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ABSTRACT

Public organizations in Turkey adopted working principles
such as citizen-orientation, transparency, accountability,
efficiency and effectiveness with Law No. 5018 Public
Financial Management and Control Law in parallel with the
new development trends of giving up the traditional
understanding of public administration. The most important
factor is human capital in public organizations aiming at
ensuring citizen satisfaction. The aim of this study is to
examine (and measure) the (inter)relationships between
organizational cynicism, perceived organizational support
(POS) and counterproductive work behaviors (CWB) and
the mediation role of organizational cynicism in predicting
CWB by considering the POS premise. The research was
carried out with the participation of 419 public employees.
The results of this study show that these variables correlate
with each other, POS and organizational cynicism predicted
CWB and organizational cynicism as a mediator predicts
CWB approximately three times stonger with the POS
premise and has a mediation role. The results of this
research indicates that should take measures to increase
POS and reduce organizational cynicism in order to reduce
and/or eliminate the CWB. Otherwise, organizational
cynicism and CWB will come up there, and the process may
result in employees leaving their jobs, which means that to
disappear investment of organizations in terms of human
resources.

Keywords: Perceived organizational support (POS),
organizational ~ cynicism, counter productive work
behaviors (CWB), structural equation mode (SEM), civil
servants

0oz

Tirkiye’de kamu orgiitleri diinyadaki gelisime paralel
olarak geleneksel kamu yonetimi anlayisindan vazgecerek,
5018 sayili Kamu Mali Yonetim ve Kontrol Kanunu ile
vatandag odaklilik, seffaflik, hesap verebilirlik, verimlilik
ve etkinlik ¢aligma ilkelerini benimsemislerdir. Vatandas
memnuniyetini saglamayir amaglayan kamu kurum ve
kuruluslarinda en 6nemli unsur ise beseri sermayedir. Bu
makalede; Orgiitsel sinizm, algilanan orgiitsel destek ve
iiretkenlik karsit1 is davraniglart (UKID) arasindaki iliskiler
ile orgiitsel sinizmin algilanan oOrgiitsel destek Onciili
hesaba katilarak UKID’i yordamasindaki aracilik rolii
incelenmistir. Arastirma 419 kamu ¢alisaninin katilimu ile
gergeklestirilmistir.  Aragtrma  sonucunda,  anilan
degiskenlerin birbirleriyle iliskili oldugu, drgiitsel sinizmin
ve algilanan rgiitsel destegin UKID’i yordadigi, érgiitsel
sinizmin &rgiitsel destek algisi onciilii ile UKID’i yaklagik
i¢ kat daha giiglii yordadig1 ve aracilik roliiniin oldugu
tespit edilmistir. Bu aragtirmanin  sonuglart kamu
orgiitlerinin; UKID’i azaltmak ve/veya ortadan kaldirmak
icin Orgiitsel destegi arttiracak ve orgiitsel sinizmi azaltacak
onlemler almalar1 gerektigini gostermektedir. Aksi takdirde
orgiitsel sinizm ve UKID ortaya gikacak hatta siireg
caliganlarin isten ayrilmalar ile sonuglanabilecektir.

Anahtar Sozclkler: Algilanan orgiitsel destek, orgitsel
sinizm, tretkenlik karsiti i davraniglari, yapisal esitlik
modeli, kamu ¢aliganlar

Dergisi (Journal of Social Security). 10(1). 145-164.

Onerilen atif sekli: Bal, T. (2020). The Role of Organizational Cynicism as a Mediator in the Relationship Between
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INTRODUCTION

Nowadays, the productivity of the employees in the organizations operating in the public
service sector has been questioned and this situation has started to come up as an important
and priority issue. Human capital in public organizations aiming to ensure citizen satisfaction
is the most important factor in terms of increasing productivity in organizations. Employee
productivity will enable organizations to achieve their goals and objectives and increase the
effectiveness & efficiency of the organization. Work efficiency is also determined by
employee productivity.

In this context perceived organizational support (POS), defined as a positive attitude
(Eisenberger et al, 1986), organizational cynicism defined as a negative attitude (Dean et all.
1998) towards to the organization and counterproductive work behaviors (CWB) have
become topics of discussion and debate among employees and top management. It’s thought
that POS and cynicism levels of the employees affect the counterproductive work behaviors
that may arise in this direction. This means a decrease in productivity. Thus, after the
relationship between employees' organizational cynicism attitudes and CWB was
determined, it will be possible to increase productivity by taking measures to prevent
organizational cynicism.

The aim of this study is to examine (and measure) the (inter)relationships between
organizational cynicism, perceived organizational support (POS) and counterproductive
work behaviors (CWB) and the mediation role of organizational cynicism in predicting CWB
by considering the POS premise. The article consists of three sections: conceptual
framework, research methodology and analysis results. Finally, the results were discussed
and suggestions were made accordingly.

I- CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
A- Organizational Cynicism

The concept of cynicism is a broad concept and has been the subject of different disciplines
of social sciences such as philosophy, religion, political science, sociology, psychology and
business administration. Since this study is based primarily on “organizational cynicism”, it
is useful to briefly explain the historical development’s terms of cynicism and the definitions
made to today.

The concept of cynicism defined as "Antisthenes' doctrine, which argues that human beings
can access themselves by virtue and happiness, free from all necessities without being bound
to any value" in the Dictionary of Turkish Language Association (TDK, 2019). It’s also
defined as “An inclination to believe that people are motivated purely by self-interest;
skepticism; An inclination to question whether something will happen or whether it is
worthwhile; Pessimism; A school of ancient Greek philosophers, the Cynics” in Oxford
English Dictionary (OED, 2019). According to the authors who define the terms of
organizational cynicism based on this article, cynicism has emerged in ancient Greece as a
way of life and a school of thought and has come to our day with different meanings (Brandes,
1997: 7; Dean et al. , 1998: 342).

Today, we can define cynics as “mordacious fault finders” in the simplest terms (Ersoy-Kart,
2015: 83). On the other hand, the existence of many kinds and definitions of cynicism leads
to complexity and makes the concept difficult to understand. All of these definitions are true
in their own time and discipline or at least not wrong just because important thing is in which
field and for what purpose the concept of cynicism is used. For example, if cynicism is
defined as a tendency to think that people have hidden goals, to care for others to protect or
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increase their own interests and to manage things (Tokgdz & Yilmaz, 2008: 285), we see that
this definition represents the Machiavellian view advocated by O'Hair and Cody (1987). This
conceptualization of cynicism is not wrong, nor does it involve pure truth.

In this study, the definition of organizational cynicism that detailed in the next subsection is
based on “negative attitude of an individual towards his/her organization” made by Dean,
Brandes, Dharwadkar (1998), which causes the employee to experience negative cognitive,
affective and behavioral (conative) experiences towards his organization, work and
ultimately hisself/herself. Organizational cynicism includes “an attitude that includes the
belief that the organization lacks integrity” and “negative feelings and humiliating or critical
behaviors towards the organization” (Dean, et al., 1998).

B- Components of Organizational Cynicism

In the literature, the presence of components are accepted in important and strong attitudes
as “cognitive, emotional and conative (behavioral)” without hierarchical order among them
(Goksu, 2007: 89-105; Giiney, 2009: 120-127; Kagit¢ibasi, 2013: 110-170). In the context of
organizational cynicism literature, the authors who focused on this subject until 1996 focused
on the cognitive component (Brandes, 1997: 29-30). But after Dean et al. (1997) study
covering all three dimensions in 1997, all three components were accepted by many authors
(Abraham, 2000; Bernerth, et al., 2007; Brandes & Das, 2006; Ersoy-Kart, M., 2015; James,
2005; Kagitgibasi, 2013; Kalagan & Giizeller, 2010; Kalagan, 2009; Neves, 2012). This study
is based on these three components as accepted in the literature.

i) Cognitive Component

The cognitive component, which states “the belief that organizational cynicism is devoid of
honesty (Kalagan, 2009: 46), shows the thoughts and beliefs of employees with cynical
attitude when examined within the framework of organizational cynicism.

Employees who think and have these beliefs such as practices are devoid of organizational
principles, official statements (notifications) are not taken seriously by employees, people
are deceitful, selfish insincere, lazy, inconsistent and untrustworthy, employees lie,
fraudulent, unscrupulous and immoral behavior and so on. In their organization have the
cognitive element of organizational cynicism (Brandes, 1997: 30; Brandes and Das, 2006:
237; Dean et al., 1998: 345-346; Kalagan, 2009: 46).

ii) Affective Component

The cognitive component that includes emotions which are defined as positive or negative
by the individual, arising from cynical beliefs and thoughts; It expresses strong emotional
reactions such as disrespect, pain, anger, distress and embarrassment (Brandes and Das,
2006: 237; Dean et al, 1998: 346; Abraham, 2000: 269).

These feelings can spring in cynical employees related to any negative emotions in such
cases; A sense of disdain and anger towards their organization, pain, disgust, even shame
when they think of their organizations, when they are assigned to a task they do not want or
to worry when they are given a job beyond their capacity (Brandes, 1997: 31; Dean et al.,
1998: 346).

The concept of contemporary affective component has been expanded by adding an affect of
smugness. According to this view, as well as the emotions expressed above, cynical
individuals have attitudes such as nurture disdain, frustration and insecurity towards other
people or objects and believe that they are superior, more knowledgeable and/or correct than
other people (Brandes and Das, 2006: 237; James, 2005: 6).
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iii) Conative Component

Finally, the conative (behavioral) component expresses the inclination and probability of
cynic attitude to behavior. In this context, cynical employees can behave negatively, often
humiliating people by using humor, which is their most effective weapon, and making cynical
comments about the business environment, the aims of their organizations and their job
descriptions (Brandes, 1997: 34-35; Dean et al., 1998: 346).

In addition, behaviors of cynical employees can be an example of the conative component
such as constantly complaining about their organization, criticizing everything, meaningful
gaze, grinning and smiling in a condescending way (Brandes and Das, 2006: 240).

Cynical employees do not stand behind their organization when it is talked negatively or
unfairly about its organization; on the contrary, it tends to denigrate the organization itself
(Dean et al., 1998: 346).

C- Perceived Organizational Support (POS)

Organizational support theory based on “Social Exchange Theory (Blau, 1964) and The
Norm of Reciprocity (Gouldner, 1960) expresses that employee's contribution to the
organization and the effort made to the job, in other words, the organization has the necessary
features to make the employees happy and feel comfortable (Eisenberger et al, 1986;
Eisenberger et al., 2001, Neves, 2012).

Perceived organizational support (POS), which is one of the main elements of the analysis
conducted in this study expresses that all the behaviors and attitudes developed by the
employee towards the organization due to the value of the employee for organization
depending on above-mentioned contributions and efforts. (Eisenberger et al, 1986: 500-501).
In other words, POS ( or perception of organizational support) is that employees are aware
of the organization's contribution to them, feel themselves safe and feel the presence of the
organization stands behind them (Eisenberger et al., 1986: 500-501). POS is influenced by
positive or negative policies, norms, procedures and activities that affect the employees of
the organization (Eisenberger et al., 2001: 42).

POS increases with the fact that the organization assigns human characteristics to the
employees, in other words, does not see them as soulless machine parts, and cares about the
personality traits, qualities and capacities of the employees. (Eisenberger et al., 1986: 501).

Thus, employees with high levels of organizational support can internalize decisions and
activities carried out within the organization at a higher level. (Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002:
699). According to Rhodes and Eisenberger (2002), in order to develop organizational
support perception, there must be four important precursors: “organizational justice,
administrative support, organizational rewards and work conditions and employee
characteristics.”

According to the theory of POS (Eisenberger et al., 1986), employees have general beliefs
about the organization and these beliefs include the organization's commitment to the
contributions and well-being of employees. (Eisenberger et al., 1986: 503). This definition
of Eisenberger et al. is based on the following assumptions (Eisenberger et al., 1986: 503):

e Assuming the employee contributes to the organization,

e The employee's perception that the employee's contribution is considered valuable
by the organization and that the organization strives to ensure the employee’s well-
being in return.

Kraimer and Wayne are classified POS as “adjustment POS, career POS, and financial POS”
(Kraimer & Wayne, 2004: 217-218):
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e The adjustment POS is defined as the organization's involvement in the adaptation
of the employee (including his family) in the process following the business
transfers.

e The career POS is that the organization is concerned with the employee's career
need.

e The financial POS is that the organization deals with the financial needs of
employees and rewards employees' contributions in terms of compensating and
working benefits.

A high level of perceived organizational support may mean that employees perceive the
organization as good and positive, if this level is low, they perceive as bad and negative
(Eisenberger et al., 1986: 503). This may decrease the POS of employees while increasing
organizational cynicism.

For example, employees can create cynical attitudes when they are to do a job effectively and
to overcome stressful situations if they have the perception that they cannot get help from the
organization and that the organization will not stand behind them. So, the perceived weak
organizational support level may lead to a negative emotional bond between the organization
and the employees (Byrne & Hochwarter, 2008: 55).

D- Counterproductive Work Behaviors (CWB)

Counterproductive work behaviors (CWB) can be simply defined as behaviors that harm the
organization and its members (Martinko et al., 2002: 37). Such behaviors may consist of
direct-active actions such as sabotage, aggression, theft, physical-verbal assault, as well as
indirect-passive actions such as non-compliance, deliberate misconduct, withdrawal, being
late, quitting, etc. (Fox et al., 2001: 292, Spector & Fox, 2005: 152).

CWB were initially called as “deviant behaviors” that is defined as “behaviors that reveal
unacceptable violations by breaching important norms and threatening the society”
(Robinson & Bennett, 1995: 556-557). In this context, deviant behaviors, in other words,
behaviors that go beyond normal measures, have the potential to cause harm to the
organization and / or its members (Robinson & Bennett, 1995: 556-557).

Figure 1. Scope of Counterproductive Work Behaviors (CWB)

Counterproductive
Work Behaviors

Deviant Behavior

Aggression

Violance

Incivility

Source: Pearson vd., 2005: 191
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As stated in Figure 1, the scope of the CWB has expanded from the initial conceptualization
to the present day and has become a phenomenon that encompasses many concepts. In this
context, it is stated that CWB represents these types of behaviors, which include incivility,
bullying, emotional abuse, mobbing, (physical) violence, aggression, and deviant bahivors
which consist of harmful behaviors towards both the organization and its members (Pearson
et al., 2005: 190-191).

Then, concept was further expanded by Spector et al. (2011) and described CWB in five
component. According to Spector et al. (2011) classification, which is also based on this
study, the CWB consists of five dimensions: abuse against others, production deviance,
sabotage, withdrawal and theft (Spector et al., 2006: 448; Spector, 2011: 343).

E- Components of Counterproductive Work Behaviors (CWB)

This subsection contains detailed core-explanations of the five components of the CWB.
While the behavior of abuse against others is mostly considered as the behavior of individual
CWB (behavior towards the individual), the production deviance, sabotage, withdrawal and
theft behaviors are mostly considered as behaviors of organizational CWB.

i) Abuse Against Others

Abuse against others (abuse) is defined as an individual behavior that harm colleagues and /
or stakeholders within the organization (Spector et al., 2006: 448). These behaviors can
consist of physical harm such as humiliation, disdain, disregard, ugly criticism, humiliating
comments, intimidation, etc., also can be made up of psychological actions such as ignoring
and preventing (secretly) effective working (Spector et al., 2006: 448). However, since direct
physical violence is rarely encountered in organizations, many researchers focus on
behaviors that do not involve physical harm (Spector et al., 2006: 448).

The concept of abuse here is closely related to such concepts as; incivility, emotional abuse,
workplace bullying and psychological mobbing that are in the relevant literature. However,
the focus of such studies is on those who target such behavior as incivility, emotional abuse,
workplace bullying and psychological mobbing. In the context of CWB studies, the focus is
on those who do these behaviors (Spector et al., 2006: 448).

ii) Production Deviance

The component of production deviance includes behaviors such as not deliberately and
properly performing the tasks in the job description of the employee, making mistakes,
performing poorly, slowing down and obeying the instructions (Spector et al., 2006: 449).

Spector et al. (2006) approached the concept of production deviance parallel to Hollinger’s
(1986) view, which classified behaviors such as deliberate absenteeism, perpetually arriving
late under production deviance, however Spector et al. deliberately categorized those
behaviors under the withdrawal component. (Spector et al., 2006: 449).

Production deviance is considered as more passive and safer type of behavior than sabotage
by some researchers because it is a behavior towards organizational goals (non-living
beings), not an individual (living beings) (Spector et al., 2006: 449).

iii) Sabotage

Sabotage behavior is that employees consciously sabotage or destroy (arson, damage
property) organizational assets (equipment) to reduce productivity and / or harm the
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organization (Spector et al., 2006: 449). In fact, the sabotage behavior can be considered the
expanded version or derivation form of the machine-breaking actions that occurred as a result
of the workers' movements after the industrial revolution.

In some studies, sabotage behavior is taken from a wider perspective and defined that is done
for the purpose of harming the organizational functioning, disrupting or deflecting the
organizational order for the personal interests of the employees, making negative rumors
about the organization, embarrassing the organization, slowing production, damaging
organizational property, disrupting business relations or damaging customers and employees
such as negative behaviors (Ambrose et al., 2002: 948; Skarlicki et al., 2008: 1335).

The sabotage behavior can come into view depending on a number of factors that cause anger
or hostile feelings such as the aim of providing individual benefit, drawing attention to any
problem, resisting organizational change, gaining the consent of colleagues or gaining
superiority over the colleagues (Ambrose et al., 2002: 948; Spector et al., 2006: 449).

iv) Withdrawal

Withdrawal consists of such as behaviors that deliberately reducing the time limiting the
working time of employees: not going to work, coming to work late, leaving early, frequent
leave without cause, long-term non-work phone calls, longer breaks than allowed time
(coffee, tea, etc.) and non-work appointments (Spector, 2000: 237-238; Spector et al., 2006:
450). In this context, absenteeism of employees as intentional and conscious without any
reason, affects organizational motivation and productivity negatively (Spector et al., 2006:
450).

Unlike other CBW components, employees exhibit in this component avoidance (behavior)
rather than direct negative behavior to avoid stressors, injustice, dissatisfaction or situations
that create negative emotions (Spector, 2000: 237-238; Spector et al., 2006: 450).

Withdrawal is caused by job dissatisfaction (in particular), health problems, psychological
disorders, stress, social norms, culture, subordinate-parent conflict, work-family conflict and
individual differences (Spector, 2000: 237-238; Spector et al., 2006 450).

Since withdrawal behavior is an attempt to avoid a situation rather than direct harm instead
of direct damage, it differs from other counterproductive work behaviors. The individual who
exhibits the withdrawal behavior, perhaps does not want to directly harm the organization, in
fact, stressors, injustice, dissatisfaction or want to move away from situations that create
negative emotions (Spector, 2000: 237-238; Spector et al., 2006: 450).

v) Theft

The theft, as the last dimension means theft of employees with the idea of harming the
organization or individuals. (Spector and Fox, 2002: 271; Spector et al., 2006: 449). Theft
behaviors towards the organization may arise due to economic needs, perception of job
dissatisfaction, injustice (Mustaine & Tewksbury, 2002: 113-114) and is not seen as
aggressive behavior by many employees (Neuman & Baron, 1997: 45).

Although it is thought that theft behavior is mostly exhibited becuase of economic interests,
theft behavior is considered as an attacking tool against the organization (Spector et al., 2006
449). In this context, employees do not intend to use or sell the goods they thieved, but rather
aim to harm the organization economically.
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I1- METHOD OF RESEARCH

In this study, data were collected by using a questionnaire based on quantitative research
method based on scales whose validity and reliability were tested. In this sense, the type of
this applied research, which is designed on the basis of field research, can be expressed as
relational research.

A- Research Model

Figure 2 shows the model of this research. As it is seen in Figure 2, which tries to make the
conceptual structure of the research problem more understandable with a simple visual, those
are examined that the relations between the variables of POS, organizational cynicism, CWB
and the mediating role of organizational cynicism in predicting CWB.1

Figure 2. Research Model
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In this context, this model test the hypothesis that the relationship between POS, which is
one of the predecessors of organizational cynicism, and CWB will increase by organizational
cynicism as mediator. Structural equation model (SEM) was used to test the proposed model.

B- Purpose of Research

This study aims to examine; the levels of organizational cynicism, POS and representing
CWB of public employees some service classes, their relations with each other, how CWB
was predicted by organizational cynicism and perception of organizational support and
considering the POS premise, the role of organizational cynicism in predicting CWB through
SEM.

So, the effects of POS and organizational cynicism on the CWB and the mediating role of
organizational cynicism will be seen more clearly. The results will shed light on the measures
and steps that must be taken.
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C- Sample

Systematic sampling method was preferred in order to represent a certain cadre (general
administration services, technical services and education and training services) and random
sampling method was used for the determination of the persons in these cadres (Yazicioglu
& Erdogan, 2004: 40-50). The sample of the study consists of 419 public employees selected
by simple random sampling method.

D- Instruments

In this study, data were collected in 2016-2017 by using some scales which were tested for
validity and reliability in the manuscript based on quantitative research method in order to
reach the aforementioned objectives. The scales in the appendix were applied as follows and
the data were collected:

e In the first section, through the demographic information of the participants (age,
gender, marital status, working time, education level, service class),

e In the second part, through the “Perceived Organizational Support Scale” (Nayir,
2014), based on the scale developed by Eisenberger et al. (1986) with 28 items
(questions 1 to 28 on the scale; Cronbach Alpha ()= 0,94),

e In the third section, through the “Organizational Cynicism Scale” (Kalagan, 2009),
based on the scale developed by the Dean et al. (1998) with 13 items (questions 29
to 41 of the scale; Cronbach Alpha (a)= 0,93).

e In the fourth section; through the “Counterproductive Work Behavior (CWB)
Scale” (Kilig, 2013) based on the scale developed by Spector et al., (2011) with 40
items (42-81 questions in the scale; Cronbach Alpha (a)= 0,94).

The preceived organizational support consist of components of “justice, reward,
administration”. Organizational cynicism consist of components of “cognitive cynicism,
affective cynicism, conative cynicism”. CWB consist of components of “abuse, production
Deviance, theft, withdrawal, sabotage”.

I11- RESULTS
A- Demographic Data for Participants

As shown in Table 1, data were collected from a total of 419 people, 190 female and 229
male participants. 45% of the participants are women and 55% are men. Approximately 58%
of the participants are in the 30-34 age range, which is the most intensive age group. The next
intensive group is the 22-29 age group, which can be called youth.

Approximately 81% of the participants got a bachelor degree with 338 people, while 19% of
the participants got a master's degree with 81 people. When the tenure is examined, the
dominant group is having service life of 6-10 years with 65%. This is a natural result of the
fact that 80% of the participants are between 30-40 years old.

When the distribution of participants according to service class is examined; it is seen that
approximately 68% of them work in general administrative services class, 16.5% work in
education services class and 15% work in technical services class.
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Table 1. Demographic Data for Participants

Data Classification Number of People Percent (%)
Gender
Woman 190 45,3
Man 229 54,7
Total 419 100,0
Age
22-29 47 11,2
30-34 244 58,2
35-39 96 22,9
40-44 27 6,4
45-65 5 1,2
Total 419 100,0
Marital Status
Single 141 33,7
Married 278 66,3
Total 419 100,0
Educational Level
Bachelor Degree 338 80,7
Master's Degree 81 19,3
Total 419 100,0
Tenure
1-5 years 48 115
6-10 years 275 65,6
11-15 years 67 16,0
16-20 years 15 3,6
20 years and more 14 3,3
Total 419 100,0
Service Class
Education and 69 16,5
Training Services
General 287 68,5
Administration
Services
Technical Services 63 15,0
Total 419 100,0

B- Correlation and Regression Analysis

i) Examination of Correlations Between Perceived Organizational Support (POS),
Organizational Cynicism and CWB

In this subsection, evaluation of the correlation analysis is located between POS,
organizational cynicism and CWB. Those correlations between them are measured by
correlation analysis according to (total) scale scores.

ii) Correlation Analysis Between Perceived Organizational Support (POS) and
Organizational Cynicism

As stated results in Table 2, a statistically significant (p <0.05) relationship was found
between all scales except the relationship of reward with conative cynicism.
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Table 2. Correlation Between Perceived Organizational Support (POS) and Organizational Cynicism

Table of Correlation Cognitive Affective Conative Organizational
Cynicism Cynicism Cynicism Cynicism (Total)

Justice r -,578* -,451* -,207* -,519*

p ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000
Administration r -,359* -,434* -,139* -,399*

p ,000 ,000 ,004 ,000
Reward r -,421* -,320* -,044 -,334*

p ,000 ,000 0,368 ,000
Perceived r -,542* - 470% -171% -,500*
Organizational
Support (Total) p ,000 ,000 ,000 ,000

*p<0,05; r<0,3 is weak, 0,6<r>0,3 is moderate 1<r> 0,6 ise strong; r=- is inverse relationship

As can be seen in Table 2, the justice component has an inverse correlation between
cognitive, affective and organizational cynicism (total) scales as moderate; behavioral
cynicism component as weak. Administration component has an inverse correlation between
cognitive, affective and organizational cynicism (total) scales as moderate; behavioral
cynicism subscale as weak. There is an inverse moderate correlation between the
management subscale and cognitive, affective and organizational cynicism (total) scales.

There is an inverse moderate relationship between justice component and cognitive, affective
and organizational cynicism (total) scales. The POS (total) scale has an inverse correlation
between cognitive, affective and organizational cynicism (total) scales as moderate;
behavioral cynicism subscale as weak.

iii) Correlation Analysis Between Perceived Organizational Support (POS) and
Counterproductive Work Behaviors (CWB)

As stated results in Table 3, a statistically significant (p <0.05) relationship was found
between scales of; justice with withdrawal, abuse against others, CWB (total); administration
with abuse against others; reward with theft; perceived organizational support (total) with
abuse against others and CWB (total).

Table 3. Correlation Between Perceived Organizational Support (POS) and Counterproductive
Work Behaviors (CWB)

. Abuse
Table qf Sabotage  Withdrawal Prodyctlon Theft Against cwB
Correlation Deviance Total
Others
Justice r -,031 -,151* -,029 -,029 -,151* -,140*
p ,524 ,002 ,558 ,558 ,002 ,004
Administration r ,071 ,014 -,016 -,035 -,125* -,048
p 147 0,768 751 470 ,011 ,324
Reward r -,038 -,040 ,027 -,132* -,057 -,053
p 433 417 ,584 ,007 244 ,279
Percel\_/ed ) r -,004 -,090- -,015 -,059 -,139* -,107*
Organizational

*p<0,05; r<0,3 is weak, 0,6<r>0,3 is moderate 1<r> 0,6 ise strong; r=- is inverse relationship
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In this context, there is an inverse weak correlation between the justice with withdrawal,
abuse against others, and CWB (total); administration with abuse against others; the reward
with the theft; the perceived organizational support (total) scale with abuse against others and
CWB (total).

iv) Correlation Analysis Between Organizational Cynicism and Counterproductive
Work Behaviors (CWB)

As stated results in Table 4, a statistically significant (p <0.05) relationship was found
between all scales except the relationship of cognitive cynicism, theft and sabotage with other
sclaes.

Table 4. Correlation Between Organizational Cynicism and Counterproductive Work Behaviors

(CwB)
Table of Sabotage  Withdrawal  Production  Theft Abuse CWB
Correlation Deviance against  Total
others
Cognitive r -,022 ,047 ,007 -,016 ,072 ,048
Cynicism
y b 653 340 892 747 139 326
Affective r ,090 ,105* ,132* -,021 ,225* ,175*
Cynicism
p ,066 ,032 ,007 ,668 ,000 ,000
Conative r ,095 ,131* ,122* -,058 ,285% ,206*
Cynicism
y p ,053 ,007 ,013 ,238 ,000 ,000
Organizational ~ r 069 117* ,110* -038  241*  178*
Cynicism
(Total) p ,158 ,017 ,024 443 ,000 ,000

*p<0,05; r<0,3 is weak, 0,6<r>0,3 is moderate 1<r> 0,6 ise strong; r=- is inverse relationship

In this context, there is a positive weak correlation between the cognitive, conative and
organizational cynicism (total) with the withdrawal, production deviance and and CWB
(total). In other words, organizational cynicism scales, except cognitive cynicism, are
positively & weakly correlated with all CWB scales except sabotage and theft.

v) Examination of Regressions Between Perceived Organizational Support (POS),
Organizational Cynicism and Counterproductive Work Behaivors (CWB)

In this subsection, evaluation of the regression analysis that based on the total scores of the
scales is located between POS, organizational cynicism and CWB. Those regressions
between them are measured by regressions analysis according to (average) scale scores.

C- The Regression Between Perceived Organizational Support (POS)
and Organizational Cynicism

As summarized in Table 5, perceived organizational support predicts organizational cynicism
(p <0.05). The strength of this relationship was measured as 25% (R square = 0.25). In other
words, perceived organizational support, which is an independent variable, explains 1/4 of
organizational cynicism, which is a dependent variable. Although this seems primarily to be
a low value, it can be said that it is an explanatory result according to the attitudinal and
behavioral scale results.
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Table 5. The Regression Between Perceived Organizational Support (POS) and Organizational

Cynicism
Linear Regression Analysis: ANOVA
B R square St. dev. Sig.(p)
Perceived 60,764 1,533 0,000
Organizational Support 0,25
(POS) -0,272 0,023

a. The dependent variable (y): organizational cynicism

b. Independent variable (X1): perceived organizational support (POS)

*p<0,05

D- The Regression Between Perceived Organizational Support (POS)
and Counterproductive Work Behaviors (CWB)

As summarized in Table 6, perceived organizational support (POS) predicts
counterproductive work behavior (CWB) (p <0.05). POS, which is an independent variable,
predicts CWB, but the strength of this relationship was measured very low as 1 % (R square
=0.01).

Table 6. The Regression Between Perceived Organizational Support (POS) and Counterproductive
Work Behaviors (CWB)

Linear Regression Analysis: ANOVA

Perceived B R square St. dev. Sig.(p)
Organizational Support 54,665 2,003 0,029
(POS) o 0,011
-0,107 0,030

a. The dependent variable (y): counterproductive work behaviors (CWB)

b. Independent variable (X1): perceived organizational support (POS)

*p<0,05

E- The Regression Between Organizational Cynicism and
Counterproductive Work Behaviors (CWB)

As summarized in Table 7, organizational cynicism predicts counterproductive work

behaviors (CWB) (p <0.05). The strength of this relationship was measured as 3% (R Square

= 0.032), which can be considered as low. So organizational cynicism as an independent
variable, explains 3% of the dependent variable, which is CWB.

Table 7. The Regression Between Organizational Cynicism and Counterproductive Work Behaviors

(CWB)
Linear Regression Analysis: ANOVA
o B R square St. dev. Sig.(p)
Organizational 41,652 2,438 0,000
Cynicism - 0,032
0,203 0,055

a. The dependent variable (y): counterproductive work behaviors (CWB)

b. Independent variable (X1): organizational cynicism
*p<0,05
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F- The Role of Organizational Cynicism as a Mediator Between
Perceived Organizational Support (POS) and Counter Productive
Work Behavior (CWB): Structural Equation Model (SEM)

In this part, organizational cynicism has been tested as a mediator in predicting CWB with
the perceived organizational support premise and it has been found out that organizational
cynicism has a (partial) mediating role.

First of all, the CWB scale had 0.78 (78%) score as a result of the CFI (comparative fit index),
which is insufficient since the score less than 0.95, so the “theft” and “sabotage”
subcomponents were excluded from the model. This situation is also clearly seen in
correlation analysis (see Table 3 and 4).

In this study, the model that’s CFI score is 0.95, was formed by excluding mentioned two
subcomponents while constructing structural equality model (SEM). In addition, it is noted
that CFI score would be 0.98 if only abuse against others which is the most significant
component (subscale) of CWB, left in the model.

According to results of the structural equality model (SEM), which is summarized in Figure
3 and has a score of 0.95 CFI, organizational cynicism as a medaitor predicts CWB consisting
of subcomponents of production deviance, withdrawal and abuse against others with POS
premise. In other words, POS predicts CWB with organizational cynicism as a mediator.

In the analysis, the parameters of the observable variables are fixed to 1. In addition, pairs
that obtained the best variance were selected from sub-components of organizational support
and cynicism scales.

Figure 3. The Role of Organizational Cynicism as A Mediator Between Perceived Organizational
Support (POS) and Counter Productive Work Behavior (CWB): Structural Equation

Model (SEM)
Organizational Cynicism CWB
(Counterproductive
e Cognitive Cynicism Work Behaviors)
o Affective Cynicism
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In this context, low level of organizational cynicism of the employees with increased
perceived organizational support will decrease CWB. On the other hand, as opposed to high
level of organizational cynicism of employees with reduced perceived organizational support
will increase CWB.

Table 8. Results of Analysis

Results of Analysis
B R square Sig.(p)
POS - organizational cynicism -0,504 0,254 0,000
a. The dependent variable (y): organizational cynicism
b. Independent variable (X1): perceived organizational support (POS)

B R square Sig.(p)
POS and organizational
cynicism - CWB -0,294 0,086 0,000
a. The dependent variable (y): counterproductive work behaviors (CWB)
b. Independent variables (X1): perceived organizational support (POS) and organizational
cynicism

According to results of analysis (see Table 8), while the perceived organizational support
predicts organizational cynicism, the explanatory power of regression is found to be the same
as in regression analysis (see Table 5). But explanatory power of regression in predicting
CWB has increased 3 times as 3% to 9% for organizational cynicism and 9 times as 1% to
9% for POS (see B values in Table 6,7 and 8). This result, as summarized in Figure 3, shows
us that organizational cynicism has a (partial) mediator role between POS and CWB.

In other words, POS (%1) and organizational cynicism (%3) predict the CWB at a low rate
on their own, but predict at a higher rate together in mediator model. This suggests that
although an employee who does not get sufficient organizational support, CWB does not
immediately merge, CWB merges more often if it is combined with organizational cynicism.

CONCLUSION

In this paper, it is examined that the mediation role of organizational cynicism in predicting
counterproductive work behaviors (CWB) considered perceived organizational support
(POS) premise and measured the (inter)relationships between organizational cynicism, POS
and CWB. In the context, findings have obtained supporting national and international
researches to date (Bernerth et al., 2007; Bluedon, 1982; Byrne & Hochwarter, 2008;
Chiaburu et al., 2013; Cakar & Yildiz, 2009; Dalal, R.S., 2005; Eaton, 2000; Eisenberger et
al., 1986; James, 2005; FitzGerald, 2002; Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Fox et al., 2001; Lind
& Tyler, 1988; Martin & Bennett, 1996; Miao, R.T., 2011; Moorman, et al., 1998;
Ozdevecioglu, 2003; Sackett, 2002; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Tokgéz, N., 2011; Turung
& Celik, 2010). However, none of these studies examined POS, organizational cynicism and
CWB at the same time, and tested the mediation role of organizational cynicism between
POS and CWB.

According to results of the analysis, POS correlated with organizational cynicism as
moderate and inverse; CWB as weak and also inverse. In other words, while POS decreases,
it suggests that organizational cynicism and CWB increases. There is a weak positive
correlation between organizational cynicism and CWB. This result tells us that if there is an
increase in the level of organizational cynicism, employees may show more CWB.
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According to the results of the regression analysis, POS explained organizational cynicism
by ¥ (25%). Although this may seem primarily to be a low ratio, it can be said that it is an
explanatory result according to the attitude and behavioral scale results. This shows that if
there is insufficient or no organizational support, it will lead to cynical attitudes and behaviors
in employees. This result also supports other research on this subject and proves that POS is
a premise of organizational cynicism.

When organizational cynicism is an independent variable in the regression analysis, it also
predicts CWB and the strength of the relationship is 3%. In other words, organizational
cynicism explains CWB by 3% that can be considered low ratio. Finally, in the regression
analysis, the POS predicts CWB, but the strength of this relationship is very low at 1%. This
result led us to question whether the organizational cynicism has a mediating role in
predicting the CWB with POS premise and it will increase the strength of this relationship.

Organizational cynicism, as a mediator in predicting CWB with POS precursor was
established and tested by structural equation model (SEM), and POS's the explanatory power
to predict organizational cynicism was found to be the same as in regression analysis. But
the the explanatory power of organizational cynicism in predicting CWB increased 3 times
from %3 to 9% and also it increased 9 times for organizational support from 1% to 9%. Thus,
it has been found that organizational cynicism has a (partial) mediating role in that
relationship. Therefore, employees with increased (decreased) POS, it led to decrease
(increase) organizational cynicism and result of this process there will be a low (high)
frequency of CWB, in particular components of withdrawal, production deviance and
abuseagainst others.

The above-mentioned results tell us that; to reduce and / or eliminate the CWB, they need to
take measures to increase POS and reduce organizational cynicism. In this context, it is
necessary to create an ethical climate in organizations, to be fair in the distribution of awards
and management, to encourage employees, to give jobs according to the quality of the
employees, to provide team support and job satisfaction. Otherwise, the CWB will go up
there, and even the process may result in employees quitting (Avsaroglu et al., 2007: 117,
Cekmecelioglu, H.G., 2005; Schneider & Snyder, 1975; Unal et al., 2001) that means the
investment made by the organizations in terms of human resources is destroyed.

Many studies indicate that organizational citizenship (extra role) behaviors and / or job
performances of employees will arise or increase as a result of increasing POS and / or
lowering organizational cynicism (Cohen et al., 2001; Eisenberger et al., 2002; Moorman et
al., 1998; Randall et al., 1999; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002; Shanock & Eisenberger, 2006).

On the other hand, it is also stated that organizational cynicism is not directly related to work
performance and organizational citizenship behavior; but psychological agreement and POS
is not directly related to work performance but increases performance with organizational
identification (Andersson, 1996; Dean et al., 1998; Byrne & Hochwarter, 2008; Turun¢ &
Celik, 2010).

In addition, it should be noted that the results obtained in this study have limitations. In the
next studies, other possible predecessors of organizational cynicism and CWB can be
examined such as an individual (personality and demographic) or an organizational
(psychological contract violation, organizational policies, management style, etc.) in the
model. In addition, the next studies may focus on specific sectoral classifications such as
public-private, industry-service-agriculture, and these mentioned sectors can be examined
individually on a particular subject.
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The organizational citizenship behaviors which can be considered as a positive expression of
the CWB, can be tested in a similar model. In addition, it will be healthier to run the model
with sufficient sample by targeting only one occupational group or Institution, as each
organization is shaped by different variables within itself. When enough research results
emerge, these results will be the basis for the meta-analysis.

Finally, revising and modifying "sabotage" and "theft" subscales used in this study as
components of CWB, will contribute to the literature considering labor market conditions,
culture and social dynamics of Turkey. In this context, it would be more useful to examine
and measure behaviors such as “sabotage” and “theft” by asking the participant indirectly,

just as in measuring racism, sexism.
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