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ABSTRACT

This paper aims to explain the relationship between
organizational cynicism, empowerment and the
individual's sense of social capital in terms of gender.
In this direction the obtained data were analyzed
by structural equation model. The results indicate
that structural and psychological empowerments
have reducing effect on organizational cynicism,
and social capital has a moderator role between
psychological empowerment and organizational
cynicism for both women and men. However women
with high social capital have a greater reduction of
psychological empowerment on organizational
cynicism than men with high social capital. These
findings offer few recommendations for managers
and employees. Managers to decrease employees’
negative attitudes and to ease cynicism may use
empowerment. However, even employees perceive
as psychologically empowered, managers also should
consider some other individual sources such as social
capital that can buffer or strengthen the cynicism.
Particularly for women employees, managers can
focus more on psychological and social resources in
order to decrease negative work consequences. Such
an investigation is necessary to reveal the predictors
of cynicism as one of the important concept in
organizational behavior and management literature.
It is also valuable to understand the differences
between individuals in terms of cynical behaviours
towards their organizations.

Keywords: Organizational cynicism, structural
empowerment, psychological empowerment, social
capital, gender

OZET

Bu calisma 6rgiitsel sinizm ve gliglendirme arasindaki
iliskiyi sosyal sermaye ve cinsiyet ile aciklamayi
amaclamistir. Bu dogrultuda toplanan veriler
yapisal esitlik modeli ile analiz edilmistir. Sonuclar
calisanlarin yapisal ve psikolojik gui¢lendirme
algilarinin orgtitsel sinizm Uzerinde azaltici etkisini
ve sosyal sermayenin hem kadin ¢alisanlar hem de
erkek calisanlar igin psikolojik gliclendirme ve sinizm
arasindaki diizenleyici roltinl ortaya koymustur.
Bu bulgular hem yoneticiler hem de calisanlar icin
birtakim 6neriler sunmaktadir. Calisanlarinin olumsuz
tutumlarini ve sinizmi azaltmak isteyen yoneticiler
gliclendirmeyi bir arag olarak kullanabilirler. Ancak
calisanlar psikolojik olarak kendilerini gliglendirilmis
algilasalar dahi, yoneticiler sinizmi gliclendirecek veya
zayiflatacak diger kisisel faktorleri, sosyal sermaye
gibi, dikkate almalidirlar. Ozellikle kadin calisanlar
icin yoneticiler psikolojik ve sosyal faktorlere daha
¢ok odaklanabilirler. Bu tir bir arastirma 6rgitsel
davranis ve yonetim literattiriinde 6nemli bir kavram
olan sinizmin éncillerini aciklamak icin gereklidir.
Ayrica bu ¢alisma neden bazi insanlarin orgutlerine
karsi digerlerine gore ¢ok daha fazla sinik davranis
gosterdiklerini anlamak agisindan da 6nemlidir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Orgitsel sinizm, yapisal
gliclendirme, psikolojik gticlendirme, sosyal sermaye,
cinsiyet

INTRODUCTION

Since 1990s, there has been a growinginterest on the
presence of cynical workers in the workplace. Although

organizations try to have employees with favorable
work attitudes, there is evidence that the number of
employees with negative attitudes seems to be incre-
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ased in today’s workplaces (Kanter and Mirvis, 1989;
Reichers, Wanous and Austin, 1997; Feldman, 2000).
Many studies have suggested that cynical employees
have low job satisfaction, organizational commitment,
performance, productivity and high intention to quit,
which are all considered as negative consequences for
the organizations (Brown and Cregan, 2008). Moreover,
not only for organizations but also for employees
cynicism is associated with negative emotions, stress
and cardiovascular diseases (Greenglass and Julkunen,
1989; Johnson and O’Leary-Kelly, 2003).

In Oxford English Dictionary cynical person is
defined as‘one who shows a disposition to disbelieve in
the sincerity or goodness of human motives and actions!
Kanter and Mirvis (1989) described cynics as ‘close-min-
ded and disillusioned. Anderson (1996) characterized
cynicism as the specific attitude that consists frustration,
hopelessness, disillusionment and distrust. Although
there were some discussions on consideration of cy-
nicism as a personality trait (Kanter and Mirvis, 1989;
Pope et al,, 1993), there is a consensus that cynicism
is a negative attitude that can be examined both as
general and toward a specific object (Andersson and
Bateman, 1997; Wanous et al., 2000). The literature on
cynicism that has specific objects contains studies on
work, organizations, industries or leaders. The present
research focuses on a specific form of cynicism within
an organizational context. Organizational cynicism is
defined as individuals' negative attitudes toward their
organization (Dean et al., 1998). It is important to note
that it is considering as a state - not a trait — shaped
by employees’ organizational experiences and can be
changed over time (Dean et al., 1998).

In their study on conceptualization of organizational
cynicism Dean, Brandes and Dharwadkar, (1998) have
revealed that organizational cynicism is associated
with variety range of organizational experiences and
it should include other forms of organizational factors.
Similarly, Wilkerson (2002) has extended the framework
of organizational cynicism by adding other organizati-
onal objects like procedures, processes, and manage-
ment. Chiaburu et al., (2013) in their meta-analytical
research, have also categorized other organizational
factors as positive and negative work experiences and
considered them as antecedents of organizational
cynicism.The perceived organizational support (Byrne
and Hochwarter, 2008), justice (Bernerth et al., 2007;
Fitzgerald, 2002), leadership behaviours (Bommer et al.,
2005; Polatcan and Titrek, 2013), coworkers’ influence
(Wilkerson et al., 2008), management politics (Davis and

Gardner, 2004) and breach of psychological contract
(Bashir etal., 2011) are some searched variables in emp-
loyees’ work experience - cynicism linkage. Although
the researches on employees’ work experiences and
cynicism have been varied in recent years, they are
still sparse. It is clear that consideration of different
experiences and perceptions of employees with cynical
behaviours in the workplace would be beneficial to
make more comprehensive assessment. Employee
empowerment is one of the managerial approaches
that help employees to motivate and perform better.

The objectives of current study are to investigate
the relationship between empowerment and cynicism
and examine whether structural and psychological em-
powerment can differentially predict the organizational
cynicism or not. Further, it is aimed to examine the role
of social capital in empowerment and cynicism relati-
onship. Such an investigation is necessary to reveal the
predictors of cynicism and examine possible reasons
behind why some people are so much more cynical
about their organizations than others. It is also valuable
to understand to how supportive sources of employees,
such as personal social capital, interact with perception
of empowerment and affect cynicism. Such knowledge
can provide wider perspective and help researchers
to the consideration of different organizational and
individual sources in examination of organizational
cynicism of employees.

THEORETICAL BACKGROUND and
HYPOTHESES

Empowerment and Organizational Cynicism

Since employees’ experiences play a central role
in organizational cynicism, managerial approaches
that result in positive perceptions of employees help
to impede cynicism. Today’s intensively competitive
working conditions require empowered employees.
Kanter’s theory of structural power in organizations
(1979) posits that providing employees with access to
resources and opportunities help them to do their job
more effectively and efficiently. Employees who have
structural power can act quickly and take innovative
decisions. They can access resources and opportuni-
ties, which provide convenient conditions to improve
professionally (Gilbert et al.,, 2010). Moreover, sharing
power and authority with employees create participa-
tive work climate and increase each employees’ control
and responsibilities (isci et al., 2013).
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Research evidence shows that structural empower-
ment is related to a variety of positive organizational
and job-related outcomes such as increased organizati-
onal citizenship behaviours, commitment, satisfaction,
job involvement, energy and decreased burnout and
job tension. In line with these findings, it is proposed
that as employees are empowered, they are more likely
to have increased intrinsic motivation, which in turn will
positively affect their positive workplace behaviours.
Therefore, their willingness to engage in negative
attitudes like cynicism will decrease.

H : Structural empowerment negatively effects emp-
loyees’ organizational cynicism.

Empowerment has been explained with its two
dimensions, which are the structural, explained above,
and psychological empowerment. While structural
empowerment is associated with organizational pers-
pective and managerial practices, psychological em-
powermentis an individual and psychological state. Itis
an intrapersonal sense of empowerment, which occurs
as a result of cognitive processes within the individual
(Zimmerman, 1995). Thomas and Velthouse (1990)
described four components of psychological empower-
ment: meaning, competence, self-determination, and
impact. According to Spreitzer (1995), competence is
defined as an individual’s feeling that they have the
ability to perform their work well. Meaning is identified
as the “degree to which people care about their work”.
Self-determination refers to“feelings of control over one’s
work” (Bandura, 1986). Impact defines as the extent to
which an individual believes his/her work makes a
difference in achieving the purpose of the task and
he or she can influence organization (Spreitzer, 1995).
Accordingly, employees shape their perceptions based
on their interpretation of the organizational climate.
That is, individuals may feel a sense of psychological
empowerment as a result of environmental factors
such as positive work environment structures, which
is related to structural empowerment.

Numerous studies revealed that employees’percep-
tions on structural empowerment resulted in higher
psychological empowerment (Conger and Kanungo,
1988; Laschinger et al., 2001; Spreitzer, 1995). It is
proposed and verified that when individuals view their
work environment as providing support, resources and
opportunities, they feel psychologically empowered.

H,: Structuralempowerment positively effects emplo-
yees’ psychological empowerment.

Psychological empowerment was also associated
with positive work outcomes. According to Spreitzer,
psychologically empowered employees believe that
their work has an importantimpact on others and their
contributions are taken seriously. They see themselves
as capable to affect their workplace and job. Thomas
and Velthouse (1990) reported that empowered
employees show more concentration, initiative, and
resiliency. Therefore, these employees are expected to
have less negative work behaviours and experience
more positive work outcomes. For example, many
researchers argued and verified on that empowered
employees are more likely to be more committed to
their organization (Avolio et al., 2004; Bhatnagar, 2007).
Derived from these explanations, it is expected that
psychologically empowered employees will have less
cynicism toward their organizations.

H_: Psychological empowerment negatively effects
employees’ organizational cynicism.

Moderating Role of Social Capital

The second theoretical basis of this study is conser-
vation of resource theory which is developed by Hobfoll
(1989). Theory suggests that people try to protect their
resources, and have new ones. If these resources are lost
or threatened, individuals feel stress. These resources
are categorized as objects (car, house), conditions (e.g.
marriage, job security), energies (money, time) and
personal characteristics (e.g. psychological or social
capital). Social capital is one of the supportive personal
resources that individuals can have. Bourdieu (1980)
defined social capital as‘the sum of resources, actual and
virtual, that accrue to an individual or a group by virtue
of possessing a durable network or less institutionalized
relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition’.
Social capital is a relational concept and fosters col-
laboration between individuals. It helps to access to
resources, support and provides alternative uses of
time. According to conservation of resource theory
individuals who have rich supportive resources likely to
be less negatively affected by the resource drain or loss.

Many studies have examined relationships between
social capital and positive health outcomes. Previous
studies have found that social capital is related to higher
levels of general health and subjective well-being (Gro-
otetal.2007; Subramanian et al.,, 2002). Although there
are limited studies on social capital in organizational
context, itis also suggested that social capital represent
as an important source for sustainable organizational
advantage (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998; Leana and
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Van Buren, 1999). Bolino et al., (2002) have indicated
in their conceptual study that social capital enhances
employees’ organizational citizenship behaviours,
which is a positive attitude.

Accordingly, individuals with high social capital will
likely to have trust, liking, and identification in their
professional lives. When employees participate in social
life, have tolerance for diversity and feel trust to other
people, they will be less likely to experience negative
attitudes toward specific objects in their both private
and professional life domains. In another words, beside
the buffering role of social resources in diminishing
negative effects, they may also enhance the positive
impacts on outcome variables.

Consistent with this notion, social capital may inte-
ract with perceptions of empowerment in determining
organizational cynicism. That is, employees with high
social capital may be less likely to experience cynicism
that also negatively affected by empowerment. The
proposed research model can be seen in Figure 1.

H,: Employees’social capital moderates the relations-
hip between structural empowerment and organizational
cynicism such that the negative effect of structural em-
powerment on employees’ organizational cynicism will
be stronger when employees have high social capital.

H,: Employees’ social capital moderates the rela-
tionship between psychological empowerment and
organizational cynicism such that the negative effect of
psychologicalempowerment on employees’ organizatio-
nal cynicism will be stronger when employees have high
social capital.

Role of Gender

The presence and content of social capital vary ac-
cording to gender. When women's networking activities
in organizations were examined, it was found that they
showed less socializing behavior compared to men
(Forretand Dougherty, 2001). Women face inequalities
and difficulties on accessing resources in organizations
(O'Neill and Gidengil, 2013; Wellington and Spence,
2001). Social network is one of the fundamental factors
that women can benefit from in order to cope with
obstacles in workplaces. However, the social network
structures indicate some differences across women and
men. The social network of each person refers his or
her ties with other people and the resources that he
or she attained. Greve and Salaff (2003), in their search
on entrepreneurs, have stated that women prefer to
create and maintain their social networks within close

environment (such as family members or relatives)
compared to men. This was interpreted as a result
of inequalities that women face in male-dominated
workplaces. Similarly, in the study conducted by Orhan
(2001) it is reported that while men use professional
resources as a first application resource, women consult
to their spouses and families.

Across organizations and sectors women may be
discriminate from men within the context of their job
and professional positions in the organizations. These
arguments may be explained with ‘old boys’ networks’
perspective (McDonald, 2011). It suggests that women
and minorities can access to the limited networks that
are dominated by female and minorities. Consistently,
the ‘Similarity-Attraction’ paradigm also supports this
approach. This paradigm explains the influence of sex
similarity on individuals’ judgements. Accordingly,
‘individuals’ sex leads the perceived similarity in attitudes
andvalues which in turn leads to interpersonal attraction.’
(Graves and Powell, 1995, p. 86) Applying the paradigm
to the network context, men may prefer to establish
networks with other men, which causes the exclusion of
women from these networks. Taking into consideration
of both ‘old boys’ network’ and ‘similarity-attraction’
paradigms, it could therefore explain the inequalities
and gender differences in networking context.

Researchers also argue that women and men
differ not only in establishing networks but also in
support types that they needed. Bem (1974) stated that
while the masculine role consists more instrumental
qualities, the feminine role endorses more communal
and socio-emotional traits. This notion indicates
consistency with socialization process and social role
expectancy theory. According to social role theory,
behavioral differences of women and men originate
from gender-specific socialization processes (Eagly,
1987).Women are considered to value on interpersonal
relationships, be more sensitive and display communal
(nurturing, interpersonally sensitive) behaviors. On the
other hand, men are expected to display independent
and assertive behaviors. These expectations and stere-
otypes lead women'’s networks that are likely to involve
more socio-emotional contacts, whereas instrumental
ties and task-oriented resources arise in networks of
men (Emmerik, 2006).

In line with these considerations, it is proposed
that the perception of social capital may affect wo-
men and men differently. That is, it may interact with
empowerment differently and therefore, the effect on
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organizational cynicism may vary across women and
men employees.

H,: The moderating role of social capital in relationship
between empowerment and organizational cynicism is
significantly different across female and male employees.

ved structural and psychological empowerment, social
capital and organizational cynicism. Structural and
psychological empowerment was measured by Lasc-
hinger et al. (2001) and Spreitzer (1995), respectively,
and Turkish adaptation of scales was made by Surgevil
et al. (2013). Structural empowerment scale consists

of 18 items and 6 sub-dimen-
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sions including opportunity,
information, support, resources,
formal and informal power. Psy-
chological empowerment scale
consists of 12 items in total and
4 factors including meaning,
competence, self-determination
and impact.

Cynicism

The second section of the
questionnaire consists social
capital scale with 28 items, 9
factors developed by Onxy and
Bullen (2000). Turkish validation

Figure 1: The Proposed Research Model

Note:SC-F1:Participationinlocal community, SC-F2:Neighborhood,
SC-F3: Sense of belonging, SC-F4: Tolerance for diversity, SC-F5:
Participation of non-governmental organizations, SC-F6: Trust to
people, SC-F7: Trust to environment, SC-F8: Proactivity in a social
context, SC-F9: Social agency

METHODOLOGY

Sample

Participants were employees of different production
and service branches in Turkey such as bank, insurance,
consulting, tourism, transportation, agriculture and
catering. The sample consisted of 332 employees
randomly recruited from public and private companies
in Turkey. Of the 675 distributed questionnaires, 342
were returned with a response rate of 50.6 %. The data
obtained from 10 employees were not included in to
the analysis because of the 40 % and above missing
values on the items. Finally, the usable responses were
obtained from 332 employees. The mean age of the
participants was 40.9 and of these 48.1 % was female
and 51.9 % was male. The sufficiency of sample size
is measured by Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test which
are above 0.5 (Field, 2013) for structural empowerment
(0.58) psychological empowerment (0.59), social capital
(0.62) and organizational cynicism scales (0.68).

Measurement

The self-reported questionnaire contains four main
sections designed to measure demographics, percei-

and reliability tests were done
by Ardahan (2012). The factors of the scale are; par-
ticipation in local community, neighborhood, sense
of belonging, tolerance for diversity, participation of
non-governmental organizations, trust to people,
trust to environment, proactivity in a social context
and social agency. Although the original form of scale
consists items in question form, they transformed
into expressions which the participant can report the
degree of participation. It also helps to obtain integrity
and consistency with the form of other scales in the
questionnaire used in this study.

Organizational cynicism, which is the last part in our
questionnaire, has been measured by organizational
cynicism scale developed by Brandes et al., (1999) and
adapted to Turkish by Kalagan (2009) and Karacaoglu
and ince (2012). The scale consists of 13 factors and 3
factors as cognitive, emotional and behavioral. All these
scales used were measured with a 5-point Likert-type
(1 =Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Undecided, 4
= Agree and 5 = Strongly Agree). The last part of the
questionnaire ends with the demographics as gender
and age.

Analytical Procedure

Hypothesis testing consists two main steps. First,
the influences of structural and psychological em-
powerment on organizational cynicism and modera-
tion impact of social capital have been tested. Later, it
was examined whether these relationships between

47



Anil BOZ SEMERCI

variables varied between male and female workers.
Multi-group structural equation modeling was applied
in the study. Therefore, before going to the hypothesis
tests, factor structures of the research model were exa-
mined within groups, followed by model predictions
and model modifications. After the measurement
equivalence was established, the inter-variable relati-
ons were evaluated between the whole data set and
the female and male groups. All these analysis were
analyzed with the AMOS.23 statistical program.

RESULTS

As assumed in the hypotheses, in addition to vari-
ables relations, it is also stated that these relationship
might be different between male and female employe-
es.Hence, multi-group structural analyses that consists
measurement and structural models were carried out.

Measurement Invariance Analysis

In multi-group confirmatory factor analysis, an
unconstrained model is established that primarily
assumes formal equivalence of variables and related
items without any restrictions on factor loadings or
intercorrelations. Afterwards, the models were obtai-
ned with restrictions factor loadings (metric invariance),
factor loads + factor correlations (scale invariance), fac-

tor loads + correlations + error terms (rigid invariance)
respectively and compared within male and female
groups. In this comparison, it is taken into account
whether the x? differences are significant, as well as
the model fitting indices. The obtained findings are
presented in Table I.

Although, the researchers try to have strict invari-
ance between groups, it is generally difficult to obtain.
Therefore, the metric or scalar invariance are considered
sufficient to achieve measurement invariance within
groups (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988).

The obtained findings indicated that factorial
structure is equivalent across male and female
employees. In other words, the results revealed that
measurement model is mathematically equal between
the groups. Metric invariance (Ax? (df=26)=23.3, p=0.16;
ACF1=0.000; AIFI=0.000; AGFI=0.002; ASRMR=0.001;
ARMSEA=0.001) and scalar invariance (Ax? (df=22)=29,
p=0.22; ACFI=0.000; AIFI=0.01; AGFI=0.001; ASR-
MR=0.001; ARMSEA=0.001) did not indicate significant
x> differences. This demonstrates that the participants
interpret and understand the measured items in the
same way. It was also found that all factors were loaded
at higher rates than 0.5 and under their related factors,
which lends support for construct validity (Anderson
and Gerbing, 1988).

Table 1: Findings on Multi-Group Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Modeller CFI IFI GFI SRMR RMSEA A x?
Model 1:

Unconstrained model .94 93 95 .04 .032

Model 2:

Metric invariance .94 .93 .95 .04 .032 233
Model 3:

Scalar invariance .94 .92 .95 .04 .033 29
Model 4:

Strict invariance .93 92 .95 .04 .034 31.17

Note: x*>= Ki Kare; GFl = Goodness of fit index; IFI = Incremental fit index; CFl = Comparative fit index; SRMR = Standardized root-mean-
square residual; RMSEA = Root-mean-square error of approximation. ‘p< .05, " p< .01

Table 2: Findings on Descriptive Statistics, Correlations and Reliabilities

Variables 1 2 3 4 Mean SD Cronbach’s a
1. Structural empowerment 1 4.34 1.02 .82
2. Psychological empowerment 067" 1 443 1.10 71
3. Social capital 042 .055" 1 3.57 1.04 .75
4. Organizational cynicism -051” -59" -42" 1 3.39 1.13 77

‘p<.05,"p< .01
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Structural Model Analysis

After measurement analysis, the structural model
was established with observed variables in order to
test inter-variable relationships. Structural model was
developed in two phases. First, the structural models
related to the hypotheses that assume empowerment
and cynicism relationships and moderating role of so-
cial capital were analyzed for all employees. The results
were presented in Table lll. The findings indicated that
both structural (B=-.38, p<.01) and psychological em-
powerment (3=-.44, p< .01) have decreasing effect on
organizational cynicism, which were assumed in H, and
H,.When we look at the direct effect of social capital on
organizational cynicism, similar to the empowerment
variables, it is found that social capital has reducing
effect (B =-.27, p <.05) on organizational cynicism. For
the third hypotheses (H,, and H,,), moderator role of
social capital between psychological empowerment
and organizational cynicism was obtained ( =-13, p<
.01) but no significant moderating role of social capital
between structural empowerment and cynicism was
obtained (3 =. 09, p> .05).

In the second step in structural analysis, a
multi-group comparison within different structural

Table 3: Findings on Structural Model with All Data Set

models was conducted to determine whether alter-
native structural models were equivalent for male and
female groups or not. Similar to measurement models
analysis, the unconstrained and constrained models
were used. The unconstrained model was set without
any restriction whereas the constrained model was set
to have equal path coefficient across male and female
employees’ model. Therefore, according to assumed
relationships between variables four alternative models
were developed and can be summarized as follows:
Model 1 demonstrated only the effects of structural and
psychological empowerments on cynicism; Model 2 had
the effects of structural and psychological empower-
ments on cynicism and moderating role of social capital
between structural empowerment and cynicism; Model
3 contained the effects of structural and psychological
empowerments on cynicism and moderating role of
social capital between psychological empowerment
and cynicism; and lastly Model 4 demonstrated the
effects of structural and psychological empowerments
on cynicism and moderating effects of social capital
between both structural empowerment - cynicism and
psychological empowerment - cynicism relationships.

Variables All data set
B R’
0.15
Structural empowerment -0.38"
Psychological empowerment -0.44"
Social capital -0.27°
Structural empowerment x Social capital 0.09
Psychological empowerment x Social capital -0.13"
‘p<.05,"p< .01
Table 4: Findings on Comparison of Structural Models Between Male and Female Groups
CFI IFI GFI SRMR RMSEA Ay?
Model 1:
Unconstrained Model .950 .949 .950 .049 .028
Constrained Model .950 .949 .950 .049 .028 9.13
Model 2:
Unconstrained Model 951 951 954 .045 .027
Constrained Model 951 951 954 .045 .027 10.22
Model 3:
Unconstrained Model .954 .954 954 .045 .026
Constrained Model .954 .954 954 .045 .026 12.07"
Model 4:
Unconstrained Model .950 .949 .950 .048 .028
Constrained Model .950 .949 .950 .048 .028 18.55"
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The findings (Table 1V) indicated that for model 3
and 4 the significant x? differences between male and
female groups were obtained. Model 3 was a model in
which the moderating role of social capital between
psychological empowerment and organizational
cynicism was put forward. In other words, there was a
significant difference in the path coefficients of ‘psycho-
logical empowerment x social capital’variable for male
and female employees. Although for both male and
female groups structural empowerment, psychological
empowerment and ‘psychological empowerment x
social capital’ variables were found as have significant
and negative impacts on cynicism, it was seen that
the moderating effect of social capital was different in
terms of female (3 =-.27,p <.01) and men (3 =-18, p
< .05) and this difference was significant (Ax? = 12.07,
p = 0.02). The results also indicated that the reason
behind the significant x?difference in model 4 was this
significant path coefficient difference of‘psychological
empowerment x social capital’

employees with high social capital compared to ones
with low social capital. In addition, this reducing effect
is higher in women with high social capital than men
with high social capital.

DISCUSSION

The results of this study can be interpreted in terms
of the each variable in the model and gender. The fin-
dings on structural empowerment and organizational
cynicism, which is proposed in H,, revealed that struc-
tural empowerment negatively effects organizational
cynicism. Similarly, the second set of finding is also
revealed that psychological empowerment effects
organizational cynicism negatively (as proposed in
H.). This negative effect is verified and no significant
difference was found across women and men emplo-
yees. As suggested in Kanter’s theory, employees who
have positive organizational implications serve for
their benefits and perceive organizational climate as
positive, in turn they experience less cynicism to their
organizations. Since organizational
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likely to feel motivated and feel
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empowered. Empowering structures,
policies, and practices result in
individuals> positive psychological
reactions to these activities. Its the-
oretical and managerial implications
are discussed in next sections.

Thefinalfinding is the moderation
role of social capital between types

Figure 3: Male Employees

Moderator role of social capital between psycho-
logical empowerment and organizational cynicism in
terms of male and female employees is shown in Figure
2 and 3. Accordingly, reducing effect of psychological
empowerment on organizational cynicism is higher for

of empowerment and organizational
cynicism. In the light of conservati-
on of resource theory, the significant moderation
effect of social capital reveals that the effectiveness
of structural and psychological empowerments may
be dependent upon the broader personal context.
Regardless of gender, at high levels of social capital,
psychological empowerment was associated with
decreased cynicism. However, this reducing effect
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differed according to gender. When women have high
social capital, their perceptions on organizational
cynicism is decreasing more than men, by perception
of psychological empowerment. These findings sug-
gesting that all employees reciprocate the benefit of
psychological empowerment when they have higher
social networks. However, its benefits are seen more
on women in cynicism context.

CONCLUSION

The findings of the current study would take interest
of not only researchers, but also of employees, mana-
gers and policy makers.

Contributions to Literature

This research complements and expands organizati-
onal cynicism literature by applying empowerment and
conservation of resource theories. Although Lorinkova
and Perry’s (2017) study was on empowerment and
cynicism, they suggested further research in different
organizational settings with varied demographic
backgrounds. Chiaburu et al., (2013) also suggested
that conservation of resource theory can be used to
comprehensively examine cynicism. The traditional
focus on work experiences (such as support, justice,
leadership behaviours) fails to recognize the employe-
es’strengths or weaknesses and specifically their roles
in cynical behaviours. This study provides empirical
evidence of the importance social capital for both men
and women employees.

Cynicism has often been perceived as employees’
negative attitudes that can be manage by organizati-
onal activities. However, consideration of employees’
demographics reveals better understanding. The diver-
sity in workforce and changing work-life expectations
have particularly triggered managers’ motivation to
explore and implement numerous work practices.
Although it is stated that organizations should be
moving toward empowerment for all employees, its
interactions may be different across women and men
employees. As explained in social role theory, women
and men differ in support types that they needed and
their outcomes. Keeping socialization process in mind,
for women, psychological variables may have a much
stronger motivation than do other organizational
variables.

Social capital is related to sharing and resilience
toward additional demands of work. It offers trust,
friendship, and participation to social activities. It also
help individuals to share their feelings and experiences

that are useful to coping and adapting to job demands.
However, social capital was not found as moderator
between structural empowerment and cynicism. One
reason for this absence of effect could be that structural
practices that allow employees to access resources,
support and opportunities are considering positively,
regardless of whether employees’ psychological
involvement. On the other hand, it is normal to expect
that psychological empowerment as a psychological
process has an interaction with another psychological
construct.

Lastly, this study put emphasis on consideration of
types of empowerment in cynicism context. Although
types of empowerment can have different implications
in different social and organizational contexts, it is
important to note that employees and organizati-
onal practices are not separate. Therefore, to have
comprehensive investigation, managerial activities
and employees’ positive and negative sources should
be considered together in examination of any work
outcomes.

Implications for Practice

This study offers few recommendations for ma-
nagers and employees. First, it is important not to
forget that empowerment is not only something that
management gives to employees, but rather a mind-set
that employees have about their role in the organiza-
tion. Therefore, structurally empowered people can
manage their perceptions and feel psychologically
empowered too. Second, organizational cynicism can
be managed by managers. Managers to decrease emp-
loyees’negative attitudes and to ease cynicism may use
empowerment. However, managers should be aware of
that simply exhibiting empowering behaviors may not
result in the most optimal employee outcomes. Even
employees perceive as psychologically empowered,
managers also should consider some other individual
sources that can buffer or strengthen the cynicism.
Particularly for women employees, managers can focus
more on psychological and social resources in order to
decrease negative work consequences.

Last but not the least, social capital can be develo-
ped through formal and informal networks. Managers
who develop and organize activities in order to
increase social interactions within organizations will
enhance positive work outcomes. If employees de-
veloped social capital through firm-specific ties and
synergistic relationships with managers and colleagues,

51



Anil BOZ SEMERCI

the likelihood of his or her positive attitudes toward
organization would be more.

Limitations

The limitations should be acknowledged in interpre-
ting the results of this study. The first limitation concer-
ns generalization of the tested model. It is important to
note that organizational cynicism is a state and can be
change over time. Further longitudinal studies would
help researchers control for other influential variables
over years and test the changes between variables more
precisely.

Second, the use of self-reporting method is ques-
tionable. Although measurement invariance analysis
suggested a good fit with the data and this reduces

concerns about common method bias, further studies
can use multiple methods and sources to increase the
generalizability of the results.

In conclusion, the current study uniquely integrates
researches from empowerment, cynicism and social
capital literature under the overarching umbrella of
many theories (such as empowerment, conservation
of research and social role theories). As such, this study
may be used as a foundation for scholars interested
in theoretically synthesizing and extending empirical
research on the interplay of empowerment, cynicism.
Further studies may consider other individual-based
variables such as psychological capital, social support
or other personality characteristics as mediators and
moderators.
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