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Abstract:Organizational trust, organizational identification and organizationalcynicism are
attractive issues for organizationalbehaviorresearchersbecauce of possible pozitive and negative
affects on bothindividual and organizational performance and productivity. All of themwereused as
research variables in manystudieswithdifferentsamples. For thisreason, the aim of thisstudyis to
examine the relationshipbetweenorganizational trust (OT), organizationalidentity (OI) and
organizationalcynicism (OC) in the sample of white-collaremployees. The surveywasconductedwith
199 employees in four factories of TurkishSugarFactory Inc. located in Ankara province. As a result
of these analyses, a moderately positive relationship (R =, 406 p <0.01) wasfoundbetween OT and
Ol, and a negativecorrelationwasfoundbetween OT and OC (R = -, 537 p <0.01). The results show
that OT and Ol affect organizationalcynicism. Weconcludedthatincreasing OT meansincreasing Ol
and OC.
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l. INTRODUCTION

If employees purify of negative thoughts about their firms, internalization of the firm ensured, the
continuity of work also increase. Thus, the organization can continue its sustainable competitive advantage. The
aim of this study is to determine the attitudes of employees in relation to OT, Ol, and OC levels.

Previous studiesinvestigated why the variables that are expected to be positive in general are negative.
The concept of cynicism, which has been negative effects inorganizations, has been chosen in this study because
it is thought that it can make a difference in this sense. Cynicism is a negative employee attitude. The provision
of organizational trust and identification eliminates the influence of cynicism. The concept of OC is also a new
concept in organizational behavioral literature and there is not sufficient data on its predecessors and outcomes.
At the same time, it is thought to be an important contribution of the research in terms of being the first study
investigating OT and Ol relationship with OC in Turkey. In this context, first of all the theoretical information
of this notions will be shared and the results of the analysis of the survey interpreted afterwards conducted.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Organizational trust

Curiosity about the concept of trust has increased during the 1990s. Trust is a concept, which has
examined in several different social sciences literatures - psychology, sociology, political science, and
economics[1][2][3][4] Among organizational behavior academics, trust has pointed to a mechanism of
organizational control and in response to the emphasis on opportunism, which permeates agency theory and the
transaction costs[5]. Moreover, trust has examined as an essential component in the operation of network
models of organization [6]. In these cases, the focus has been on the insufficiency of the assumptions that
underlie organizational economics, containing the failure to recognize a motive for human amelioration [7].

Trust is a specific degree of the nominative possibility with which an employee evaluates that another
party or parties will accomplish a particular act, both before employee can observe such act and in a context in
which it impresses him own act. When individuals say that they trust someone or that someone is trustworthy,
they indirectly mean that the likelihood that employee will perform an action that is gainful or at least not
harmful to us is high sufficient for them to take account of engaging in some form of collaboration with them. In
contrast, when we say that someone is untrustworthy, we insinuate that that probability is low adequate for us to
keep away from doing so [1]. Deutch (1958: 266) has defined trust as:

"An individual may be said to have trust in the occurrence of an event if he expects its occurrence and
the expectations lead to behavior which he perceives to have greater negative motivational consequence if the
expectation is not confirmed than positive motivational consequence if it is confirmed."[8]
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In spite of this description, trust is a much more than basic expectations. Because, it is a concept which
based on interpersonal relationship. Latest improvement in the organizational sciences echo the importance of
interpersonal trust relationships for supporting individual and organizational validity. Organizational scholars
have realized trust's impact on coordination and control at interpersonal levels of organization [9]. An employee
that has a full confidence relationship with the manager may have a positive sight of their job satisfaction and of
their task memberships [10].

OT ensures different economic gains and has been found to influence the fiscal portfolios of
organizations. Bromiley and Cummings (1992) discussed rising grades of trust could conduct to reduced
transactions costs [11]. Indeed trust can conduct to a pretty dispraise in costs and overhead within defined
organizational transactions [5] [12]. Cummings and Bromiley (1996: 303) have defined trust as:

"Trust has defined as an individual’s belief or a common belief among a group of individuals that
another individual or group (a) makes good-faith efforts to behave in accordance with any commitments both
explicit or implicit, (b) is honest in whatever negotiations preceded such commitments, and (c) does not take
excessive advantage of another even when the opportunity is available."[13]

Cummings and Bromiley(1996) definition of OT rests based on integrity effort, honesty, and confined
opportunism. The dimensions of trust have cognitive, affective and behavioral bases. Cognitive trust advert to
beliefs about the other's authenticity, while affective trust intends to the prominent role of senses in the trust
process [14]. Latest studies define two prevalent types of behavioral trust in groups, namely: relying on the
others and divulging precision knowledge to others [15].

2.2. Organizational identification

Identification is a particularly attractive topic in organizational research nowadays because of the
disputes to employees identification with the organization that modern industry confusion have operated [16].
Ol is described as an estimated unity with a group or groups and the knowledge of the group's achievement and
unsuccessful as individuals'. If an employee combines with his group strongly but not as much with his firm
overall, standards in the group who partially differ the aims of the firm will be more easily pursued [17].
Employees are different in how much they identify with their firm. When they identify mightily with the firm,
the qualifications they utilize to describe the firm also characterize them. In this context, Ol is the grade to
which an employee designates employee's own by the similar features that he or she relies describe the
organization[18].

Tajfel and his colleagues have claimed that there are two basics on which individual's identity is built
[19] [20]. First, personal identity, which includes the unique personal attributes of the only one individual.
Second, social identity, which the memberships the individual claims in various groups. They argued that
individuals struggle to preserve a favorable social identity [21]. Much of this straining occurs throughout the
process of social comparison [22]. Comparisons containing social identity motivate individuals to advance the
status of their in-group relative to out-group[21]. People assume in-group class of affiliation as more self-
descriptive when intergroup oppositions increase their salience [23] [24]. Social identity theory is that apparent
mismatch in individuals' act can be evaluate as reflecting activation of several objectified self-images or self-
images that are different grades of categorization, and framed by distinct social comparisons [25]. In the frame
of this theoretical outlook, the primary subject for intergroup discrimination and bias is a cognitive
symbolization of the social condition in which a specific categorical differentiation is extremely prominent[26]
[27] [28]. Because of the affective links between self and in-group, the basic attitude underlying intergroup
differentiation is in-group favoritism, or privileged attitudes and behavioral toward the in-group and its members
relative to out-group[29].

2.3. Organizational Cynicism

Cynicism is a academy of idea and a path of life created in ancient Greece. Some propose that cynicism
comes from kyon, the Greek phrase for dog, which the cynics characterize as they acted in a dog-like manner in
their unusual behavioral images. Others recommend that cynicism came from Cynosarges, a town near Athens
where the Cynics had their first school. Antisthenes, a supporter of Socrates, was the master cynic. His student
Diogenes well-known for carrying a lamp in daylight in order to encounter an honest human [30].

The Oxford English dictionary (1989) describes a cynic as “one who shows a disposition to disbelieve
in the sincerity or goodness of human motives and actions, and is wont to express this by sneers and sarcasms: a
sneering fault-finder" [31]. Plenty of the psychological approaches to cynicism suppose that it is a consistent
personality trait.As a personal trait cynicism, is defined as individuals who look others as fraudulent, egoistic,
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and thoughtless, interrogate the impetus of others, are prudent and mistrustful in relationships, may be
unfriendly and arrogant, may begrudge having desires placed on them by others, and are not sincere or
benevolent [32]. Various psychological researches on cynicism are based on the Cook and Medley’s concept of
Hostility that was derived from MMPI [33].KanterveMirvis (1989) have examined cynicism with
disappointment resulting from the unsuccessful of particular organizations in American society to meet the
excessive anticipations [34].

Even though cynicism has been defined as both a personality trait and an emotion, most studies of
cynicism have described it as an attitude, sensitive to change in the environment conditions [35][36][37]. Indeed
a study of cynicism toward business and its relation to work values is a particular negative work attitude and
showed that cynicism toward work is not associated with a steady personality trait characteristic
[38].Hence,cynicism can be described as both a common and particular attitude, qualified by frustration and
disappointment as good as negative emotions toward and mistrust of individual, group, ideology, or organization
[39].Organizational cynicism is the conviction that an organization is deprived of wholeness, which, when
coupled with a strong negative sentimental reaction, leads to derogatory and critical act [40]. Dean, Brandes and
Dharwadkar (1998) have defined organizational cynicism as:

“Organizational cynicism is a negative attitude toward one’s employing organization, comprising
three dimension: (1) a belief that the organization lacks integrity; (2) negative affect toward the organization;
and (3) tendencies to disparaging and critical behaviors toward the organization that are consistent with these
beliefs and affect. ’[41]

The first dimension of OC is the belief. Cynics in firm believe that the procedures of their firm betray
of fairness, trustworthiness, and sincerity. They may think that, such rules are often bargained away to benefit
and that immoral behavior is the norm. The affective dimension of OC contains several emotions like interest-
excitement, enjoyment-joy, surprise-startle, distress-anguish, anger-rage, disgust-revulsion, contempt-scorn,
fear-terror, and shame-humiliation [42]. Cynics may, for instance experience anxiety, revulsion, and even shame
when they imagine their organization. Hence, cynicism is related to various negative feelings. The last
dimension of OC is inclined toward negative behavior. Research shows that cynical attitudes contain trends
toward specific types of behavior, rather than certain behaviors per se. It implies "knowing" looks and rolling
eyes, as well as the grins and mockery [41].

1. STUDY MODEL AND HYPOTESIS

In the literature, there is a limited number of studies that examine relations between OT and
OI[16][43][44][45][46], OT and OCI[47][48][49][50][51][52], Ol and OCI[53][54][55][56][57]. In local
literature,there is no study, which examines the relationship between OT, Ol and OC.

In this context, hypotheses developed within the current theoretical framework:

H1: There is a significant relationship between OT and Ol.

H2: There is a significant relationship between OT and OC.

H3: There is a significant relationship between Ol and OC.

H4: OT has a significant effect on OI.

H5: OT has a significant effect on OC.

H6: Ol has a significant effect on OC.

H7: OT and Ol have a significant effect on OC.

V. RESEARCH METHOD

The sample of the study is 199 participants, which selected using convenience sampling method.
Scales, which were developed in previous researches, were used to measure organizational trust, organizational
identification and organizational cynicism. The organizational identification scale consists of six items
developed by Mael (1988) was used to measure organizational identification with one dimension.Cronbach
Alpha was .86 (M=3.42, SD=0.99). The sample item is "I am very interested in what others think about
corporation”. The high scores on the scale show that the participants identify themselves with their
organizations. The organizational trust inventory consists of twelve items developed by Cummings and
Bromiley (1996) was used to measure organizational trust with two dimensions of cognitive and affect.
Cronbach Alpha was .81 (M=3.30, SD=0.68). The sample item is "I think the people tell truth in negotiations".
The high scores on the scale show that the participants trust their organizations andcolleagues. The
organizational cynicism scale consisting of fourteen items developed by Brandes (1997) was used to measure
organizational cynicism with three dimensions of cognitive, affect and behavior. Cronbach Alpha was .89
(M=2.69, SD=0.77). The sample item is "I often talk to others about the ways things are run at work". The high
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scores on the scale show that the participants tend to disparaging and critical behaviors toward their
organization.The data from the questionnaires were evaluated using the SPSS v.24 statistical analysis program.

V. RESEARCH FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

The Pearson Correlation Coefficient is calculated to examine the degree and direction of linear
relationships between variables [58]. For this reason, Pearson correlation analysis was used to determine the
existence and direction of a meaningful relationship between OT, Ol and OC (H1, H2, H3 and sub-hypotheses).
Simple linear regression analysis was used to test the effects of OT, OI, and OC on each other (H4, H5, H6
hypotheses). In this context, simple linear regression method was used to reveal the effects between two
variables.In a multiple linear regression, more than one independent variable is included in the regression
model. This allows scholars to introduce control variables that may account for observed relationships, as well
as document cumulative effects [59].

Table 1.Mean, Standard Deviation and Correlationmatrix

Variables M SD |1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1.0l 3,42 | 0,99 | (0,86)
2.0T 3,30 | 0,68 | 0,40** | (0,81)

3.0T-Cognitive | 3,42 | 0,72 | 0,47** | 0,93** | (0,67)

4.0T-Affect 3,18 | 0,74 | 0,28** | 0,93** | 0,73** | (0,65)

5.0C 2,69 10,77 | -0,11 -0,53** | -0,50** | -0,49** | (0,89)

6.0C-Cognitive | 2,73 | 0,91 | -0,16* | -0,52** | -0,51** | -0,46** | 0,88** | (0,83)

7.0C-Affect 2,52 1097 | -0,13 -0,52 -0,51** | -0,46** | 0,87** | 0,67** | (0,79)

8.0C-Behavior | 2,79 | 0,81 | 0,02 -0,33 -0,27** | -0,34** | 0,83** | 0,56** | 0,60** | (0,73)

*p < 0.01 level (2 tailed)

**p < 0.05 level (2 tailed)

Cronbach’s alfa is in parentheses.; M: Mean; S.D.: StandardDeviation

Ol: Organizationalldentification; OT: OrganizationalTrust OC: OrganizationalCynicism

According to the findings of correlation analysis, there is a positive and significant correlation between
OT and OI (r =0,40 p <0.01). Accordingly hypothesis 1 has been accepted. According to the results of the
analysis on the chart, there is a negative and significant correlation between OT and OC (r = -0,53 p <0.01).
This situation is supported by the hypothesis 2. The level of organizational cynicism will increase as the level of
OT decreases. Therefore, there is a negative and significant relationship between OT and OC variables. So that
hypothesis 2 has been accepted. Although there is a negative and significant relationship between Ol and OC (r
= -0,12 p> 0,01), there is no statistically significant relationship between variables. Thus hypothesis 3hasn’t
been accepted. The increase in OC does not significantly affect the level of Ol while reducing the OT level
moderately significantly.

As a result of the simple linear regression analysis conducted to show how OT can predict Ol, a
significant relationship was observed between OT and Ol (R = 0,40 R? = 0,16), and OT was found to be a
significant predictor of OI. (Fq.108) = 38,91 p <0,05). OT explains 16.5% of the change in Ol. The significance
test of the coefficient of the principal predictor variable to the regression equation (p = 0,28) also shows that
confidence is a significant predictor.

R?=0,16
$=0,28 p<0,0 Organizational Identification
Organizational Trust /
(Cognitive) p=-0,08 p<0,05
Affect
( : R?*=0,01
\ 4
Organizational Cynicism
B=-0,60 p<0,05 (Cognitive)
(Affect)
R?=0,28 (Behavior)

Figure 1.Single linear regression model
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As shown in Figure 1, regression analysis revealed a significant relationship between OT and OC (R =
0,53 R? = 0,28), indicating that OT is a significant predictor of Ol (F(1-108) = 79,70 p <0,05).0T explains 28.8%
of the change in OC. The significance test of the coefficient of the principal predictor variable to the regression
equation (B =-0,60) also shows that confidence is a significant predictor in the negative direction. Finally,
ANOVA analysis to show how organizational identities predict OC did not reveal a significant relationship
between Ol and OC (R = 0,11 R? = 0,01), and Ol was not a significant predictor of OC (F(-198) = 2,42 p>0.05).
Olexplains 0.01% of change in OC. The significance test of the coefficient of the principal predictor variable
(B=-0,08) to the regression equation also shows that the identification is not a significant predictor.

Organizationaltrust $=0,66 p<0,05 R?=0,30

Organizationalcynicism

Organizationalidentification $=0,10 p<0,05

Figure 2.Multiple linear regression model

As shown in Figure 2, multiple regression analysis revealed a significant relationship between
independent variables andOC (R = 0,302 R? = 0,295), indicating that OT is a significant predictor of Ol (F(1-198)
= 42,39 p <0,05). Consequently, OT and Ol explains 0.30% of change in OC.

VI. CONCLUSION

The concept of trust, which has vital importance in social life, is very important in terms of
organizations, too. Even if people start trusting unconditionally by acting with the instinct of trusting others,
they reinforce the ground of trust by going through different processes. In this context, individuals' ideas,
feelings and behaviors are quite effective in determining their trust. Individuals who are informal relationships
are more likely to trust in the organization than others, according to the level of these relationships. Also the
level of identification of individuals with others is an issue as an important factor affecting OT. The main aim of
this study is to find out the factors that are effective in reducing OC which cause negative thoughts, feelings and
behaviors in enterprises and to give the suggestion of reducing negative effect of cynicism. In this context, first
the concepts of cynicism, trust and identification are handled conceptually at both macro and micro level. In the
next, the related concepts and previous empirical and theoretical studies are mentioned. Finally, the survey was
carried out using previously developed and used scales. It has been determined that OT and Ol both influence
the OC level as a result of the survey conducted within the four factories in Ankara affiliated to the Turkish
Sugar Factory Inc. In addition, it has been determined that OT has a significant and positive relationship with
Olwith OT's cognitive dimension. This indicates that the higher the level of confidence that employees, the
higher the level of identification with their organizations. On the other hand, significant negative relationships
between OT and OC have been identified. Increased cynic attitudes of the working individual towards the
organization lead to a decrease in the confidence level. In contrast to the negative significant correlation
between OT and OC with all sub-dimensions, Ol and OC have only a weak relationship between OC's cognitive
dimension. Cynicism is also thought to be effective in decreasing the level of identification when correlations
between previous studies and the other two variables are assessed. However, when the values in the dataset are
deducted, Ol is only negatively correlated with OC’s cognitive dimension and has a weak significance. It is
thought that the results will contribute more when the same scales are done with different samples in order to
determine the relation between the related variables.
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