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Management summary
This paper elaborates upon the factors that create trust and cynicism in an organizational change. We predict that
distributive justice, procedural justice, and interactional justice are three antecedents of organizational trust and
cynicism about organizational change. In addition, it was expected that the moderator supervisory communication
has a positive effect on the level of trust in the organization and that the moderator supervisory communication leads
to a lower level of cynicism in an organizational change. Moreover, the concept of organization-based self-esteem
was taken into account, expecting that this construct mediates the relationship between distributive, procedural, and
interactional justice and organizational trust, and the relationship between distributive, procedural, and interactional
justice and cynicisms about organizational change.
Data were gathered through Verander Visie bv. A longitudinal analysis, comprising two time moments, investigated
the relationships between the constructs. Results show that the concepts of procedural justice and interactional
justice measure the same underlying construct. Procedural justice was excluded from the analyses. The results of
this research show that distributive justice and interactional justice are two antecedents of organizational trust and
cynicism about organizational change. Supervisory communication moderates the relationships between distributive
justice and organizational trust, and the relationship between interactional justice and organizational trust. Moreover,
empirical evidence was found to conclude that supervisory communication moderates the relationship between
distributive justice and cynicism about organizational change. In addition, organization-based self-esteem completely
mediates the relationship between distributive and interactional justice and cynicism about organizational change.
Empirical evidence was also found to conclude that organization-based self-esteem completely mediates the
relationship between distributive justice and organizational trust.
The reverse ordering of the initial studied relationships was also investigated. Empirical evidence was found to
conclude that organization-based self-esteem completely mediates the relationship between organizational trust and
distributive justice, the relationship between cynicism about organizational change and distributive justice, and the
relationship between cynicism about organizational change and interactional justice. Moreover, we found that
organization-based self-esteem partially mediates the relationship between organizational trust and interactional
justice.
The construct of supervisory communication was developed for this research. Its moderating effect on the
relationship between distributive and interactional justice and organizational trust and cynicism about organizational
change has not been researched so far. Moreover, within this study, the mediating effect of organization-based selfesteem on the relationship between distributive and interactional justice and organizational trust and cynicism about
organizational change was studied for the first time. Furthermore, the reverse ordering of these relationships was not
studied in prior research.

.
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1. Introduction
70% of all change programs do not succeed (Beer & Nohria, 2000). A major reason why changes fail is because of
increased feelings of anxiety, negative emotions, and uncertainty by employees (Bordia, Hobman, Jones, Gallois, &
Callan, 2004; Kiefer, 2005). Some studies focusing on change, have suggested that these feelings are an indicator of
an individual unwillingness to support the change (Judson, 1991). The affectivity of an organizational change effort
depends heavily on the commitment, openness, and the motivation to change of the organizations’ employees
(Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993; Backer, 1995; Bernerth, 2004; Eby, Adams, Russell &, Gaby, 2000). As
Schneider, Brief, and Guzzo (1996, p.7) claim, ‘If people do not change, there is no organizational change’.
Several researchers believe that the establishment of a trusting relationship between management and employees is
the basis for organizations (Gomez & Rosen, 2001; Schneider et al., 1996). If employees feel that management
shows fairness and consideration, they will have more trust in management (Devos, Buelens, & Bouckenooghe,
2007). Trust plays an important role in successful organizational changes (Tyler & Kramer, 1996; Gambetta ,1988). In
this study, successful is defined as meeting stakeholders’ expectations. In particular the expectations of managers
and reporting employees. Moreover, organizational change is explained as the employees’ perception of change by
an organization. In addition, Oreg (2006) found that trust in management was the only variable that significantly
influenced the affective, cognitive, and intentional components of resistance to change. Lack of faith in the
organization’s management was strongly related to increased employees’ anger, frustration, and anxiety with regard
to the change. Once distrust is created, cynicism may arise (Thompson, Bailey, Joseph, Worley, & Williams, 1999)
and employees will develop a cynical attitude toward change (Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 1997). Some studies
claim that cynicism can be viewed as a resistance to change (Bommer, Rich, & Rubin, 2005). Organizational
cynicism was found to have negative relationships with organizational commitment, organizational citizenship
behavior, and job satisfaction (Abraham, 2000; Andersson & Bateman, 1997). Since these components are of
importance in order to make a change a success, cynicism may result in a failure of a change.
The goal of this research is to get a better understanding of the development of trust and cynicism in an
organizational change context. The specific research question driving this study is:
‘Which factors create organizational trust and decrease organizational cynicism among employees within the
context of organizational change?’
In order to address this question, the following sub questions will be answered:
•

What is organizational trust?

•

What is organizational cynicism?

•

Which factors create trust among employees in an organizational change context?

•

Which factors decrease organizational cynicism in an organizational change context?

•

How can management influence these factors?

The level of organizational trust and organizational cynicism is proposed to depend on the following factors:
organizational justice, supervisory communication, and organization-based self-esteem. Organizational justice
explains the perceptions of employees about the fairness of the outcomes of organizational decisions (distributive
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justice), the procedures used to make them (procedural justice), and the treatment of those affected’ (interactional
justice) (Greenberg, 1990). Supervisory communication is a specific form of organizational communication. The latter
is explained as the communication that occurs within an organization (Roberts & O’Reilly, 1974). Supervisory
communication refers to communication of supervisors to employees. Organization-based self-esteem is the degree
to which an individual believes him/herself to be capable, significant, and worthy as an organizational member
(Pierce, Gardner, Cummings, & Dunham, 1989).
To address the central research questions, this research consists of a literature analysis part and a field study part.
On the basis of the literature analysis we develop a conceptual model and hypotheses. The field study provides the
data for testing the hypotheses. A longitudinal analysis, comprising two measurement moments, has been applied in
order to get a deeper understanding of the underlying relationships regarding organizational trust and cynicism. The
field study data were gathered through Verander Visie bv., a Dutch consultancy firm focusing on organizational
changes. The background of the respondents varied from financial industries to healthcare industries. Most
respondents experienced an organizational change at the moment of their participation in this study.
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2. Theoretical background
These days many organizational changes occur. Management and supervisors continuously make efforts to make
organizational changes a success. Despite their effort, only 30% of the changes are successful (Beer & Nohria,
2000). Reorganizations have major consequences for employees. That is why many of them experience feelings of
anxiety and negative emotions when they are confronted with organizational change (Bordia, Hobman, Jones,
Gallois, & Callan, 2004; Kiefer, 2005). Employee support and trust is required for making changes a success. If
employees are cynical about an organizational change, they will have a pessimistic attitude toward the change, which
may result in a failure of the change (Wanous, Reichers, & Austin, 2000). Thus, this study focuses on the role of
management in organizational changes and identifies how trust and cynicism may arise among employees in the
dynamics of a change. In the following section we will define the constructs which will form the conceptual model.
2.1

Organizational trust (O.Trust)

Trust is an important factor of successful business practices, both between and within organizations (McKnight et al.,
2002; Tyler & Kramer, 1996; Gambetta, 1988). Trust significantly reduces the uncertainty in organizations and
improves the cooperation among the various parties that need to work together, e.g. the cooperation of employees
and managers (Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Zaheer et al., 1998; Bromiley & Cummings, 1995). The construct of trust has
attracted conflicting evidence and debate across the social science literature. Rousseau et al. (1998, p.395)
formulates trust as “a psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability based upon positive
expectations of the intentions or behavior of another.” Trust is not a behavior, but is ‘a condition that can cause or
result from action’ (Rousseau et al., 1998, p.396). Trust arises from the interaction of a trustor and a trustee within a
social system. The trustor is vulnerable toward the actions of the trustee and is not able to control the trustee’s
behavior. In addition, the trustee has the choice to act in a way that benefits or harms the trustor (Dasgupta, 1988).
Said differently, trust arises from judgments people make about the likelihood that another party will behave in a
trustworthy manner as well as assessments they make about the possible damage they suffer if the other party turns
out to be untrustworthy (Currall & Epstein, 2003). Trust is a complex social concept and becomes even more
complicated in an organizational change setting, since the dynamics of a change involves high levels of
interdependency and willingness toward risk taking. In such changing circumstances a high level of trust is needed
(Harwood & Ashleigh, 2005).

A lot is written about the concept of O.Trust; however no single definition covers all explanations concerning this
construct. For this thesis, the definition of Gilbert and Li-Pang (1998, p.322) is used. They formulate O.Trust as ‘a
feeling of confidence and support in an employer; it is the belief that an employer will be straightforward and will
follow through on commitments’. Some studies found that O.Trust is a significant predictor of organizational
commitment (Gilbert, 1995) and job satisfaction (Dong & Howard, 2006). Moreover, O.Trust has also positive
relationships with important work behaviors such as job performance and citizenship behavior (Aryee, Budhar, &
Chen, 2002; Watson & Papamarcos, 2002). Three antecedents of O.Trust are: positive results, managerial integrity,
and managerial concern (Wong, Then, & Skitmore, 2000). O.Trust is a fragile thing. It holds people together and it is
earned and tends to grow at a slow pace. If solid evidence of untrustworthiness emerges, trust is destroyed rapidly
and distrust emerges in organizations. Once distrust is created, it demands even more compelling evidence of
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trustworthy behavior compared to the evidence required during the initial trust building phase of the organization. As
a matter of fact, once distrust is created it is nearly impossible to rebuild the former level of trust (Currall & Epstein,
2003). Since McKnight et al. (2002), Tyler and Kramer (1996), and Gambetta (1988) indicated that trust is an
important factor that influences successful business practices, both between and within organizations, an
organization should develop a high level of trust in the organization.
Applying the role of the trustor and the trustee in this study, the organization is seen as the trustee, and the employee
is seen as the trustor. The employee is vulnerable to the actions of the organization and cannot control its behavior.
Moreover, the organization has the freedom to act in a way that benefits or harms the employee.
2.2

Cynicism About Organizational change (CAOC)

Research on organizational cynicism is comparatively new (Cole et al., 2006). However, this does not say anything
about the importance of the topic. Organizational cynicism has only increased in recent years (Bommer, Rich, &
Rubin, 2005). Organizational cynicism is defined as “a negative attitude toward one’s employing organization,
comprising three dimensions: (1) a belief that the organization lacks integrity; (2) negative affect toward the
organization; and (3) tendencies to disparaging and critical behavior toward the organization that are consistent with
these beliefs” (Dean, Brandes, & Dharwadkar, 1998, p.345). People who are cynical toward their organization believe
that fairness, honesty, and sincerity are sacrificed to the self interests of managers. This leads to actions based on
hidden motives and deception (Abraham, 2000). Research evidence shows that organizational cynicism has some
undesirable consequences. Some of these undesirable outcomes include apathy, resignation, hopelessness, distrust
of others, disillusionment, poor performance, and burnout (Andersson, 1996; Dean et al., 1998). Naus, van Iterson,
and Roe (2007) studied the antecedents of organizational cynicism. Their research found that value incongruence,
that is the lack of fit between employees’ personal and organizational values (Kristof, 1996) is a significant predictor
of organizational cynicism. In addition, job autonomy was also been found to be an antecedent of organizational
cynicism. Job autonomy is the “degree to which the job provides substantial freedom, independence, and discretion
to the individual in scheduling the work and determining the procedures to be used in carrying out” (Hackman &
Oldman, 1976, p.258).
For this study, we analyzed organizational cynicism in the dynamics of an organizational change. The construct of
CAOC is defined as ‘a real loss of faith in the leaders of change’ (Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 1997, p.48). CAOC is
a response to a history of not entirely or clearly successful changes (Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 1997). Employees
who are cynical about an organizational change have a pessimistic attitude toward the change and blame ‘those who
are responsible’ for lacking the ability and the motivation to make the change a success (Wanous, Reichers, & Austin,
2000). All stakeholders involved need to support the organizational change in order to make it a success, since few
changes can be mandated from the management team and put into place without the need for acceptance by other
employees. The lack of support may bring about failure or very limited success (Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 1997).
This may lead to reinforcement of cynical beliefs, which further holds back the willingness to support another change.
Being cynical about organizational change may also have other consequences. Cynicism about change can spill over
into other aspects of work life. Cynical employees may lose their motivation, commitment, and dedication to work.
Absenteeism and grievances may increase as well (Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 1997). Based on these reasons, a
firm should go to great lengths to minimize or prevent cynicism among its employees in order to make the
organizational change a success.
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2.3

Organizational justice

Individuals have to make and endure many decisions in their organizational lives. These decisions vary from salary
deals to social decisions, such as how to communicate with a supervisor. The importance of those consequences
causes employees to ask themselves ‘Was that fair?’ (Colquit, 2001). Organizational justice explains the perceptions
of employees about the fairness of the outcomes of organizational decisions (distributive justice), the procedures
used to make them (procedural justice), and the treatment of those affected’ (interactional justice) (Greenberg, 1990).
In addition, this concept can help management to understand the fairness as perceived by employees toward the
decisions made in an organizational change. An organization should not underestimate the importance of employees’
perceptions of the fairness of the decisions that are made in an organizational change, since an organizational
change cannot succeed without the acceptance from employees (Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 1997). That is why an
organizational justice perspective may serve as a guide to management in order to implement the organizational
change (Novelli, Kirkman, & Shapiro, 1995).

Organizational justice offers a useful perspective to understand and explain employees’ feelings of trust or mistrust in
an organization (Saunders & Thornhill, 2004). It also explains whether employees have a cynical attitude toward
change (Bernerth, Armenakis, Feild, & Walker, 2007). The next sub sections elaborate upon the three dimensions
that form the construct of organizational justice, i.e. distributive, procedural, and interactional justice, and their
relationships with organizational trust and cynicism about organizational change.
2.3.1

Distributive Justice

Distributive justice integrates perceptions of fairness about organizational outcomes (Saunders & Thornhill, 2004).
Distributive justice is fostered where outcomes are consistent with implicit norms for allocation, such as equity or
equality (Colquit, 2001). In managing change, an organization should strive to be aware of employees’ perceptions of
the fairness of the organizational outcomes in order to make the organizational change a success (Novelli, Kirkman,
& Shapiro, 1995). For instance, employees should perceive that new responsibilities, authority, and level of pay are
fair outcomes of the organizational change. If they do not perceive these outcomes as fair, this may result in lack of
support toward the organizational change and this may cause very limited success (Reichers, Wanous, & Austin,
1997).
Effect of distributive justice on O.Trust and CAOC
The perceptions about organizational outcomes are based upon subjective assessments of outcomes in relation to
investments made. Such assessments may be based on comparisons with other employees (Cropanzano &
Greenberg, 1977; Greenberg, 1990). According to Saunders and Thornhill (2004), distributive justice has a close
relationship to trust since feelings of trust are affected by comparison to the relative treatment and outcomes of
others. When employees experience distributive justice, they have more trust toward management (Sheldon &
Ruderman, 1983). That is why this study predicts a positive relationship between distributive justice and O.Trust. In
addition, Bernerth, Armenakis, Feild, and Walker (2007) found a negative relationship between distributive justice and
organizational cynicism. Since organizational cynicism and CAOC do have close relationships with one another
(Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 1997), we predict that distributive justice is negatively related to CAOC.
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2.3.2

Procedural Justice

Procedural justice refers to the perceived fairness of procedures used to determine who gets what outcomes, not the
fairness of the outcomes themselves (Novelli, Kirkman, & Shapiro, 1995). Procedural justice is fostered by having an
influence over the outcome (Thibaut & Walker, 1975) or by the presence of fair process criteria, such as consistency,
accuracy, and ethicality (Leventhal, 1976; Karuza & Leventhal, 1976). With respect to an organizational change,
employees should perceive that they have a voice in the decision making process. For instance, employees need to
perceive that they have influence in determining what changes need to be implemented. When some employees are
retained, and others are laid off, employees should agree with the criteria by which these decisions are made. In
order to support the organizational change, employees must perceive that they have a certain influence in the
change. If they do not perceive that they have a voice in the decision making process, lack of employees’ support
may occur which may lead to a failure of the organizational change (Novelli, Kirkman, & Shapiro, 1995).
Effect of procedural justice on O.Trust and CAOC
It has been found that procedural justice is strongly related to trust (Konovsky & Pugh, 1994; Mayer & Davis, 1999;
Blader & Tyler, 2003). Employees are likely to trust management more and are more committed to their organization
when they perceive procedural justice (Folger & Konovsky, 1989). In addition, Reichers et al. (1997) demonstrated
that procedural justice has a negative relationship with CAOC. Employees are more likely to be cynical about change
when they experience a lack of opportunities to participate in the decision making process (Reichers et al., 1997). We
predict that procedural justice has a positive relationship with O.Trust and a negative relationship with CAOC.
2.3.3

Interactional Justice

Interactional justice refers to the perceived fairness of the interpersonal treatment received in a decision process
(Bies & Moag, 1986; Shapiro, Buttner, & Barry, 1994). When employees perceive interactional justice, they
experience equal treatment compared to other people who are in the same position. Interactional justice is also
fostered when management adequately explains decisions. Some criteria that employees use to evaluate
interactional justice in decision making processes include neutrality, honesty, lack of bias, and trust (Bies & Tyler,
1993). In the dynamics of a change process, management must provide clear and accurate information on those
decisions that have consequences for employees. Employees should also perceive that management shows respect
and dignity toward employees when taking decisions in the change. For instance, management needs to give sincere
and adequate explanations about the changing roles and responsibilities as a result of a change. Employees should
experience that management listens to and respects employees’ questions and concerns regarding the
consequences of their job responsibilities (Novelli, Kirkman, & Shapiro, 1995). Since the treatment of people is
closely related to trust (Mayer et al., 1995; Kernan & Hanges, 2002) and employees’ trust is required in an
organizational change, management should take interactional justice seriously in the dynamics of a change (Novelli,
Kirkman, & Shapiro, 1995).
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Effect of interactional justice on O.Trust and CAOC
Mayer et al. (1995) and Kernan and Hanges (2002) found a close relationship between the way employees are
treated by management and employees’ trust in management. In addition, empirical evidence was found regarding
the negative relationship between interactional justice and organizational cynicism (Bernerth, Armenakis, Feild, &
Walker, 2007). If employees perceive interactional justice in times of change, in the form of respectful and reasonable
explanations, this should prevent feelings of cynicism. Hence, we predict that interactional justice has a positive
relationship with O.Trust and a negative relationship with CAOC.
In summary, the following relationships are hypothesized:
Hypothesis 1a: Distributive, procedural, and interactional justice are positively related to organizational trust.
Hypothesis 1b: Distributive, procedural, and interactional justice are negatively related to cynicism about
organizational change.
2.4

Supervisory communication

Supervisory communication is a specific form of organizational communication. Organizational communication is
explained as the communication that occurs within an organization (Roberts & O’Reilly, 1974). The construct of
supervisory communication is developed for this research and refers to communication of supervisors to employees.
Much attention has focused on supervisors’ treatment of employees, because the latter forms the basis of the
relationship between supervisors and employees. In addition, favorable treatment of employees has some desirable
outcomes such as greater commitment, job satisfaction, citizenship behavior, and task performance (Cohen-Charash
& Spector, 2001; Colquitt et al., 2001). Moreover, accuracy in information was found to be positively related to overall
job satisfaction (Roberts & O’Reilly, 1974), and accuracy in information and interaction of management and
employees were found to be positively related to organizational commitment (Roberts & O’Reilly, 1974). The way a
manager or supervisor communicates with his or her personnel has an important effect on employees’ perceptions of
trust in the organization (Whitener, Brodt, Korsgaards, & Werner, 1998). Since an organizational change causes
uncertainty (Novelli, Kirkman, & Shapiro, 1995), effective performance of communication is even more necessary and
important in order to promote employees’ trust in the organization.
Effect of supervisory communication on O.Trust and COAC
In this research supervisory communication refers to accurate information, explanations for decisions, and openness.
Many studies have shown that accuracy in information has the strongest relationship with trust in the supervisor when
compared with other variables, such as desire for interaction (Mellinger, 1956; Munchinsky, 1977; O’Reilly, 1977,
O’Reilly & Roberts, 1974, 1977; Roberts & O’Reilly, 1974a,b, 1979; Yeager, 1978). Evidently, supervisors who
provide explanations and feedback on decisions enhance perceptions of trust (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Sapienza &
Korsgaard, 1996). Finally, open communication, in which supervisors exchange thoughts and ideas freely with their
employees, leads to higher levels of trust (Butler, 1991; Farris, Senner, & Butterfield, 1973; Gabarro, 1978; Hart,
Capps, Cangemi, & Caillouet, 1986). Although prior research has found positive relationships between
communication and trust, no studies elaborated upon the relationship between supervisory communication and
O.Trust. In addition, the consequences of communication problems have been widely recognized for some time. One
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serious consequence of communication problems involves cynicism among employees (Buchanan, Claydon, &
Doyle, 1999). However, the direct effect of supervisory communication on CAOC has not been studied so far.
Accordingly, this study hypothesizes:
Hypothesis 2a: Supervisory communication will moderate the relationship between distributive, procedural, and
interactional justice and O.Trust such that the relationship will be stronger for effective supervisory communication
than for less effective supervisory communication.
Hypothesis 2b: Supervisory communication will moderate the relationship between distributive, procedural, and
interactional justice and CAOC such that the relationship will be stronger for effective supervisory communication
than for less effective supervisory communication.
Note that effective supervisory communication is defined as providing accurate information, giving explanations for
decisions, and having an open attitude toward employees.
2.5

Organization-Based Self-Esteem (OBSE)

OBSE was introduced by Pierce, Gardner, Cummings and Dunham (1989) as the degree to which an individual
believes him/herself to be capable, significant, and worthy as an organizational member. Employees with high OBSE
perceive themselves as important, meaningful, effectual, and worthwhile within their organization. Employees with
low OBSE perceive themselves as less important, meaningful, effectual, and worthwhile within their organization
(Pierce et al., 1989). Hui and Lee (2000) found that employees with a high level of OBSE were more capable of
managing the uncertainty associated with organizational change than employees with a lower level of OBSE. Pierce
and Gardner (2004) mention some positive relationships between OBSE and intrinsic motivation, job performance,
general job satisfaction, organizational citizenship, organizational commitment, and organizational satisfaction.
Managerial respect, job complexity, and conditions of environmental stability over time, are three important
antecedents of OBSE (Pierce et al., 1989).
Effect of OBSE on O.Trust and CAOC
OBSE is influenced by the organizational treatment of employees. The way an employee is treated by management
provides the ‘integrated experiential base’ upon which employees develop their self esteem in the organization
(McAllister & Bigley, 2001). Organizational justice offers a useful means to explain the organizational treatment of
employees, which has an effect on OBSE. This research predicts that perceived organizational justice is positively
related to OBSE. In addition, the relationship between OBSE and O.trust has not been researched so far, however
Dyne, Vandewalle, Kostova, Latham, & Cummings (2001) found that OBSE has a positive relationship with
propensity to trust. This study predicts that OBSE has a positive relationship with O.Trust. In addition, Naus, van
Iterson, and Roe (2007) found a negative relation between OBSE and organizational cynicism. Once employees
have a cynical attitude toward the organization, CAOC arises as well (Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 1997). That is
why a negative relationship of OBSE and CAOC is predicted in this research. As such, this research hypothesizes:

12

Trust, Cynicism, and Organizational Change: The Role of Management

Hypothesis 3a:
The relationships between distributive, procedural, and interactional justice and organizational trust are mediated by
organization-based self-esteem.
Hypothesis 3b
The relationships between distributive, procedural, and interactional justice and cynicism about organizational change
are mediated by organization-based self-esteem.
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The hypothesized relationships are illustrated in figure 1

Supervisory Communication
H2a

Distributive Justice
Procedural Justice
Interactional Justice

}

+

H1a

+

Organizational Trust

+

+
Organizational
Change

H3a
Organization- based
self-esteem

**

Supervisory Communication
H2b

DistributiveJustice
Procedural Justice
Interactional Justice

}

+

H1b

-

Cynicism about
Organizational change

+
Organizational
Change

H3b
Organization-based
self-esteem

Figure 1 The symbols + and – indicate the hypothesized directions of the relationships.
** O.Trust and CAOC are correlated with one another, however, in this study the concepts are investigated separately.
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3. Method
3.1

Sample and procedure

Data were gathered via a Dutch consultancy firm named Verander Visie bv. Their business connections were asked
to participate in this research including a 2-wave survey. The study was announced by e-mail including a brief
explanation about the goal of the study and the approximate time needed for completion of the survey (maximum of
10 minutes). We also assured respondents anonymity and they were offered to receive feedback on the results of the
study. If they wanted to obtain a deeper understanding of the purpose and the importance of this research, they were
referred to the following website: www.inesribbers.nl In addition, the website of Verander Visie bv also provided
more information regarding this research (http://www.verandervisie.nl/index.php?pid=70). It is important to mention
that the term cynicism was avoided at both websites in order to minimize sample bias of respondents giving socially
desirable answers. If respondents announced that they were not willing to participate in this study, they were
removed from the respondents file. One month later, the business connections of Verander Visie bv received an email containing the following text: “What is trust? And what is the role of trust in organizational changes? If you want
to participate in this research on trust and organizational change, please go to the online questionnaire…” With the
URL of the website.
At T1, we distributed 486 online questionnaires by e-mail. A total of 124 questionnaires were returned (25.5%
response rate). From these 124 questionnaires, 82 questionnaires were complete. At T2, five weeks later, the
second survey was distributed to those who completed the first survey. Of the 82 participants who completed the first
questionnaire, 68 returned the second survey (82.9% response rate). 25 cases were dropped due to incomplete
responses, yielding a total of 43 useful responses. E-mail addresses were used to match the surveys of test moment
one and two in order to analyze the causal relationships between the constructs.
The final sample consisted of 43 Dutch employees. 39 (90.6%) of them were male, and four (9.4%) of them were
female. The respondents were employed in various sectors: banking and insurance (41.9%), business (20.9%),
technology and telecom (11.6%), real estate and construction (9.3%), and others (16.3%). None of the respondents
fulfilled a position as general manager and all of them had at least one supervisor at the moment of their participation
in this study. The context of this research is an organizational change. 32 (74.4%) respondents experienced an
organizational change at the moment of their participation in this study, the remaining 11 (25.6%) respondents were
asked to recall the last organizational change they experienced when answering the questions.
The survey was initially written in English and then translated into Dutch. 25 persons tested the questionnaire in order
to make sure that the items of the questionnaire were formulated in such a way that the essence of the questions was
clear. Their background varied from students to employees working in different work fields. By means of feedback
coming from the test, questions were reformulated more precisely to avoid misunderstanding of the items.
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3.2

Measures

Except for the control variables, all the variables in this study were assessed on a seven point Likert scale (where 1=
strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree).
3.2.1

Dependent variable: Organizational trust (O.Trust)

Organizational trust was measured with five items, taken and adapted from the instrument developed by Cummings
and Bromiley (1996). They initially developed 12 items in order to measure the construct of organizational trust. For
this research five items were used: “In my opinion, this organization is reliable”, “We feel that this organization will
keep its word”, “We think that this organization does not mislead us”, “We feel that this organization tries to get out of
its commitments (reverse-coded)”, and “We feel that this organization negotiates with us honestly”. We obtained a
cronbrach’s alpa of 0.84 for T1 and 0.86 for T2.
3.2.2

Dependent variable: Cynicism About Organizational Change (CAOC)

We measured COAC using the measurement of Reichers, Wanous, James, and Austin (1997). Five of the eight items
were taken for this study: “Most of the programs that are supposed to solve problems around here won’t do much”,
“The people who are responsible for solving problems around here don’t try hard enough to solve them”, The people
who are responsible for making improvements around here don’t know enough about what they are doing”, “The
people who are responsible for solving problems around here don’t have the skills needed to do their jobs”, and
“Plans for future improvement won’t amount to much”. A cronbrach’s alpha of 0.9 was obtained for T1, and a
cronbrach’s alpha of 0.85 was obtained for T2.
3.2.3

Independent variable: Organizational justice

For this variable the measures developed by Niehoff and Moorman (1993) were taken. They developed three
different scales in order to assess distributive, procedural, and interactional justice.
Distributive justice
Niehoff and Moorman (1993) suggested five items to measure distributive justice and these were used in this study:
“My work schedule is fair”, “I think that my level of pay is fair”, “I consider my workload to be quite fair”, “Overall, the
rewards I receive here are quite fair”, and “I feel that my job responsibilities are fair”. The cronbrach’s alphas of both
tests were 0.89
Procedural justice
Niehoff and Moorman (1993) developed six items to measure procedural justice. For this study, five items were used:
“Job decisions are made by the general manager in an unbiased manner”, “My general manager makes sure that all
employee concerns are heard before job decisions are made”, “All job decisions are applied consistently across all
affected employees”, “My general manager clarifies decisions and provides additional information when requested by
employees”, and “To make formal job decisions, my general manager collects accurate and complete information”.
The cronbrach’s alphas of both tests were 0.88
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Interactional justice
Eight items were suggested to measure interactional justice (Niehoff & Moorman, 1993). Five of them were used in
this research: “When decisions are made about my job, the general manager treats me with respect and dignity”,
“When decisions are made about my job, the general manager deals with me in a truthful manner”, ”When decisions
are made about my job, the general manager shows concern for my right as an employee”, and “Concerning
decisions about my job, the general manager discusses the implications of the decisions with me”. A cronbrach’s
alpha of 0.91 was obtained for T1, and a cronbrach’s alpha of 0.94 was obtained for T2.
3.2.4

Moderating variable: Supervisory communication

For this study, a scale of supervisory communication was developed. Communication researchers have identified
three factors that influence perceptions of trustworthiness as a consequence of communication: accurate information
(Mellinger, 1956; Munchinsky, 1977; O’Reilly, 1977, O’Reilly & Roberts, 1974, 1977; Roberts & O’Reilly, 1974a,b,
1979; Yeager, 1978), explanations for decisions (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Sapienza & Korsgaard, 1996), and
openness (Farris, Senner, & Butterfield, 1973; Gabarro, 1978; Hart, Capps, Cangemi, & Caillouet, 1986; Butler,
1991). Based on these factors an instrument to measure supervisory communication consisting of six items was
developed. The following two items measure ‘accurate information’: “My supervisor provides clear information about
those decisions that have consequences for my job”, and “My supervisor provides comprehensive information about
those decisions that have consequences for my job”. The two items that measure ‘explanations for decisions’ are:
“My supervisor always provides explanations why certain decisions are made that have consequences for my job”,
and “My supervisor explains the underlying reasons why certain decisions are made that have consequences for my
job”. Finally, the following two items measure ‘openness’: “My supervisor openly informs me about those decisions
that have consequences for my job”, and “My supervisor gives me the feeling of confidence that I can ask anything I
want about those decisions that have consequences for my job”. A cronbrach’s alpa of 0.96 was obtained for the first
survey, and a cronbrach’s alpa of 0.97 was obtained for the second survey.
3.2.5

Mediating variable: Organization-Based Self-Esteem (OBSE)

Pierce et al. (1989) developed a 10-item instrument for OBSE. We used five of them in this study: “I count around
here”, “I am taken seriously”, “I am important”, “There is faith in me”, and “I am valuable”. At T1 the cronbrach’s alpa
was 0.84 and at T2 a cronbrach’s alpa of 0.91 was obtained.
3.3

Control Variables

We controlled for gender, branch, position (manager or employee), whether the participants experienced an
organizational change at the moment of their participation in this study, and the size of the organization measured in
number of employees.
Table 1 presents an overview of the definition of each construct and the items used to assess these constructs.
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Construct

Definition

Items

O.Trust

A feeling of confidence and support in

In my opinion, this organization is reliable, We feel that this organization will keep its

an employer; it is the belief that an

word, We think that this organization does not mislead us, We feel that this organization

employer will be straightforward and

tries to get out of its commitments, We feel that this organization negotiates with us

will follow through on commitments.

honestly.

A real loss of faith in the leaders of

Most of the programs that are supposed to solve problems around here won’t do much,

change.

The people who are responsible for solving problems around here don’t try hard enough

CAOC

to solve them, The people who are responsible for making improvements around here
don’t know enough about what they are doing, The people who are responsible for
solving problems around here don’t have the skills needed to do their jobs, Plans for
future improvement won’t amount to much.

Distributive justice

Perceptions of fairness about

My work schedule is fair, I think that my level of pay is fair, I consider my workload to be

organizational outcomes.

quite fair, Overall, the rewards I receive here are quite fair, I feel that my job
responsibilities are fair.

Procedural justice

The perceived fairness of procedures

Job decisions are made by the general manager in an unbiased manner, My general

used to determine who gets what

manager makes sure that all employee concerns are heard before job decisions are

outcomes.

made, All job decisions are applied consistently across all affected employees, My
general manager clarifies decisions and provides additional information when requested
by employees, To make formal job decisions, my general manager collects accurate and
complete information.

Interactional justice

The perceived fairness of the

When decisions are made about my job, the general manager treats me with respect and

interpersonal treatment received in a

dignity, When decisions are made about my job, the general manager deals with me in a

decision process.

truthful manner, When decisions are made about my job, the general manager shows
concern for my right as an employee, Concerning decisions about my job, the general
manager discusses the implications of the decisions with me.

Supervisory

Communicating of supervisors to

My supervisor provides clear information about those decisions that have consequences

communication

employees.

for my job, My supervisor provides comprehensive information about those decisions that
have consequences for my job, My supervisor always provides explanations why certain
decisions are made that have consequences for my job, My supervisor explains the
underlying reasons why certain decisions are made that have consequences for my job,
My supervisor openly informs me about those decisions that have consequences for my
job, My supervisor gives me the feeling of confidence that I can ask anything I want about
those decisions that have consequences for my job.

OBSE

The degree to which an individual

I count around here, I am taken seriously, I am important, There is faith in me, I am

believes him/herself to be capable,

valuable”

significant, and worthy as an
organizational member.
Table 1 Construct definitions and items
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5. Results
5.1

Descriptive statistics

Descriptive statistics and correlations of T1 are reported in Table 2a, and of T2 in Table 2b. Cohen and Cohen
(1983) classified correlations as high, moderate, and weak according to r values of .50, .30, and .20, respectively.
Table 2a and 2b show high correlations for distributive-, procedural-, and interactional justice. Interactional justice and
distributive justice correlate .79 (p < .01) and .86 (p < .01) at T1 and T2 respectively. In addition, distributive justice
and procedural justice correlate .71 at T1 ( p < .01) and .82 at T2 (p < .01). Sweeney and McFarlin (1993) also found
a high correlation of .72 for procedural and distributive justice. Moreover, Welbourne, Balkin, and Gomez-Mejia
(1995) found a correlation of .74. These high correlations are consistent with the theoretical arguments made by
Cropanzano and Ambrose (2001). They argue that procedural evaluations are based in large part on outcomes
attained (Thibaut & Walker, 1975), and that the same event can be seen as a process in one context and an outcome
in another. However, they argue that this distinction is necessary and valuable. In addition, the construct distinction
discussion applies to an even greater degree to procedural and interactional justice (Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson,
Porter, & Ng, 2001). Studies claim that interactional justice is a social form of procedural justice and that is why many
researchers have measured procedural and interactional justice in one combined scale (e.g., Brocker, Siegel, Daly, &
Martin, 1997; Brockner, Wiesenfeld, & Martin, 1995; Folger & Konovsky, 1989). However, other research has shown
that the two constructs have different correlations or independent effects, or both (e.g., Blader & Tyler, 2000;
Cropanzo & Prehar, 1999; Barling & Philips, 1993). In this study, procedural justice and interactional justice correlate
.87 at T1 (p<.01) and .92 at T2 (p<.01). Since these correlations indicate a nearly perfect relationship between the
two constructs, they seem to measure the same underlying construct. The standard deviations of both test moments
came out higher for the construct of interactional justice than for the construct of procedural justice. Based on these
results the construct of procedural justice was decided to be excluded from the first formulated hypotheses. In
addition, the concept of procedural justice was excluded from analyses.
5.2

Hypotheses testing at T1 and T2 separately

Due to the small sample size (n=43), it was difficult to obtain statistically significant results. Therefore, statistical
significance was not the main objective. However, if the results proved to be statistical significant, it is mentioned.
Table 2a and 2b show that none of the control variables had any significant influence on the constructs, except for
position. Table 3 presents the mean scores of the constructs of managers and employees at T1 and T2. Table 3
shows that managers have greater mean scores for distributive justice, interactional justice, supervisory
communication, OBSE, and O.trust than for employees. In addition, table 3 also shows that managers are less
cynical toward organizational changes than employees. Therefore, we controlled for position in the analysis.
Hypothesis 1a predicts that distributive and interactional justice are positively related to O.Trust. We performed a
correlational analysis in order to test hypothesis 1a for T1 and T2, and controlled for position. Table 2a and 2b show
that the direct association between distributive justice and O.Trust (.70 at T1, and .73 at T2, p < .001) are rather
strong and in the expected direction at T1 and T2. This is in line with the results of Saunders and Thornhill (2004)
who found that distributive justice is an antecedent of trust. In addition, the relationship between interactional justice
and O.Trust (.85 at T1, and .88 at T2, p <. 001) was also found to be strong and in the expected direction at both
time moments. Kernan and Hanges (2002) and Mayer at al. (1995) found empirical evidence for the positive

19

Trust, Cynicism, and Organizational Change: The Role of Management

relationship between the way employees are treated by management and trust in management. Since this
relationship is comparable to the relationship between interactional justice and O.Trust, we conclude that the results
of Kernan and Hanges (2002) and Mayer at al. (1995) are consistent with the findings of this study with respect to the
relationship interactional justice and O.Trust. As such, hypothesis 1a is supported.
Hypothesis 1b predicts that distributive and interactional justice are negatively related to CAOC. A correlational
analysis was conducted in order to test hypothesis 1b at both time moments, and we controlled for position. Table 2a
and 2b show a negative relationship between distributive justice and CAOC (-.47 at T1, and -.46 at T2, p < .001). This
result is in line with the findings of Berneth, Armenakis, Feild, and Walker (2007) who found empirical evidence for
the negative relationship between distributive justice and organizational cynicism. In addition, the results of this study
show a negative relationship between interactional justice and CAOC (-.50 at T1, and -.51 at T2, p < .001). This result
is consistent with the results of Berneth, Armenakis, Feild, and Walker (2007) who found a negative relationship
between interactional justice and organizational cynicism. Hence, we found empirical evidence to support hypothesis
1b.
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Table 2a
Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations T1
M
a

1. Org.Change

SD
1.26

1

0.44

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

10

11

－

b

1.09

0.3

.18

－

3. Size Organisation

4.91

2.01

－.21

－.23

－

4. Positionc

1.31

0.47

－.23

.23

.31

－

5. Dis.Jus

5.5

1.03

－.2

－.19

－.12

－.41**

6. Pro.Jus

4.44

1.15

.06

－.15

－.14

－.44**

.71**

7. Int.Jus

4.92

1.20

.12

－.15

－.20

－.47**

.79**

.87**

8. O.Trust

4.89

0.99

.13

－.10

－.08

－.43**

.70**

.87**

.85**

2. Gender

9

－
－
－
－

9. CAOC

4.2

1.39

－.16

－.11

.25

.49**

－.47**

－.60**

－.50**

－.50**

10. OBSE

5.06

0.79

.19

－.19

－.03

－.53**

.68**

.75**

.80**

.70**

－.55**

11. Sup.Com

5.46

1.33

.07

－.14

－.10

－.34*

.69**

.75**

.80**

.66**

－.40**

－
－
.72**

－

*p < .05, **p < .01, Org.Changea = Organizational change, coded as 1= yes, 2 = no, Genderb, coded as 1 = male, 2 = female, Positionc, coded as 1 = manager, 2 = employee

Table 2b
Means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations T2
M
a

SD

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

1. Org.Change

1.26

0.44

－

2. Genderb

1.09

0.3

.18

－

3. Size Organis.

4.91

2.01

－.21

－.23

－

4. Positionc

1.31

0.47

－.23

.23

.31

5. Dis.Jus

5.02

1.11

.07

－.18

－.19

－.32*

－

6. Pro.Jus

4.44

1.18

.17

－.01

－.29

－.49**

.82**

－

7. Int.Jus

4.80

1.34

.20

－.06

－.29

－.47**

.86**

.92**

－

8. O.Trust

4.77

1.12

.23

－.04

－.21

－.55**

.73**

.83**

.88**

－

10

11

－

9. CAOC

4.26

1.2

－.21

－.14

－.23

.41**

－.46**

－.61**

－.51**

－.60**

－

10. OBSE

5.43

0.87

.19

－.10

－.09

－.25

.78**

.72**

.77**

.67**

－.41**

－

4.94

1.43

.16

－.02

－.18

－.26

.78**

.80**

.86**

.74**

－.45**

.75**

11. Sup.Com
a

b

c

*p < .05, **p < .01, Org.Change = Organizational change, coded as 1= yes, 2 = no, Gender , coded as 1 = male, 2 = female, Position , coded as 1 = manager, 2 = employee
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Table 3 Mean scores of constructs of managers and employees
Distributive
justice

Interactional
justice

Supervisory
communication

OBSE

CAOC

Trust

T1 Manager

5.3

5.3

5.5

5.7

3.8

5.2

T1 Employee

4.3

4.2

4.5

4.8

5.2

4.3

T2 Manager

5.3

5.2

5.3

5.6

3.9

5.2

T2 Employee

4.5

3.9

4.5

5.1

5.0

3.9

Next, the moderated hypotheses were tested. In order to test the hypotheses, we split the sample in two sub samples
by the median of supervisory communication. For T1 we obtained a sub sample of ‘high’ scores (>5.5) of supervisory
communication and a sub sample of ‘low’ scores (<5.5) of supervisory communication. In addition, the same was
done for T2, and a sub sample of ‘high’ scores (>5.0) of supervisory communication, and a sub sample of ‘low’ scores
(<5.0) of supervisory communication was created. Table 4a and 4b present the means, standard deviation, and
intercorrelations of the constructs at T1 based on supervisory communication smaller than 5.5, and supervisory
communication larger than 5.5 respectively. Moreover, table 4c and 4d present the mean scores, standard deviations,
and intercorrelations of the constructs at T2 based on supervisory communication smaller than 5.0, and supervisory
communication larger than 5.0 respectively.
First hypothesis 2a was tested. Hypothesis 2a predicts that the relationships between distributive and interactional
justice, and O.Trust are moderated by supervisory communication. The correlation between distributive justice and
organizational trust has the value of .47 (p < .05) for ‘low’ supervisory communication and a value of .74 (p < .01) for
‘high’ supervisory communication at T1. In addition, the obtained value of the correlation between distributive justice
and O.Trust was .60 (p < .05) for ‘low’ supervisory communication, and .68 (p < .01) for high supervisory
communication at T2. Moreover, the relationship between interactional justice and O.Trust is also moderated by
supervisory communication at both time moments. (.72, p < .01, for ‘low’ supervisory communication at T1, and .86,
p < .01, for high supervisory communication at T1) (.78, p < .01, for ‘low’ supervisory communication at T2, and .88 p
< .01, for high supervisory communication at t2). Therefore, hypothesis 2a is supported.
In addition, hypothesis 2b predicts that the relationships between distributive and interactional justice, and CAOC are
moderated by supervisory communication. The results show that the relationship between distributive justice and
CAOC is moderated by supervisory communication. At T1, the correlation between distributive justice and CAOC is
-.40 for ‘low’ supervisory communication and -.60 (p < .01) for ‘high’ supervisory communication. At T2, the
correlation of distributive justice and CAOC is -.28 for ‘low’ supervisory communication and -.50 (p < .05) for ‘high’
supervisory communication. Moreover, the relationship between interactional justice and CAOC was not moderated
by supervisory communication for both time moments (-.55, p < .05, for ‘low’ supervisory communication, and -.50,
p < .05, for ‘high’ supervisory communication at T1) (-.50, p < .05, for ‘low’ supervisory communication, and -.52,
p < .05, for ‘high’ supervisory communication at T2). As such, hypothesis 2b is partly supported.
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Table 4a means, standard deviations for sup.communication <5.5 at T1
M

SD

1

2

3

Table 4b means, standard deviations for sup.communication > 5.5 at T1
4

1. position

-

-

-

2. disjus

4.3

1.04

-.25

-

3. intjus

4.1

0.90

-.09

.65**

-

4. trust

4.3

0.74

-.12

.47*

.72**

-

5. caoc

4.6

1.1

.57*

-.40

-.55*

-.64*

5

M

-

SD

1

2

3

4

1. position

-

-

-

2. disjus

5.6

0.60

-.28

-

3. intjus

5.8

0.93

-.50*

.71**

-

4. trust

5.3

0.98

-.45*

.74**

.86**

-

5. caoc

3.8

1.50

.48*

-.60**

-.50*

-.56**

*p < .05, **p < .01, disjus = distributive justice, intjus = interactional justice,

*p < .05, **p < .01, disjus = distributive justice, intjus = interactional justice,

trust = organizational trust

trust = organizational trust

Table 4c means, standard deviations for sup. communication <5.0 at T2

Table 4d means, standard deviations for sup. communication >5.0 at T2

M

SD

1

2

3

4

1. position

-

-

-

2. disjus

4.3

1.11

-.19

-

3. intjus

3.8

1.07

-.50

.73**

-

4. trust

4.1

0.92

-.52*

.60*

.78**

-

5. caoc

4.7

0.96

.56*

-.28

-.50*

-.70**

5

M

-

SD

1

2

3

-

-

-

2. disjus

5.7

0.61

-.37

-

3. intjus

5.8

0.85

-.47*

.83**

-

4. trust

5.6

0.83

-.61**

.68**

.88**

-

5. caoc

3.9

1.36

.48*

-.50*

-.52*

-.53*

*p < .05, **p < .01, disjus = distributive justice, intjus = interactional justice,

trust = organizational trust

trust = organizational trust
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1. position

*p < .05, ** p < .01, disjus = distributive justice, intjus = interactional justice,

5

5

-
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Next, both mediation hypotheses were tested. Hypothesis 3a predicts that the relationships between distributive and
interactional justice and O.Trust are mediated by OBSE. A hierarchical multiple regression analysis was conducted to test
this hypothesis for T1 and T2. Table 5a presents the results of the regression analysis regarding the mediation effect of
OBSE on the relationship between distributive justice, interactional justice, and O.Trust for both time moments. The β value
of distributive justice is .61 (p < .01) at T1 in model 2 of table 5a. This value decreased to .44 (p < .01) when OBSE was
added in model 3. In addition, model 3 of table 5a shows that OBSE obtained a value of .31 This analysis presents that the
relationship of distributive justice and O.Trust is partially mediated by OBSE at T1. The same occurred at T2. The β value of
distributive justice is .62 (p < .01) at T2 in model 2 of table 5a. This value decreased to .46 (p < .01) when OBSE was added
in model 3. Model 3 of table 5a shows that OBSE obtained a value of .22 at T2. This analysis shows that the relationship of
distributive justice and O.Trust is partially mediated by OBSE at T2. The same was done for the mediation effect of OBSE on
the relationship between interactional justice and O.Trust, presented in table 5b. No mediation effect exists of OBSE on the
relationship between interactional justice and O.Trust for both time moments. Therefore, hypothesis 3a is partly supported.
Hypothesis 3b predicts a mediation effect of OBSE on the relationships between distributive and interactional justice, and
CAOC. A hierarchical multiple regression analysis was performed to test hypothesis 3b for T1 and T2. Table 5c presents the
results of the regression analysis regarding the mediation effect of OBSE on the relationship between distributive justice and
CAOC for both time moments. The relationship between distributive justice and CAOC is completely mediated at T1,
however, no mediation effect occurred at T2. Moreover, the relationship between interactional justice and CAOC was
partially mediated by OBSE at T1, whereas no mediation effect occurred at T2, presented in table 5d. As such, hypothesis
3b was partly supported.
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Table 5a Results multiple regression analysis on O.Trust

Table 5b Results multiple regression analysis on O.Trust

model dv: trust-1

model dv: trust-1

1

β

(constant)
position

-.43*

position

1

-.55**

(constant)

position

-.16

disjus-1

.61**

(constant)
3

β

(constant)

(constant)
2

dv: trust-2

β

(constant)
position

-.36**

disjus-2

.62**

2

(constant)

-.43*

position

position

-.05

position

-.07

position

-.36**

disjus-1

.44**

disjus-2

.46*

obse-1

.31

obse-2

.22

3

-.55**
-.19*

intjus-1

.81**

intjus-2

.78**

(constant)

(constant)

position

β

(constant)

(constant)

position

dv: trust-2

constant)

position

-.05

position

-.19*

intjus-1

.81**

intjus-2

.75**

obse-1

.002

obse-2

.04

Table 5c Results multiple regression analysis on caoc

Table 5d Results multiple regression analysis on caoc

model dv: caoc-1

model dv: caoc-1

1

β

dv: caoc-2

.49**

position

position

.39**

position

.29

disjus-1

-.24

disjus-2

-.38*

(constant)
position

(constant)

(constant)
2

1

.41**

(constant)

(constant)
3

β

β

dv: caoc-2

.49**

position

(constant)
position

(constant)

(constant)
2

(constant)
.31*

position

.29

disjus-1

-.09

disjus-2

-.31

obse-1

-.28

obse-2

-.09

3

(constant)
.35*

position

.21

intjus-1

-.31

intjus-2

-.44**

constant)

position

.30

position

.22

intjus-1

-.17

intjus-2

-.40

obse-1

-.21

obse-2

-.05

Note that: *p < .01, ** p < .01, 1 = T1, 2 = T2, disjus = distributive justice, intjus = interactional justice, trust = organizational trust
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.41**

position
(constant)

position

β
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5.3

Hypotheses testing with difference score method

In order to test hypotheses 3a and 3b based on the samples as they are related in time, the difference score method was
used, presented in table 6.
First we tested hypothesis 3a, predicting that the relationships of change in distributive and interactional justice and O.Trust
are mediated by OBSE. In the first step of the multiple regression analysis the dependent variable included O.Trust at T2.
We controlled for position in order to obtain the unique variance of O.Trust not explained by position. In the second step we
controlled for O.Trust at T1 (in table 6 indicated as ‘trust-1’). Next, the difference score of distributive justice was included in
the third step (in table 6 indicated as Ddisjus). The latter is calculated by the difference of distributive justice at T2 and
distributive justice at T1. Finally, we entered OBSE. Table 6 shows that the β value of the difference score of distributive
justice is -.25 (p < .01) in model 3. This value decreased to -.01 when OBSE was added in model 4. In addition, model 4
shows that OBSE obtained a value of .33 This analysis shows that the relationship between distributive justice and O.Trust
is completely mediated by OBSE. In addition, table 6 presents that OBSE explains 2% of the unique variance in O.Trust at
T2, and the difference of distributive justice of T2 and T1 explain 6% of O.Trust at T2.
The same was done for the relationship between interactional justice and O.Trust. Table 6 shows no mediation effect of
OBSE on the relationship between interactional justice and O.Trust. OBSE did not explain any extra unique variance in
O.Trust at T2. The difference of interactional justice of T2 and T1, resulted in a unique variance of 17% in O.Trust at T2.
Based on this longitudinal analysis, we conclude that hypothesis 3a is partly supported.
Hypothesis 3b predicts that the relationships between distributive and interactional justice and CAOC are mediated by
OBSE. Table 6 shows that the relationship between distributive justice and CAOC is completely mediated by CAOC. OBSE
explains 5% of the unique variance in CAOC at T2 and the difference of distributive justice of T2 and T1 explained 4% of the
unique variance in CAOC at T2. Moreover, the results show that the relationship between interactional justice and CAOC is
also completely mediated by OBSE. This is in line with the results of Pierce et al. (1989) and Naus, van Iterson, and Roe
(2007). Pierce et al. (1989) found that managerial integrity, which is comparable with interactional justice, is an antecedent
of OBSE. Moreover, Naus, van Iterson, and Roe (2007) found that a high level of OBSE leads to a lower level of
organizational cynicism. As such, we found empirical evidence to support hypothesis 3b. In addition, the results of table 6
show that OBSE and the difference between interactional justice of T2 and T1 explain 6% and 2% of the unique variance in
CAOC at T2 respectively.
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5.4

Additional results

In this section we provide additional results based on the reverse ordering of some prior studied relationships. We tested the
mediation effect of OBSE on the relationship between distributive and interactional justice and O.Trust, and distributive and
interactional justice and CAOC. Below the conceptual model of these relationships is provided in figure 2.

O.Trust
Distributive justice

CAOC
H4a +
H4b +

H4a +
H4b -

Organizational
OBSE

change

O.Trust
Ìnteractional justice

CAOC
H4c +
H4d -

H4c +
H4d +

OBSE

Organizational
change

Figure 2

The following hypotheses can be formulated:
Hypothesis 4a: The relationship between O.trust and distributive justice is mediated by OBSE.
Hypothesis 4b: The relationship between CAOC and distributive justice is mediated by OBSE.
Hypothesis 4c: The relationship between O.trust and interactional justice is mediated by OBSE.
Hypothesis 4d: The relationship between CAOC and interactional justice is mediated by OBSE.
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The results of the tested hypotheses are presented in table 7. First we tested hypothesis 4a. The dependent variable used in
this multiple regression analysis included distributive justice at T2. In the first step, we controlled for position in order to
obtain the unique variance of distributive justice not explained by position. In the second step we controlled for distributive
justice at T1 (in table 7 indicated as ‘disjus-1’). Next, the difference score of O.Trust was included in the third step (in table 7
indicated as Dtrust). The latter is calculated by the difference of O.Trust at T2 and O.Trust at T1. Finally, we entered OBSE.
Table 7 shows that the β value of the difference score of trust is -.26 (p < .05). This value decreased to -.09 when OBSE was
added in model 4. In addition, model 4 shows that OBSE obtained a value of .54 (p < .01). This analysis shows that the
relationship between O.Trust and distributive justice is completely mediated by OBSE. As such, hypothesis 4a is supported.
OBSE explained an additional 24% of the unique variance in distributive justice at T2. The difference in trust explained an
additional 6% of the unique variance in distributive justice at T2.
The same was done for hypotheses 4b, c, and d. The next subsection elaborates upon the results of hypotheses 4b, c, and
d. Hypothesis 4b was also supported. The relationship between CAOC and distributive justice is completely mediated by
OBSE. The additional unique variance of OBSE explained in distributive justice at T2 obtained a value of 24%. The
difference in CAOC explained an additional 4% of unique variance in distributive justice at T2. Then hypothesis 4c was
tested. The relationship between O.trust and interactional justice is partly mediated by OBSE. As such, hypothesis 4c was
supported. 11% of the additional unique variance of OBSE is explained in interactional justice at T2. In addition, 20% of the
unique variance of the difference of trust was explained in interactional justice at T2. Finally, the relationships between
CAOC and interactional justice is completely mediated by OBSE as well, supporting hypothesis 4d. OBSE explained a 20%
of the unique variance in interactional justice at T2 and the difference in CAOC explained another 3% of the unique variance
in interactional justice at T2.
We conclude that the mediation effect of OBSE tested in hypotheses 4a, b, c, and d are significantly stronger than the
mediation effect of OBSE tested in hypotheses 3a and b. In addition, table 6 shows brackets that present the unique
variance of O.Trust and CAOC at T2 explained by OBSE and distributive justice, and explained by OBSE and interactional
justice. The brackets of table 7 show the unique variance of distributive justice and interactional justice at T2 explained by
O.Trust and OBSE, and explained by CAOC and OBSE. The unique variance of trust and cynicism at T2 explained by
justice and OBSE is smaller than the unique variance of justice at T2 explained by trust, cynicism, and OBSE. Based on
these results, we can conclude that the model of justice explained by trust, cynicism, and OBSE is much stronger, than the
reverse ordering.
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Table 6 Results hypotheses 3a and 3b
Hypotheses

H3a
dv: trust-2

model

H3a

β

∆R2

dv: trust-2

-.55**

.31**

position

1 (constant)
position

∆R2

dv: caoc-2

-.55**

.31**

position

(constant)

2 (constant)
-.26*

trust-1

.68**

.38**

3 (constant)

-.26*

trust-1

.68**

trust-1

.67**

Ddisjus

-.25**

position’
.06*

4 (constant)

.37*

-.25*

trust-1

.52**

Ddisjus

-.01

obse-2

.33

8%

.02

dv: caoc-2

.41**

.17**

position

trust-1

.73**

Dintjus

-.42**

.17**

.20**

trust-1

.75**

Dintjus

-.44**

obse-2

-.04

17%

.00

∆R2

.41**

.17**

(constant)

position’

.03

caoc-1

.77**

.45**

position’

.03

caoc-1

.77**

.45**

(constant)

position’

.05

caoc-1

.80**

Ddisjus

.20

position’
.04

(constant)

position’

β

(constant)

(constant)
-.21**

(constant)

position’

∆R2

(constant)

position’
(constant)

-.30**

H3b

β

(constant)

(constant)

position’

position’

H3b

β

.01

caoc-1

.79**

Dintjus

.15

.02

(constant)

position’

-.06

caoc-1

.74**

Ddisjus

-.01

obse-2

-.37*

9%

.05*

position’

-.03

caoc-1

.75**

Dintjus

-.05

obse-2

-.33*

8%

.06*

p < .01, **p < .05, 1 = T1, 2 = T2, D = difference of T2-T1, dv = dependent variable, trust = organizational trust, disjus = distributive justice, intjus = interactional justice
Table 7 Additional results
Hypotheses
model

H4a
dv: disjus-2

H4b

β

∆R2

-.32*

.08*

1 (constant)
position

dv: disjust-2

H4c

β

∆R2

dv: intjus-2

-.32*

.08

position

(constant)

2 (constant)

position

.04

disjus-1

.81**

.54**

3 (constant)

∆R2

dv: intjus-2

-.47**

.20**

position

(constant)

(constant)

position

H4d

β

.04

disjus-1

.81**

.54**

(constant)

∆R2

-.47**

.20**

(constant)

(constant)

position

β

(constant)

position

-.13

intjus-1

.72**

.41**

(constant)

position

-.13

intjus-1

.72**

(constant)

position

.12

position

-.02

position

.05

position

-.18

disjus-1

.81**

disjus1

.78**

intjus-1

.81**

intjus-1

.70**

Dtrust

-.26*

Dcaoc

.23*

Dtrust

-.47**

Dcaoc

.20

.06*

4 (constant)

.04*

(constant)
30% position

.20**

(constant)
28%

.12*

position

.02

disjus-1

.63**

disjus-1

.62**

intjus-1

.63**

intjus-1

.52**

Dtrust

-.09

Dcaoc

.03

Dtrust

-.32**

Dcaoc

.01

obse-2

.54**

obse-2

.56**

obse-2

.38**

obse-2

.51**

.24**

31% position

.11**

-.10

p < .01, **p < .05, 1 = T1, 2 = T2, D = difference of T2-T1, dv = dependent variable, trust = organizational trust, disjus = distributive justice, intjus = interactional justice
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.03**

(constant)

position

.24**

.09

.40**

23%

0.20**

Trust, Cynicism, and Organizational Change: The Role of Management

6. Discussion
6.1

Discussion initial results

Most of the hypotheses were supported. However, supervisory communication did not have a moderating effect on the
relationship between interactional justice and CAOC, and the relationship between interactional justice and O.Trust was not
mediated by OBSE. We do not have a clear argument to explain why these hypotheses were not supported. However, it is
remarkable that both relationships include the construct of interactional justice and not the construct of distributive justice. A
motive explaining why the resulting relationships were not in line with the expectations may be due to the composition of the
sample. Most of the respondents (70%) hold a managerial position. Managers may speak more often and at a different level
with management than employees. Therefore, interactional justice may have a lower impact on the self esteem of managers
than on the self esteem of employees, and that is why communication of supervisors may have less impact on managers
than on employees. Moreover, managers have less influence on distributive justice than on interactional justice, since
factors including salary and job responsibilities usually are fixed. This may explain the reason why the hypotheses that are
not supported include the concept of interactional justice and not the concept of distributive justice. However, the results of
this study show that OBSE does mediate the relationship between interactional justice and CAOC, and the relationship
between interactional justice and O.Trust is moderated by supervisory communication, which is in contrast with the former
explanation. Hence, we do not have a clear view why these hypotheses were not supported.
The last three research questions can be answered:
Which factors create trust among employees in an organizational change context?
We found that distributive justice and interactional justice are antecedents of O.Trust. In addition, the results show that the
effective performance of supervisory communication resulted in a positive effect on the relationship between distributive
justice and O.trust and interactional justice and O.Trust. Moreover, this research asserts that OBSE is an important factor for
creating O.Trust. This factor has such a strong influence that it completely mediates the relationship between distributive
justice and O.Trust. This indicates that if management makes sure that employees perceive fairness about organizational
outcomes, e.g. salary and job responsibilities, they will have a higher level of OBSE resulting in a higher level of trust in the
organization.
Which factors decrease organizational cynicism in an organizational change context?
The direct factors that decrease organizational cynicism in an organizational change are distributive justice and interactional
justice. In addition, the results show that effective performance of supervisory communication resulted in a positive effect on
the relationship between distributive justice and CAOC. We found that OBSE was an important antecedent of CAOC. OBSE
completely mediates the relationship between distributive justice and CAOC, and the relationship between interactional
justice and CAOC. Said differently, if management makes sure that employees perceive fairness about organizational
outcomes, e.g. salary and job responsibilities, they will obtain a higher level of OBSE resulting in a lower level of CAOC. The
same applies to distributive justice. If management makes sure that employees perceive fairness of the interpersonal
treatment received in a decision process, this will lead to higher levels of OBSE resulting in a lower level of CAOC.
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How can management influence these factors?
According to this study, the role of management is important in creating trust or cynicism among employees in an
organizational change. Management needs to make sure that employees perceive fairness about organizational outcomes,
and that employees perceive fairness of the interpersonal treatment received in a decision process. Both factors have an
important influence on O.Trust and CAOC. Moreover, distributive justice and interactional justice have a strong influence on
OBSE. If management makes sure that employees perceive fairness about organizational outcomes, and that employees
perceive fairness of the interpersonal treatment received in a decision process, they will develop a higher level of OBSE
than when they do not perceive fairness about organizational outcomes and interpersonal treatment in a decision process.
In addition, supervisors play a significant role in the creation of trust in an organizational change context. If they make sure
that they have an open attitude toward the employees, provide accurate information, and give explanations for decisions,
this will result in a positive effect on trust in the organization. Moreover, we found that supervisors can reduce the level of
cynicism in an organization if they make sure that they have an open attitude toward the employees, provide accurate
information, and give explanations for decisions.
The research question driving this study can be answered: The factor distributive justice, interactional justice, OBSE, and
supervisory communication create organizational trust and decrease organizational cynicism within an organizational
change context.
6.2

Discussion additional results

We also found some interesting mediating relationships of OBSE on the relationship between O.Trust and COAC and
distributive- and interactional justice. OBSE has such a strong influence that is appears to completely mediate the
relationship between O.Trust and distributive- and interacional justice. Said differently, if employees have a high level of trust
in the organization, this leads to a high level of OBSE, resulting in employees’ perceptions of fairness about organizational
outcomes, and fairness of the interpersonal treatment received in a decision process. The power of this relationship
compared to the initial relationship studied (distributive/interactional justice  OBSE  O.Trust) is much stronger. In
addition, the same occurred for the mediation relationship of OBSE on the relationship between CAOC and distributive- and
interactional justice. If employees have a cynical attitude toward organizational changes, this leads to a lower level of OBSE,
resulting in that employees perceive less fairness about organizational outcomes, and less fairness of the interpersonal
treatment received in a decision process. The power of this relationship studied was much stronger than the initial
relationship investigated (distributive/interactional justice  OBSE  CAOC). Thus, we found stronger support for causality
running from trust and cynicism to perceptions of justice in the workplace, than for the reverse ordering
6.2

Contribution to theory and practice

For this study the measurement of supervisory communication was developed. In addition, the moderating effect of
supervisory communication on the relationship between distributive and interactional justice and O.Trust and CAOC has not
been researched so far. Moreover, within this study, the mediating effect of OBSE on the relationship between distributive
and interactional justice and O.Trust and CAOC was studied for the first time. Furthermore, the reverse ordering of these
relationships was not studied in prior research.
This study indicates that management and supervisors have an essential role in creating trust or cynicism in organizational
changes. According to this research, management needs to make sure that employees perceive distributive and
interactional justice in order to create O.trust and to decrease the level of CAOC. Supervisors need to communicate in such
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a way that employees perceive an open attitude of their supervisors. In addition, they need to provide explanations for
decisions and accurate information should be given to employees in an organizational change. This leads to higher levels of
trust and lower levels of cynicism in organizations.
6.4

Limitations and further research

This research has some limitations. The sample size is rather small (n=43). The consequence of a small sample size is that
not all relationships are statistically significant. In addition, another limitation of this study is that we do not have any
information regarding the type of organizational change the respondents experience. An acquisition of an organization by
another organization may result in different outcomes regarding the level of trust and cynicism than a change in supervisor.
70% of the respondents hold a managerial position. If the sample included only employees without fulfilling a managerial
position, we suspect that the results would be rather different. For instance, we believe that the relationship between
interactional justice and O.trust is mediated by OBSE among employees. This relationship needs to be further investigated
in future research. In addition, the concept of OBSE should be further involved in the organizational justice literature. The
level of OBSE is developed by an organization and organizational justice offers a useful means to explain the perceived
fairness of organizational outcomes of the decisions made, the organizational procedures used to make these decisions,
and the interpersonal treatment of employees in a decision process of an organization. Organizational justice may serve as
an important antecedent of OBSE. That is why future research should deeper investigate that relationship. In this study we
did not focus on the relationship between supervisory communication and OBSE. Further research should study this
relationship since supervisory communication may be an important antecedent of OBSE. In addition, we believe that the
concept of OBSE is undervalued in the current academic literature. This research shows that OBSE is an important
construct that effects O.Trust and CAOC. We believe that OBSE plays an important role in organizational settings. This
construct should be studied more extensively in order to provide management a guideline how to make their subordinated
feel like valued members of their organisation.

32

Trust, Cynicism, and Organizational Change: The Role of Management

References
Abraham, R. (2000). Organizational cynicism: Bases and consequences. Genetic, Social and General Psychology
Monographs, 126, 269–292.
Andersson, L. M. (1996). Employee cynicism: An examination using a contract violation framework. Human Relations, 49,
1395 – 1418.
Andersson, L. M., & Bateman, T. S. (1997). Cynicism in the workplace: Some causes and effects. Journal of Organizational
Behavior, 18, 449–469.
Armenakis, A. A., Harris, S. G., & Mossholder, K. (1993). Creating readiness for organizational change. Human Relations,
46, 681–703.
Aryee, S., Budhwar, P. S., & Chen, Z. X. (2002). Organizational justice, trust foci, and work outcomes: Test of a mediated
social exchange model. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 23(3), 267–285.
Backer, T. E. (1995). Assessing and enhancing readiness for change: Implications for technology transfer. In T. E. Backer,
S. L. David, & G. Soucy (Eds.), Reviewing the behavioral science knowledge base on technology transfer (pp. 21-41).
Rockville, MD: National institute on drug abuse.
Barling, J., & Phillips, M. (1993). Interactional, formal and distributive justice in the workplace: An exploratory study. Journal
of Psychology, 127, 649–656.
Beer, M., & Nohria, N. (2000). Breaking the code of change. Boston: Harvard Business School Press.
Bernerth, J. (2004). Expanding our understanding of the change message. Human Resource Development Review, 3, 3652.
Berneth, J. B., Armenakis, A. A., Feild, H. S., & Walker, J.H. (2007). Justice, Cynicism, and Commitment: A Study of
Important Organizational Change Variables. The journal of applied behavioral science, 43(3), 303-326.
Bies, R. J., & Moag, J. S. (1986). Interactional justice: Communication criteria of fairness. In Lewicki, R.J., Sheppard, B.H., &
Bazerman, M. (Eds) Research in Negotiation in Organizations, 1, 43-55.
Bies, R. J., & Tyler, T. R. (1993). The “litigation mentality” in organizations: A test of alternative psychological explanations.
Organization Science, 4(3), 353-366.
Blader, S. L., & Tyler, T. R. (2000). A four-component model of procedural justice: What makes a process fair in work
settings? Paper presented at the 59th annual meeting of the national academy of management, Toronto, Ontario, Canada.
Blader, S. L., & Tyler, T. R. (2003). A four-component model of procedural justice: defining the meaning of a "fair" process.
Personality and social psychology bulletin, 29(6), 747-758.

33

Trust, Cynicism, and Organizational Change: The Role of Management

Bommer, W. H., Rich, G. A., & Rubin, R. S. (2005). Changing attitudes about change: Longitudinal effects of
transformational leader behavior on employee cynicism about organizational change. Journal of Organizational Behavior,
26, 733–753.
Bordia, P., Hobman, E., Jones, E., Gallois, C., & Callan, V. J. (2004). Uncertainty during organizational change: Types,
consequences and management strategies. Journal of Business and Psychology, 18, 507-532.
Brockner, J., Siegel, P. A., Daly, J. P., & Martin, C. (1997). When trust matters: The moderating effect of outcome
favorability. Administrative Science Quarterly, 42, 558–583.
Brockner, J., Wiesenfeld, B. M., & Martin, C. L. (1995). Decision frame, procedural justice, and survivors' reactions to job
layoffs. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 63, 59–68.
Bromiley, P., & Cummings, L. L. (1995). Transactions costs in organizations with trust. In R. Bies, R. Lewicki, & B. Sheppard
(Eds.), Research on negotiations in organizations (pp. 219–247). Greenwich: JAI Press.
Buchanan, D., Claydon, T., & Doyle, M. (1999). Organisation development and change: the legacy of the nineties. Human
Resource Management Journal, 9(2), 20-37.
Butler, J. K. (1991). Towards understanding and measuring conditions of trust: Evolution of a conditions of trust inventory.
Journal of Management, 17, 643-663.
Cohen-Charash, Y., & Spector, P. E. (2001). The role of justice in organizations: A meta-analysis. Organizational Behaviour
and Human Decision Processes, 86(2), 278-321.
Cohen, J., & Cohen, P. (1983). Applied multiple regression/correlation analysis for the behavioral sciences. Hillsdale, NJ:
Erlbaum.
Cole, M. S., Bruch, H., & Vogel, B. (2006). Emotion as mediators of the relations between perceived supervisor support and
psychological hardiness on employee cynicism. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 27, 463–484.
Colquitt, J. A. (2001). On the dimensionality of organizational justice: A construct validation of a measure. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 86, 386–400.
Colquitt, J.A., Conlon, D. E., Wesson, M. J., Porter, C. O. L. H., & Ng, K, Y. (2001). Justice at the millennium: A metaanalytic review of 25 years of organizational justice research. Journal of applied psychology, 86(3), 425-445.
Cropanzano, R., & Ambrose, M. L. (2001). Procedural and distributive justice are more similar than you think: A monistic
perspective and a research agenda. In J. Greenberg & R. Cropanzano (Eds.), Advances in organizational justice (pp. 119–
151). Lexington, MA: New Lexington Press.
Cropanzano, R., & Greenberg, J. (1997). Progress in organizational justice: Tunnelling through the maze… International
Review of Industrial and organizational psychology, 12, 317-372.
Cropanzano, R., & Prehar, C. A. (1999). Using social exchange theory to distinguish procedural from interactional justice.
Paper presented at the 14th annual conference of the society for industrial and organizational psychology, Atlanta, GA.
34

Trust, Cynicism, and Organizational Change: The Role of Management

Cummings, L. L., & Bromiley, P. (1996). The organizational trust inventory (OTI): Development and validation. In
Cummings, L. L., Bromiley, P. (Eds.), Trust in organizations (pp. 302-330), Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Currail, C. S. , & Epstein, M. J. (2003). The fragility of Organizational Trust: Lessons From the Rise and Fall of Enron.
Organizational Dynamics, 32(2), 193-206.
Dasgupta, P. (1988). Trust as a commodity. In Gambetta, D. (Ed.), Trust: Making and Breaking Co-operative Relations (pp.
49-72). Basil Blackwell, Oxford.
Dean, J. W., Brandes, P., & Dharwadkar, R. (1998). Organizational cynicism. Academy of Management Review, 23, 341 –
352.
Devos, G., Beulens, M., & Bouckenooghie, D. (2007). Contribution of content, context, and process to understanding
openness to organizational change: two experimental simulation studies. The journal of social psychology, 147(6), 607-629.
Dirks, K., & Ferrin, D. (2002). Trust in leadership: Meta-analytic findings and implications for research and
practice. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87(4), 611–628.
Dong, Q., Howards, T. (2006). Emotional intelligence, trust and job satisfaction. Indiana, 4(2), 381-389.
Dyne, L., Vandewalle, D., Kostova, T., Latham, M.E., & Cummings, L.L. (2001). Collectivism, propensity to trust and selfesteem as predictors of organizational citizenship in a non-work setting. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 21(1), 3-23.

Eby, L. T., Adams, D. M., Russell, J. E. A., & Gaby, S. H. (2000). Perceptions of organizational readiness for change: Factor
related to employees' reactions to the implementation of team-based selling. Human Relations, 53, 419-442.
Edmondson, A. C., & Woolley, A. W. (1999). It’s not the seed, it’s the soil: Social psychological influences on outcomes of
organizational change programs. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the academy of management, Chicago.
Farris, G., Senner, E., & Butterfield, D. (1973). Trust, culture and organizational behavior. Industrial Relations, 12(2), 144 157.
Folger, R., & Konovsky, M. A. (1989). Effects of procedural and distributive justice on reactions to pay raise decisions.
Academy of Management Journal, 32, 115-130.
Gabarro, J. J. (1978). The development of trust, influence and expectations. In A. Atos & J. J. Gabarro, Interpersonal
Behavior. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall.
Gambetta, D. (1988). Can we trust? In D. Gambetta (Ed.), Trust: Making and breaking cooperative relations (pp. 213–217).
New York: Basil Blackwell.
Gilbert, J. A. (1995). Diversity management and withdrawal: An individual and organizational level analysis. Unpublished
doctoral dissertation, University of Houston. Podsakoff, P.

35

Trust, Cynicism, and Organizational Change: The Role of Management

Gilbert, J. A., & Li-Ping Tang, T. (1998). An examination of organizational trust antecedents. Public Personnel Management,
27(3), 321-337.
Gomez, C., & Rosen, B. (2001). The leader-membership exchange as a link between managerial trust and employee
empowerment. Group and Organization Management, 26, 53–69.
Greenberg, J. (1990). Organizational justice: Yesterday, today, and tomorrow. Journal of Management, 16(2), 399.
Hackman, J. R., & Oldham, G. R. (1976). Motivation through the design of work: Test of a theory. Organizational Behavior
and Human Performance, 16, 250–279.
Hart, K. M., Capps, H. R., Cangemi, J. P., & Caillouet, L. M. (1986). Exploring organizational trust and its multiple
dimensions: A case study of General Motors. Organization Development Journal, 4(2), 31-39.
Harwood, I., & Ashleigh, M. (2005). The impact of trust and confidentiality on strategic organizational change programmes: a
case study of post-acquisition integration. Strategic Change, 14(2), 63-75.
Hui, C., & Lee, C. (2000). Moderating effects of organization-based self-esteem on organizational uncertainty: Employee
response relationships. Journal of Management, 26(2), 215-232.
Judson, A. (1991). Changing behavior in organizations: Minimizing resistance to change. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell.
Karuza, J., & Leventhal, G. S. (1976). Justice judgments: Role demands and perception of fairness. Paper presented at the
annual meeting of the American psychological association, Washington.
Kernan, M. C., & Hanges, P. J. (2002). Survivor reactions to reorganization: Antecedents and consequences of procedural,
interpersonal, and informational justice. Journal of Applied Psychology, 87, 916–928.
Kiefer, T. (2005). Feeling bad: antecedents and consequences of negative emotions in ongoing change. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 26(8), 875-897.
Konovsky, M. A., & Pugh, S, D. (1994). Citizenship behaviour and social exchange. Academy of Management Journal,
37(3), 656.
Kristof, A. L. (1996). Person-organization fit: An integrative review of its conceptualizations, measurement, and implications.
Personnel Psychology, 49, 1–49.
Leventhal, G. S. (1976). What should be done with equity theory? New approaches to study of fairness in social
relationships. In K. J. Gergen, Ed, and others, Social exchange theory .

36

Trust, Cynicism, and Organizational Change: The Role of Management

Mayer, R. C., Davis, J. H., & Schoorman, F. D. (1995). An integrative model of organizational trust. Academy of
Management Review, 20, 709 – 734.
Mayer, R. C., & Davis, J. H. (1999). The effect of the performance appraisal system on trust for management: A field quasiexperiment. Journal of applied psychology, 84(1), 123-136.
McAllister, D. J., & Bigley, G. A., 2001. Work context and the definition of self: How organizational care influences
organization-based self-esteem. Academy of Management Journal, 45(5), 894–904.
McKnight, D., Choudhury, V., & Kacmar, C. (2002). Developing and validating trust measures for ecommerce. Information
Systems Research, 13(3), 334–359.
Mellinger, G. D. (1956). Interpersonal trust as a factor in communication. Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 52,
304-309.
Mishra, J., & Morrissey, M. A. (1990). Trust in employee/employer relationships: A survey of west Michigan managers.
Public Personnel Management, 19(4), 443-463.
Muchinsky, P. M. (1977). An intraorganizational analysis of the Roberts and O'Reilly organizational communication
questionnaire. Journal of Applied Psychology, 62(2), 184-188.
Naus, F., van Iterson, A., & Roe, A. R. (2007). Value incongruence, job autonomy, and organization-based self-esteem: A
selfbased perspective on organizational cynicism. European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 16(2), 195.
Niehoff, B. P., Moorman, R. H. (1993). Justice as a mediator of the relationship between methods of monitoring and
organizational citizenship behaviour. Academy of Management Journal, 36(3), 527-556.
Novelli, L., Kirkman, B. L., & Shapiro, D. L. (1995). Effective implementation of organizational change: An organizational
justice perspective. Journal of organizational behaviour, 15-37.
Oreg, S. (2006). Personality, context, and resistance to organizational change. European Journal of Work and
Organizational Psychology, 15, 73–101.
O'Reilly, C. A. (1977). Supervisors and peers as information sources, group supportiveness, and individual decision-making
performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 62, 632-635.
O'Reilly, C. A., & Roberts, K. H. (1974). Information filtration in organizations: Three experiments. Organizational Behavior
and Human Performance, 253-265. O'Reilly, C. A., & Roberts, K. H. (1977). Task group structure, communication, and
effectiveness in three organizations. Journal of Applied Psychology, 62, 674-681. Pettit, P. (1995). The cunning of trust.
Philosophy and Public Affairs, 24, 202-225.
Pierce, J. L., & Gardner, D. G. (2004). Self-esteem within the work and organizational context: A review of the organizationbased self-esteem literature. Journal of Management, 30, 591-622.
Pierce, J. L., Gardner, D. G., Cummings, L. L., & Dunham, R. B. (1989). Organization-based self-esteem: Construct
definition measurement and validation. Academy of Management Journal, 32, 622-648.

37

Trust, Cynicism, and Organizational Change: The Role of Management

Reichers, A. E., Wanous, J. P., & Austin, J. T. (1997). Understanding and managing cynicism about organizational change.
Acadamy of Management Executive, 11(2), 48-59.
Roberts, K. H., & O’Reilly, C. A. (1974). Measuring organizational communication. Journal of applied psychology, 59(3), 321.
Roberts, K. H., & O'Reilly, C. A. (1974a). Failures in upward communication in organizations: Three possible culprits.
Academy of Management Journal, 17, 205-215. Roberts, K. H., & O'Reilly, C. A. (1974b). Measuring organizational
communication. Journal of Applied Psychology, 59, 321-326.
Roberts, K. H., & O'Reilly, C. A. (1979). Some correlations of communication roles in organizations. Academy of
Management Journal, 22, 42-57.
Rousseau, D. M., Sitkin, S. B., Burt, R. S., & Camerer, C. (1998). Not so different after all: a cross-discipline view of trust.
Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 393-404.
Sapienza, H. J., & Korsgaard, M. A. (1996). Managing investor relations: The impact of procedural justice in establishing and
sustaining investor support. Academy of Management Journal, 39, 544-574.
Saunders, M. N. K., & Thornhill, A. (2004). Trust and mistrust in organizations: An exploration using an organizational justice
framework. European of Work and Organizational Psychology, 13(4), 493-515.
Schneider, B., Brief, A. P., & Guzzo, R. A. (1996). Creating a climate and culture for sustainable organizational change.
Organizational Dynamics, 24, 7–19.
Shapiro, D. L., Buttner, H., & Barry, B. (1994). Explanations: What factors enhance their perceived adequacy?
Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 58, 346-368.
Sheldon, A., & Ruderman, M. (1983). The Influence of procedural and distributive justice on organizational behaviour. Paper
presented at the annual convention of the American psychological association, Anaheim.
Sweeney, P. D., & McFarlin, D. B. (1993). Workers' evaluation of the “ends” and the “means”: An examination of four models
of distributive and procedural justice. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 55, 23–40.
Thibaut, J., & Walker, L. (1975). Procedural justice: A psychological analysis. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum.
Thompson, R. C., Bailey, L. L., Joseph, K. M., Worley, J., & Williams, C. (1999). Effects of fairness perceptions on
th

organizational cynicism. Poster presented at the 107 annual meeting of the American psychological association, Boston,
MA.
Tyler, T., & Kramer, R. (1996). Whither trust? In R. Kramer, & T. Tyler (Eds.), Trust in organizations (pp. 1–16). Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.
Wanous, J. P., Reichers, A. E., & Austin, J. T. (2000). Cynicism about organizational change. Group & Organization
Management, 25 (2), 132-153.
Watson, G. W., & Papamarcos, S. D. (2002). Social capital and organizational commitment. Journal of Business and
Psychology, 16(4), 537–552.
38

Trust, Cynicism, and Organizational Change: The Role of Management

Welbourne, T. M., Balkin, D. B., & Gomez-Mejia, L. R. (1995). Gainsharing and mutual monitoring: A combined agencyorganizational justice interpretation. Academy of Management Journal, 38, 881–899.
Whitener, E. M., Brodt, S. E., Korsgaard, A. M., & Werner, J. M. (1998). Managers as initiators of trust: An exchange
relationship framework for understanding managerial trustworthy behaviour. Academy of Management Review, 23(3), 513530.
Wong, E. S., Then, D., & Skitmore, M. (2000). Antecedents of trust in intra-organizational relationships within three
Singapore public sector construction project management agencies. Construction Management Economics, 7, 797-806.
Yeager, S. I. (1978). Measurement of independent variables which affect communication: A replication of Roberts and
O'Reilly. Psychological Reports, 43, 1319-1324.
Zaheer, A., McEvily, B., & Perrone, V. (1998). Does trust matter? Exploring the effects of interorganizational and
interpersonal trust on performance. Organization Science, 9(2), 141–159.

39

