
respondents’ anonymity might be more as compared to traditional data collection methods.
The same research model can be investigated by collecting data from various public sector
organizations that are under the privatization process. Further, longitudinal research can be
beneficial to increase the gerneralizability of results. Researchers can examine the same
model by taking extra variables, i.e. affective resistance and dependent variables, e.g.
employee’s performance and job dissatisfaction.
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