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ABSTRACT 

 

Global economic competition has set a high pace of change for public and private sector 

organizations. Organizational change initiative is a risky endeavor due to heavy 

resistance and cynicism towards change. Role of leadership is critical for reducing 

organizational cynicism, which can become the basis to increase organizational 

commitment of employees during change. The objective of present study was to 

investigate that how transformational and transactional leadership styles address the issue 

of organizational cynicism towards change and organizational commitment during 

implementation of change program. This study also contributes in the body of knowledge 

by examining the impact of organizational commitment on change related behaviors. To 

investigate into these factors a conceptual model, comprising five constructs 

transformational leadership, transactional leadership, organizational cynicism towards 

change, organizational commitment to change and change related behaviors (compliance, 

championing, and cooperation) was developed and tested in public sector organizations. 

This study used a cross sectional research design to investigate the mediating role of 

organizational cynicism towards change between leadership styles and organizational 

commitment during change. Population of the research study comprised on all public 

sector organizations of Pakistan, in which organizational change program had been 

planned or initiated.  

Three public sector organizations (Pakistan International Airlines, Punjab Dairy 

Development and Livestock and Power distribution companies, Islamabad Electric 

Supply Company (IESCO), Lahore Electric Supply Company (LESCO) and Faisalabad 
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Electric Supply Company (FESCO) were selected to collect the data. For the purpose of 

data analysis, confirmatory and exploratory factor analysis, regression, multiple 

correlation and structural equation modeling were employed.   

Results of study revealed that transformation leadership had positive impact on 

organizational commitment to change. Moreover, the study provides evidence that 

transactional leadership is more effective to increase organizational commitment towards 

change. Transformational and transactional leadership had negative association with 

organization cynicism towards change. Study provided sufficient evidence that both 

leadership styles had effective role to address cynical attitude of employees during 

organizational change. One of the major objectives also provided evidence that 

organization cynicism towards change mediates the relationship of leadership styles and 

organizational commitment during organizational change. Results regarding the 

relationship between organizational commitment and change related behaviors 

(compliance, championing, and cooperation) also provided some interesting facts. 

Organizational commitment to change could not improve cooperation and championing 

behaviors. However organizational commitment to change promotes compliance 

behavior of employees. Mediating role of organizational cynicism towards change 

provided valuable insights. Results of the mediating analysis confirmed the partial 

mediation between two types of leadership and organizational commitment to change. 

The study concludes that effective participation of both leadership styles can eliminate 

resistance against change. Moreover, mediating role of organizational cynicism towards 

change with respect to leadership styles improves organizational commitment to change.  
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 Chapter No 1 

This dissertation presents PhD research work which investigates the relationship between 

transformational and transactional leadership styles and organizational commitment to 

change with a mediating role of organizational cynicism towards change. The first 

chapter provides explanation about background of study, problem identification, problem 

statement, research objectives and rationale of study. The study investigates mediating 

role of organizational cynicism towards change in public sector organizations of Pakistan.    

1.1 Introduction and Background of Study: 

 The global world of 21
st 

century requires organizations to be competitive and ready for 

organizational change to maintain efficiency. The last two decades have witnessed a 

significant pace of change in organizations and it is expected to increase in future. 

Organizations face unprecedented pressure of change from internal and external 

environment (Clack, 1995). Many factors like economic fluctuations, advancement in 

technology, market competition, customer choices, innovation and advancement in 

organizational structures are few reasons to opt for organizational change strategy 

(Burke, 2017; Lewis & Seibold, 1998; Hatch, 2009). As a result mergers, downsizing, 

restructuring, automation and large scale of structural changes have become popular 

strategies in public and private sectors to execute organizational change (Armenakis, 

Harris, & Feild, 2000; Frumkin, 2003). Organizational change is a risky venture and most 

change related initiatives cannot achieve desired objectives. Due to the complex nature of 

organizational change, this topic has gained considerable attention of the researchers in 

the last three decades (Tiplic, 2008). Organizational change can be categorized as 
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planned and emergent (Beer & Nohria, 2000). Planned change comes through a rationale 

goal setting process in which organizational change objectives are established in advance 

(Van der Voet, 2014). Burnes (2011) has the opinion that planned change strategy is 

suitable for systematic and rigid structures of organizations. This research study is 

categorized as planned nature of change. Literature on organizational change elaborates 

three major perspectives. The first aspect is called micro (attitude of employees), second 

is macro (groups and organizational environment), and the third is meso (institutional 

process) (Hannan, Pólos & Carroll, 2004; Pólos, Hannan, & Carroll, 2002). This study 

aims to explore employee‟s attitude and behavior during the implementation of the 

change initiative.  

Traditionally, researchers have the consensus that employees show active or passive 

resistance during organizational change process (Dent & Goldberg, 1999). Employees‟ 

resistance is based on their cynical beliefs about organizational change initiative. The 

attitudes of employees can become cynical, when organizations experience organizational 

change process (Piderit, 2000; Burke, 2017; Probst & Raisch, 2005). Organizational 

cynicism is an employee‟s negative thought and attitude, which emerges from 

organizational change initiatives, whose consequences are unclear (Ozler & Atalay, 

2011). Cynicism is an attitude that closely explains disappointment, skepticism, 

suspicion, disbelief and pessimistic thoughts perceived by a person that results in anger, 

shame and resentment (Abraham, 2000; Mete, 2013; Erdost, Karacaoğlu, & Reyhanoğlu, 

2007). Organizational cynicism towards change is a major hurdle in execution of 

successful organizational change. This exerts number of negative consequences, which 
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includes low level of job satisfaction, decreased organizational commitment and increase 

turnover intentions (Dean, Brandes, & Dharwadkar, 1998).  

Many factors are deemed important to plan and execute organizational change; however 

leadership is considered the most vital element due to its greater influence on employees. 

Leaders can reduce organizational cynicism towards change more effectively (DeCelles, 

Tesluk, & Taxman, 2013). The role of transformational leader is imperative to introduce 

organizational change and elimination of organizational cynicism towards change by 

emphasizing on values, beliefs and attitudes of the workforce (Bass & Avolio, 1990; 

Burke, 2017). However, transactional leadership also plays a pivotal role to make the 

change program successful because of its direct and frequent contact with employees. 

Senior leadership formulate and initiate strategies for organizational change, while 

implementation is the responsibility of lower level of leadership (Podsakoff,. MacKenzie, 

Moorman, & Fetter, 1990) (Podsakoff,. MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990; Van der 

Voet, 2014). A comprehensive examination is required to define the role of transactional 

leadership for decreasing the level of cynicism and increasing the employee‟s 

commitment at the time of change implementation. It has been explored that the 

mediating role of organizational cynicism has never been tested between two leadership 

styles (transformational and transactional) and its impact on organizational commitment 

during implementation of change program (DeCelles, Tesluk, & Taxman, 2013). This 

study tries to establish the missing link in the literature.  

Organizational commitment to change is a mindset that compels an individual to be ready 

for action, which is necessary for successful implementation of change program (Meyer 

& Herscovitch, 2001; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). Many studies have established the 
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link between transformational leadership and organizational commitment to plan and 

implement organizational change (Burns, 1978; Podsakoff,. MacKenzie, Moorman, & 

Fetter, 1990; Lo, Ramayah, & Run, 2010; Hill, Kang, & Taylor, 2012) The role of 

organizational commitment is imperative during implementation of change (DeCelles, 

Tesluk, & Taxman, 2013). Meyer & Allen (1991) have described three components of 

commitment: affective commitment, normative commitment, and continuance 

commitment. Herscovitch & Meyer (2002) have tested three component model of 

affective, normative and continuance commitment to change. There are different styles 

and procedures to implement an organizational change program in public and private 

sector to improve efficiency (Burke, 2017). Literature indicates that private sector 

organizational change techniques are not applicable in public sector organizations 

(Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999; Burke, 2017; Boyne, 2006; Karp & Helgø, 2008; Kickert, 

2013). Public sector organizations are more bureaucratic and function under strict legal 

control. Any kind of change intervention cannot be easily implemented in these public 

sector organizations.  

Transformational and transactional leadership have an important role to increase 

organizational commitment to change. Organizational commitment to change is vital 

determinant to execute successful change. The main phenomenon of interest in this 

research is to measure the organizational commitment to change with two leadership 

styles. There are three discretionary behaviors of organizational commitment to change i-

e compliance, championing and cooperation. These behaviors are measured as output of 

organizational commitment to change separately.  
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1.2 Problem Identification/ Scenario  

This study has a lot of importance in Pakistan due to multiple reasons. Pakistan inherited 

bureaucratic and less efficient public sector since its inception (Bashir, 2011). Efforts 

were made to eliminate its public sector inefficiencies in the last two decades (Pierson, 

1994). Several initiatives were introduced for example, downsizing, restructuring, and 

rightsizing etc. These change initiatives received heavy resistance and could not produce 

desired results to achieve organizational efficiency because employees had cynical 

perceptions about these change programs. Productivity, organizational ownership and 

service delivery reduced to the minimum level and institutions lost their efficacy due to 

employee‟s cynical attitude. These upheavals aggravated seriously because major 

recipient of change (employees) were not consulted (Kalyal, 2009). This trend developed 

cynicism in public sector employees, which in return negatively impacted organizational 

commitment to change.  

Overall performance of public is not satisfactory in Pakistan. There are many reasons for 

its lower performance, whereas corruption is one of the main reasons for less productivity 

(Mubarik, & Riazuddin, 2005). Public sector organizations in Pakistan have been ranked 

at 117
th

 positions out of 167 countries on corruption perception index by Transparency 

International in 2015 (Transparency International, 2015). Corruption is a behavior, which 

abstains an employee to perform his/her official duties in order to get private gains 

(Mishra, 2006). The trend of corruption generates inequity and injustice, which 

diminishes the spirit of merit and healthy competition. The existence of corruption also 

leads to organizational cynicism and compels employees to lower their performance. Due 
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to this reason, organizational change program are designed to increase the performance of 

organizations.  

 Role of leadership in Pakistan is either dysfunctional or scant to carry out the 

organizational change initiatives. It is hard to find a relevant study, which has attempted 

to check the role of leadership (Transformational and Transactional) on organizational 

commitment to change with a mediating role of organizational cynicism towards change 

in Pakistan. This study tries to bridge this gap and contributes to local literature. This 

study also provides help to public sector organizations to understand the role of two types 

of leadership to address the phenomenon of cynicism at the time of organizational 

change. Corporate sector of Pakistan is relatively better than the public sector. Change 

initiatives are easily implemented in corporate sectors. It has been viewed that employees 

resist change program because of job insecurity (Aslam, Arfeen, Mohti, & Rahman, 

2015). However research has substantiated that ineffective leadership role develops 

dissatisfaction, frustration and grievances that lead to cynicism (Reichers, Wanous, & 

Austin, 1997).  

Commitment of employees remains the center focus to implement successful change and 

any change initiative without employees‟ support suffers a complete failure (Greenwood 

& Hinings, 1996; Nadler & Tushman, 1995; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). Leaders are 

primary means to modify employee attitudes at individual and organizational level 

(DeCelles, Tesluk, & Taxman, 2013). Literature on organizational change has highlighted 

the role of transformational leadership to influence organizational commitment at the 

time of change (Kotter, 1995; Huy, 2002; Nadler & Tushman, 1995). Less attention has 

been paid on the role of transactional leadership during organizational change. The 
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literature also suggests that role of transactional leadership should be investigated to 

address the research gap (DeCelles, Tesluk, & Taxman, 2013). Among other factors, 

transactional leaders have a paramount importance to implement successful change, 

whereas ignoring this fact can produce cynicism (Wooldridge, Schmid & Floyd, 2008; 

Elias, 2009). Chiaburu, Peng, Oh, Banks, & Lomeli (2013) have proposed that the 

mediating role of cynicism towards change can explore many facts during organizational 

change process. Mediating role of organizational cynicism towards change between 

predictors (transformational leadership and transactional leader) and outcome 

(organizational commitment to change) is a missing ink. By connecting both forms of 

leadership and their impact on organizational commitment to change can explore new 

avenues to understand employee attitudes (Chiaburu, Peng, Oh, Banks, & Lomeli, 2013; 

DeCelles, Tesluk, & Taxman, 2013; Hill, Kang, & Taylor, 2012).  

Hill, Kang, & Taylor, (2012) have recommended that behavioral outcomes of 

organizational commitment to change should be investigated at the time of execution of 

change. The main focus of the research is to investigate impact of both forms of 

leadership on organizational commitment to change with mediating role of organizational 

cynicism towards change, however this study tests change related behaviors (compliance, 

championing and cooperation) as an outcomes of organizational commitment to change 

separately.  

1.3 Problem Statement: 

Literature has established the links among variables of the conceptual model. Few studies 

provide evidences that transformational leadership has significant impact on 

organizational commitment to change and cynicism towards change (Choi 2012; Barton 
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&  Ambrosini, 2013; Chew & Chan, 2008; Lo, Ramayah, & Run, 2010; Dvir, Kass, & 

Shamir, 2004; Konakli, Özyilmaz, & Çörtük, 2013; Kotter, 2002). Less critical efforts 

were made to establish the link between transactional leadership and organizational 

commitment to change. The mediating role of cynicism towards change was never tested 

between two types of leadership (transformational and transactional leadership) and 

organizational commitment to change. The main focus of this study is to investigate that 

what is the impact of two leadership styles (transformational and transactional) on 

organizational commitment to change with a mediating role of organizational cynicism 

towards change. However compliance, championing, and cooperation are the behavioral 

output of organizational commitment to change. This study separately examines the 

behavioral outcomes of organizational commitment to change. To address above 

mentioned research gap following research questions were investigated.  

1.  How do transformational and transactional leadership affect organizational 

commitment during implementation of change program? 

2. What is the role of transformational and transactional leadership to address the 

issue of organizational cynicism towards change?  

3. Does organizational cynicism towards change impact on organizational 

commitment at the time of change? 

4. How organizational cynicism towards change mediates the relationship between 

transformational leadership and organizational commitment to change? 

5. What is the mediating role of organizational cynicism towards change between 

transactional leadership and organizational commitment to change? 
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6. How does organizational commitment to change impact change related behaviors 

(compliance, championing and cooperation)? 

1.4 Research objectives 

Following research objectives have been established for this research study. 

1. To determine the impact of transformational and transactional leadership on 

organizational commitment to change. 

2. To measure the role of transformational and transactional leadership on 

organizational cynicism towards change. 

3. To evaluate the effect of organizational cynicism towards change on 

organizational commitment to change.  

4. To find out the role of transformational leadership and transactional leadership to 

increase organizational commitment to change with a mediating role of 

organizational cynicism towards change. 

5. To investigate the relationship between organizational commitment to change and 

change related behaviors (compliance, championing and cooperation). 

6. To develop and test the model of two leadership styles (transformational and 

transactional leadership) to address the issues of organizational cynicism towards 

change and organizational commitment during implementation of change 

program.  
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1.5 Rationale for the study 

Ability to change is one of the core characteristics to remain successful in a business. To 

keep the pace of change high and to stay competitive in this ever changing world, it is 

important for the workforce to have adaptive attitude and greater organizational 

commitment towards change (Polatcan & Titrek, 2013). There are many drivers of 

change, but leadership is a vital force to facilitate organizational change process and 

develops legitimacy from this cause (Conger, & Kanungo, 1987; Shamir, House & 

Arthur, 1993). Growing evidence in literature explains that role of leadership, their types 

and behavior determine the success or failure of change initiative (Berson & Avolio, 

2004; Bommer, Rich, & Rubin, 2005; Struckman & Yammarino, 2003).  

Literature provide evidence that transformational leadership is the change agent (Burns, 

1978; Podsakoff,. MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990; Bass & Avolio, 1993; 

Walumbwa & Lawler, 2003; Lo, Ramayah, & Run, 2010) but the successful execution of 

the change program is the main responsibility of transactional leader, which is a less 

researched area in the organizational change perspective (DeCelles, Tesluk, & Taxman, 

2013). Change is a risky endeavor and most of change initiatives fail due to emergence of 

employee resistance (Ford & Ford, 2010; Kotter & Schlesinger, 2008). Many studies 

have tried to validate this fact that employee‟s resistance is one of the main sources of 

organizational cynicism (Reichers, Wanous & Austin, 1997; Ford & Ford., 2010; Pardo 

del Val, & Martínez Fuentes, 2003).  

Change efforts may easily fall prey to organizational cynicism (Reichers, Wanous & 

Austin, 1997). A number of studies have been conducted to ascertain the impact of 

organizational cynicism on organizational commitment during organizational change 
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process (Meyer & Allen, 1991; Chiaburu, Peng, Oh, Banks, & Lomeli, 2013; Eaton, 

2000; Tesluk, Vance, & Mathieu, 1999). Transformational and transactional leadership 

promote organizational commitment to change which provides the basis of successful 

execution of organizational change (Meyer, Srinivas, Lal, & Topolnytsky, 2007). There is 

evidence that organizational cynicism towards change mediates the relationship between 

transformational leadership and organizational commitment to change. However, less 

research is available about the mediation between transactional leadership and 

organizational commitment to change.  

The question arises that how two leadership styles (transformational and transactional) 

impact organizational commitment to change with the mediating role of organizational 

cynicism towards change. This research study tests organizational cynicism towards 

change as a mediating variable between transformational and transactional leadership and 

organizational commitment to change in public sector organization. The main 

phenomenon of interest is organizational commitment to change, whereas there are few 

discretionary behaviors (compliance, championing and cooperation) attached with 

organizational commitment to change. This study will also measure these discretionary 

behaviors as an output of organizational commitment to change.  
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Chapter No 2 

Literature Review 

This chapter presents a detailed review of literature about transformational leadership, 

transactional leadership, organizational cynicism towards change, organizational 

commitment to change and change related behaviors. These areas will help to elucidate 

the conceptual framework and related hypotheses of this research study. Each section 

provides valuable literature, which is necessary to achieve the research objectives. 

Relationships between the constructs are adequately supported with the literature. The 

literature review is presented as definitions and related theoretical background of all 

constructs of conceptual model, comprehensive explanation of the dimensions of all 

constructs present in the study. Finally, it also explores the theoretical foundations of 

each hypothesized relationship of the conceptual model.          

2.1 Leadership  

The history of leadership is as old as mankind. The concept of leadership has paramount 

importance in the history of organizations and personnel management (Dinh et al., 2014). 

This concept exists in all cultures, societies and setups. The last five decades have 

witnessed extensive research work on the role of leadership to improve organizational 

management and organizational development (Oyetunji, 2006). A wide range of 

definitions is available in the literature to conceptualize and operationalize leadership. A 

simple definition describes that leader is a person, who influences other to perform and 

achieve common objectives (Pierce & Newstrom, 2006; Bennis, 1959; Trottier, Van Wart, 

& Wang, 2008). Leaders have a social influence on followers to reshape their behaviors 

(Limbare, 2012; Thomas, Martin, & Riggio, 2013). The behaviors are shaped according 
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to the work settings. The goal of this behavior remodeling is to align the worker with 

work strategy (Malos, 2011).  

Teshome, (2011) believes that leaders sometime exercise their power to get the 

cooperation of followers. Leaders also provide a common vision to diverse workforce with 

their positive influence (Choi, 2012; Ruiz, Ruiz, & Martínez, 2011). The power of 

leadership and their vision not only facilities the work strategy, but also convinces the 

followers to concentrate their energies to achieve organizational targets.  

Leadership is a process of developing and promoting the relationship between leaders and 

followers (Hersey & Blanchard, 1984).  In this scenario, definition of leadership is not 

limited to the relationship between leader and follower. Leaders keep in contact with all 

stakeholders of the organization to achieve their desired objectives (Voegtlin, Patzer, & 

Scherer, 2012). This role emerges as a cohesive force, which binds all stakeholders of 

organization together to work for a common goal. In fact, it is an ongoing process, which is 

rooted in the value system of a society. Extensive academic research has given birth many 

leadership theories. As a result of this, leadership has emerged as a legitimate discipline in 

behavioral sciences. Some researchers believe that leadership is the combination of skills and 

behaviors (Bass, Avolio, Jung,  & Berson, 2003; James & Collins, 2008). The influence on 

skills and behavior is helpful to achieve organizational goals (Hersey & Blanchard, 1984). 

Many traits, behaviors and characteristics are assigned to a leader, e.g. influence, power, 

personality, goal achievement etc. (Yukl, 2006). 

 Leadership perform very important role in all context, but this study will investigate it in 

organizational perspective. Leaders have the ability to instill confidence in their followers 

and support them to achieve organizational goals (Gentry & Sparks, 2012). Leadership not 
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only foresees the future, but also gives a sense of mission and direction to the followers. 

It creates an environment of trust, respect and affiliation to motivate subordinates. Out of 

many factors, leadership performs key roles to achieve competitive advantages for 

organizations (Arias-Bolzmann & Stough, 2013). Vaccaro, Jansen, Van Den Bosch, & 

Volberda, (2012) have emphasized that the prime responsibility of a leader is to 

formulate and implement novel ideas that are necessary to enhance profitability of the 

organization.  

The role of leadership is very crucial in organizational change perspective. Today‟s 

organization is quite different from the past (James & Collins, 2008). Organizational 

structures, functions and personnel management has drastically evolved to the new 

heights. Organizations have to face multiple challenges including ready to embrace 

organizational change. Advancement in technology, economic fluctuation, social and 

political uncertainty, legal conditions, scarcity of resources and continuous learning are 

few challenges that compel organizations to get ready for change (Leavy & Mckiernan, 

2009). Nowadays, organizations need leaders, who not only contribute in term of 

knowledge and novel ideas, but have the capacity to take right and meaningful decision 

to implement successful change (Teshome, 2011). The role of a leader is pivotal in the 

process of organizational change (Espedal, 2016). This study emphasizes on the role of 

leadership and its influence during organizational change.  

Literature has the evidence that leadership boost organizational commitment, 

organizational citizenship behavior, organization loyalty and organization performance 

(Tsai & Su, 2011). Leader‟s action positively impacts organizational commitment which 

enhances the loyalty of employees (Stander & Rothmann, 2008). In organizational 
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change settings, the role of leadership enhances motivation of followers to implement 

change program successfully (Yammarino, 2013). Effectiveness of the leadership is the 

key to success for the implementation of an organizational change program (Parris & 

Peachey, 2013). A successful leader always encourages and communicates the change 

strategy to his/her followers to survive in the global market (Fairhurst, & Connaughton, 

2014). Organizations are open system and face internal and external pressures to survive 

in a business environment. Leaders have the responsibility to ensure the survival of the 

organizations by managing all pressures during the change (Voegtlin, 2011). Ahn & 

Ettner, (2014) have the opinion that scope of the leadership‟s definition has extended to 

empathy, dedication and humility. Leaders absorb all internal and external pressures and 

remain ready to face the consequences of their decisions. Leadership is a broader subject 

with multiple types. In this study, the researcher has chosen transformational and 

transactional leadership for further inquiry.  

2.2 Transformational Leadership 

Transformational leadership is a primary variable in this study. This dimension of 

leadership was first presented by Burns (1978). This style of leadership supports the 

followers to achieve organizational objectives by performing extra role beyond general 

expectations (Vega- Vazquez, Cossio, & Martin-Ruiz, 2012). Vila, Perez, & Morillas, 

(2012) have opinion that transformational leadership directs the self-interest of followers, 

which in turn help them to readjust their priorities.  

Transformational leaders present vision of the future, which motivates followers to 

achieve organizational objectives (Nielsen & Daniels, 2012). Followers get the autonomy 

to choose the appropriate path by aligning themselves with the goals of organizations to 
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reach organizational objectives. Transformational leadership better understand the 

strategic objectives of the institution (Berson & Avolio, 2004). This dimension of 

leadership guides the followers to pursue organizational goals by setting aside their 

personal interests.  Literature provides the support that transformational leadership is not 

just a process but a higher level of commitment to achieve organizational goals (Cossin & 

Caballero, 2013; Leithwood & Sleegers, 2006). A transformational leader develops 

stamina in followers to coup up organizational challenges (Givens, 2008). In fact, 

followers seek guidelines and actions from their leaders to complete their job 

assignments. Subordinates always receive broader guidelines from their leaders to 

translate following words, e.g. organizational development, teamwork, values, mission 

and vision (Luft, 2012). Capacity to inspire and transform the expectations of their 

followers with the charisma is the major characteristic of transformational leaders 

(López-Domínguez, Enache, Sallan, & Simo, 2013). This dimension of leadership 

focuses more on the personal side of organizational activities. Leaders with 

transformational capacity remain sensitive about the overall job of the followers and 

provide them direction to complete their tasks. They develop the followers according to 

the mission and visions of organization. 

Transformational leaders teach the followers to use their full potential to maximize 

organizational performance (Marchionni & Richie, 2008; Vecchio, Justin, & Pearce, 

2008). Followers feel more empowered under the supervision of transformational leader 

because they do not only get the inspiration but also the necessary resources to execute 

the job (Nielsen & Daniels, 2012; Barker, 2007). Leaders in this role always provide 

necessary attention to fulfill followers‟ expectations (Bass & Avolio, 1990). 
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Transformational leader inspires their followers and develops plans to achieve the results 

(Zhu, Sosik, Riggio, & Yang, 2012). They try to establish an environment of mutual 

respect and trust to get the full potential of employees (Bowman, 2005; Gialamas & 

Pelonis, 2009; Wis, 2002).  

Transformational leadership stimulates efficacy of the followers (Penava & Šehić, 2014; 

Fullan, 2001). Employees, who feel more comfortable at a job, believe they are aligned 

with the mission of organization. Demir (2008) founds transformational leadership a 

significant influencer on innovative culture. In contrast to transactional leader, 

transformational leaders not only motivate followers, but provide belief and shared values 

to work as a team. It is clear that transformation leaders are not just concerned about 

results, but they are more concerned that how to get those results. It is evident from the 

views of many researchers that transformational leadership inspires and empowers all 

stakeholders to shape a clear vision.  

Gilley, Dixon, & Gilley (2008) believe that transformational leadership is linked to 

organizational change and innovation. Fullan (2001) has advocated that knowledge 

generation and novel ideas are compulsory elements of transformational leader, who want 

to introduce continuous change. Effective transformational leadership, with their best 

knowledge and expertise remain committed to implement change program (Lezotte & 

McKee, 2006). A skilled and seasoned person can perform the role of transformational 

leader to facilitate organizational change program (Sergiovanni, 2007). In the absence of 

this, chances of success of change execution are very low. This dimension of leadership 

develops the capacity in managers to control organizational cynicism, which emerges 

during organizational change. Manager as a transformational leader, by the use of open 
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communication channels, can lower employee‟s cynicism towards change. Employees 

serving under transformational leadership demonstrate a high level of organizational 

commitment and also remain committed to achieve organizational objectives (Walumbwa 

& Lawler, 2003; Bono & Judge, 2003; Avolio, Zhu, Koh, & Bhatia, 2004). This study 

has investigated the role of transformational leadership in organizational change 

perspective. 

Last three decades have witnessed that transformational leadership has provided the 

foundation for many leadership studies (Luft, 2012). There are four factors, which 

become the foundation components of transformational leadership. These components are 

inspirational motivation, idealized influence, intellectual stimulation, and individualized 

consideration (Sahaya, 2012; Shin, Kim, Lee, & Bian, 2012). A research conducted by 

Sellgren, Ekvall, & Tomson (2006) has also identified the same factors of 

transformational leadership. These components of transformational leadership better 

explain its scope. The work of Avolio & Bass (1995) developed the multifactor 

leadership questionnaire (MLQ). This questionnaire discusses in detail the dimensions of 

transformational and transactional leadership in detail. MLQ is considered the most valid 

and reliable scale to measure the leadership dimensions (Church, 2012; Avolio & Bass, 

1995). Few dimensions of transformational leadership with theoretical support are 

explained below in detail.  

Operational Definition of Transformational leadership:  

According to Bass and Avolio (2004), transformational leaders work more closely with 

their followers rather than setting up simple exchanges and agreements. These efforts try 

to achieve superior results as compare to other leadership styles. 
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2.2.1 Inspirational Motivation  

The first dimension of transformational leadership is Inspirational Motivation. 

Inspirational motivation is meant that followers get the motivation about the mission, 

objectives and goals of the organization with meaningful and purposeful work (Bass & 

Riggio, 2006). Transformational leaders provide a platform to the followers to 

demonstrate creativity (Thoman, 2011). Literature has discussed that spirit of team 

members, efforts to challenging goals and employee‟s commitment to achieve the 

organizational mission are key factors of inspirational motivation (Stebbins, 2010; 

Karadag, 2009; Leithwood & Sleegers, 2006; Bowman, 2005; Cross, 2003). Some 

researchers have the views that inspirational motivation develops feelings to achieve 

organizational objectives by putting aside everything (Pounder, 2008; Rowold, 2008).  

 

2.2.2 Intellectual Stimulation  

 

Intellectual stimulation is the trait of transformational leaders, who encourages for 

creativity and gives confidence to their followers to find the solution of problems in a 

novel way (McCallum & O‟Connell, 2009). Leaders with intellectual stimulation, 

encourage their followers to think in unconventional ways and can object on all 

fundamental beliefs and actions (Prieto, 2009; Purvanova, Bono, & Dzieweczynski, 

2006; Bass & Avolio, 2004). Opportunities of brainstorming and probing become a 

source of continuous education and polish the skills of followers (Sugrue, 1998; Amitay, 

Popper, & Lipshitz, 2005). This trait encourages followers to explore new standards of 

quality output (Hung, 2007).  
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2.2.3 Idealized Influence (Behavior and Attributed) 

 

Idealized influence is categorized into two groups. First if idealized influence behavior 

and second is idealized influence attributed. Research identified that idealized influence 

is an attribute and behavior of a leader, who is ready to display sincerity, trust and values 

(Gregory-Mina, 2009). Literature on leadership has a plenty of support as evidence that 

idealized influence is an alternative of admire and trust (Holtz & Harold, 2008; Wis, 

2002). According to Bass & Steidlmeier (1999) trust and Purvanova, Bono, & 

Dzieweczynski (2006) confidence of the leader emerges is due to the characteristic of 

idealized influence. Some researchers have the viewpoint that idealized influence is an 

inspiration, pride and wellbeing in thoughts of employees (Nielsen, Yarker, Brenner, 

Randall, & Borg, 2008; Purvanova, Bono, & Dzieweczynski, 2006). Transformational 

leaders are intellectually motivated and try to think on conventional and non-

conventional ways, this quality is called idealized influence. Followers become more 

dedicated, selfless and loyal due to these admirations and perform above the standards 

(Barker, 2001; Webb, 2007). This factor develops energetic and dedicated followers due 

to transparency and authenticity of leaders (Bass & Steidlmeier, 1999; Gialamas & 

Pelonis, 2009; Stanley, 2008).  

2.2.4 Individualized Consideration  

 

The leaders having individualized consideration are always supportive and pay individual 

attention on their followers. They always listen employee‟s concern and try to address 

them immediately. This in turn develops employees‟ confidence (Avolio, Waldman & 

Yammarino, 1991). Individualized consideration supports every individual separately and 

without any bias (Antonakis, 2001). This dimension displays the concept of respect for 

all individual in the workplace.  According to Bass & Avolio (1990), every person has 
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distinctive and personalized aspiration for their job and life. Literature indicates that 

transformational leaders remain busy to coach, mentor or inspire their followers by 

investing their experiences to make them capable to reach at their maximum potential 

(McCallum & O‟Connell, 2009; Raup, 2008). Expression of appreciation for 

improvement and encouragement to fulfill the objectives is the key to individualized 

consideration (Failla & Scticher, 2008). These leaders give personal time to their 

followers to attain marvelous results (Pounder, 2008). 

Karmel (1978) has defined that operational definition of leadership is based on research 

requirement. This research study has adopted definition of (Avolio & Bass 2004). 

According to this, transformational leadership is a process of influencing the followers in 

which leaders adopt new course of action to face new challenges and opportunities 

(Avolio & Bass 2004).  

2.3 Transactional leadership 

Transactional leadership style is the result of the industrial revolution. It is considered a 

part of operational efficiency, which has attracted the attention of all business schools 

around the world (Hung, 2007). Transactional leadership inspires the followers by 

rewarding them for their performance. It is the most effective and direct leadership style, 

which rewards the followers according to their performance standards (Sahaya, 2012; 

Zhu, Sosik, Riggio, & Yang, 2012). In practice, transactional leaders set standards for 

compliance and take corrective actions if followers fail to achieve the desired objectives. 

The effectiveness of transactional leadership can be short term due to its reward base 

inspiration (Burns, 1978; Sahaya, 2012; Breevaart et al., 2014; Trottier, Van Wart, & 

Wang, 2008; Bass, Avolio, Jung,  & Berson, 2003). Teshome (2011) believes that a 
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transactional leadership tries to deal with all overt and implied relationship with the 

followers (Teshome, 2011). Under such type of leadership, employees perform 

independently. Problem solving does not become a reason to cooperate at the workplace. 

The responsibility of transactional leader is to negotiate with higher management to 

allocate the resources. 

 Leaders provide positive reinforcement and rewards for performance (Cossin & 

Caballero, 2013; James & Collins, 2008). It is a very practical side of leadership because 

its main focus is to achieve specific objectives (Sosik & Dinger, 2007). Judge  & Piccolo 

(2004) believe that transactional leadership grows up under the influence and 

encouragement of transformational leadership. Generally, transactional leaders pay more 

attention on work assignments, set goals, job descriptions and work standards 

(Northouse, 2001). It viewed that transactional leaders perform the accountability of the 

followers whereas reward and punishment is awarded to the staff according to their 

performance (Bass & Riggio, 2006). Two research studies found that transactional 

leadership always pay more attention on cost benefit mechanism (Bass, 1985; Lashway, 

1999). Transactional leadership theories are also proponent of this idea that the 

relationship between leader and follower is based on implicit bargain. Leaders in this role 

translate the policies of the organization and make it clear that certain behavior is linked 

to reward (Luft, 2012). Bass & Avolio (1994) have the views that transactional leaders 

display reactive approach, to address the issues of non-conformance and low standards. 

 Transactional leaders never lose control of the working environment. In a nutshell, 

leaders have the hidden power in rewards and incentive system. This compels the 

subordinates to accept the leaders‟ agenda. Followers of transactional leaders are not 
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expected to innovate in their jobs, whereas leadership reward and recognize their 

achievements on predetermined criteria (Teshome, 2011). The difference between poor 

and effective transactional leadership is that poor leadership do not anticipate problems, 

whereas effective leadership takes appropriate measures and intervene timely (Bass, 

Avolio, Jung,  & Berson, 2003). There are four dimensions of transactional leadership i-e. 

Contingent Reward, Management by Exception (Active) Management by Exception 

(passive) and The Laissez-Faire (Boonyachai, 2011).  

Transactional leaders provide assistance in return of employees‟ efforts to achieve the 

organizational objectives. This exchange is known as contingent reward (Bass & Avolio 

2004; Boonyachai, 2011). When transactional leaders specify the work standards for 

compliance and award punishment for not compliance then this behavior is known as 

Management by Exception (Active)( Boonyachai, 2011). Management by Exception 

(passive) behavior of transactional leader fails to provide goals and organizational 

standards to workers. Leaders remain silent and wait for things to go wrong (Bass & 

Avolio 2004). Laissez-Faire Leadership style allow the workers to make their own 

decisions (Bartol, Tein, Mathew & Martin, 2003). Table 2.1 provides comparison and 

summary of the above cited discussion regarding transformational, transactional 

leadership styles, its dimensions, and their explanations. Following operational definition 

transactional leadership has been adopted for present research study.  

Operational Definition of Transactional leadership 

Transactional leadership displays their role for corrective and constructive transaction 

behavior. Transactional leadership is very much concerned to promote performance level 

(Bass & Avolio 2004).  



  

24 
 

Table 2.1 summary and comparison of transformational and transactional 

leadership styles  

Leadership styles Dimensions of leadership styles Explanation of leadership styles  

Transformational leader 

Inspirational Motivation 

Intellectual Stimulation 

Idealized Influence (Attributed) 

Idealized Influence (Behavior) 

Individualized Consideration 

The leader has a charisma. 

Charisma of a leader focuses on 

belief, values and mission. 

Motivate followers by objectives, 

optimism, and vision. 

Encourage creativity for the 

solution of problem. 

Care, support and Advise 

followers  

Transactional leader 

Contingent reward  

Management by Exception 

(Active) 

Management by Exception 

(Passive) 

Laissez-Faire  

 

Help out for task clarification and 

psychological rewards.  

Active involvement  to 

achieve the goals. 

Leader mediates after mistakes 

have occurred.  

Leaders do not use authority to 

make decisions. Provide 

maximum support in free decision 

making. 
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2.4 Organizational cynicism  

Traces of cynicism can be found back in 4th and 5th century B.C. in ancient Greece 

philosophy. Cynicism was originated from an old Greek word known as “Kyon”, which 

is meant as “Dog” (Dean, Brandes, Dharwadkar, 1998). The Greek cynics of this early 

age desired high moral standards and ridiculed their fellow citizens, who remained busy 

in grab power and wealth (Goldfarb, 1991; Dean, Brandes, Dharwadkar, 1998; Arslan, 

2012). The early philosophers showed their contempt against customs and established 

conventions of society. 

 Cynicism is a specific and general attitude, which shows hopelessness, frustration and 

disillusionment towards a person, group or institution (Andersson, 1997). Nowadays, the 

word cynicism is closely related to suspiciousness, negativity, skepticism and disbelief 

(Erdost, Karacaoğlu, & Reyhanoğlu, 2007). Cynicism is a complex attribute that contains 

all three aspects of behavior (cognitive, affective and behavioral). Cognitive dimension of 

cynicism explains that people have unreliable behaviors, e.g. telling lies and display 

negative tricks, etc. (Dean, Brandes, Dharwadkar, 1998; Brown & Gregan, 2008). People 

with affective dimension not only have negative beliefs but also have negative emotions 

as well (Dean, Brandes, Dharwadkar, 1998). The behavioral dimension of cynicism 

develops pessimism, which leads to complete hopelessness. This tendency can lead to 

abuses, aggressive and critical behavior, which can result in decrease motivation, low 

organizational commitment and more absenteeism (Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 1997; 

Dean, Brandes, Dharwadkar, 1998; Brown & Gregan, 2008).  This emerges due to 

increased perception of unfairness, feeling of biases and distrust in organizations 

(Bommer, Rich, & Rubin, 2005). Most of the researchers have the belief that cynicism is 
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an attitude that is shaped mainly in organizations at the time of change (Davis & Gardner, 

2004; James, 2005; Wanous, Reichers, & Austin, 2000; Pugh, Skarlicki, & Passell, 

2003).  

Employees record their grievances by staying absent from the workplace and finally they 

quit the job. Their work performance is low due to cynicism and low motivation. The last 

decade has witnessed plenty of academic research on cynicism (Johnson & O‟Leary-

Kelly, 2003; Stanley, Myer & Topolnytsky, 2005; Pitre, 2004; Wanous, Reichers, & 

Austin, 2000; Qian, 2007). The direction of these researches was mainly on 

organizational behavior and organizational change (Fleming and Sewell 2002; Wanous, 

Reichers, & Austin, 2000). A poor social exchange relationship between employees and 

different tiers of leadership becomes another source of cynicism (Bordia, Restubog, 

Jimmieson & Irmer, 2011; Bommer, Rıch, Rubın, 2005).  

There are plenty of conceptualizations about cynicism in research literature, but this 

study uses Reichers, Wanous, & Austin (1997)‟s cynicism about organizational change 

for research conceptualization. This form of cynicism is considered more flexible because 

it emerges due to leader‟s behavior and organizational change (Karadag, Kilicoglu, & 

Yilmaz, 2014; Bommer, Rich, & Rubin, 2005). Less participation in decision making, 

lack of communication and lack of information sharing with employees from the higher 

management are some of the reasons for cynicism (Connell & Waring 2002; Brown & 

Cregan 2008; Heracleous, 2000; Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 1997). Personality based 

cynicism is a built-in characteristic of employees. This develops due to weak relationship 

and personal liking and disliking. Individuals having these thoughts and emotions do not 

trust other (Mete, 2013; Polatcan & Titrek, 2013). They feel that the world is not a good 
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place and everybody is dishonest (Turnley & Feldman, 2000; Abraham, 2000). 

Personality based cynicism compels a person to think suspicious even on the positive 

steps taken by an organization or a member of an organization (Meyerson, 1990). 

 People have the expectation that everybody around them is nice, but in reality when they 

experience otherwise, then personality based cynicism emerges (Pitre, 2004; Turner & 

Valentine, 2001). Societal cynicism develops due to violation of social contact between a 

person and society (Kanter & Mirvis, 1989). A social contract between people explains 

that everybody in society is bound to exchange good for good (Qian, 2007). A person 

displaying societal cynicism describes that his/her feelings and expectations were 

compromised by the society. University of Minnesota first time conducted a research to 

measure cynicism from personality characteristics in 1940 (Cook & Medley, 1954). This 

measurement scale was extracted from the Cook and Medley (1954) cynical hostility 

scale. A brief literature review sheds light on the historical and intellectual contribution 

of researchers on organizational cynicism. This chronological ordered literature will 

explain the conceptualization history of cynicism.   

2.4.1 Niederhoffer (1969) 

 
Niederhoffer (1969) was the first researcher, who attempted to determine the effects of 

cynicism. His work tried to determine the level of cynicism in the determinants of 

employment. He projected cynicism a feeling of abhorrence and envy. It is important to 

mention here that Niederhoffer tried to explain cynicism during organizational change. 

Scale developed by Niederhoffer lacks scientific investigation and comprises on open-

ended statements. The aim of entire work to full attention on the police department for 

introduction of the new ethics. It was concluded that the scale cannot be generalized. 



  

28 
 

Instead of all this, Niederhoffer‟s work became the foundation for new development in 

the field of cynicism.  

2.4.2 Kanter and Mirvis (1989) 

 
Kanter & Mirvis (1989) produced one of the finest works on cynicism after Niederhoffer. 

The work of Kanter and Mirvis (1989) makes a distinction between skepticism and 

cynicism. He tried to describe that cynicism and skepticism were often used as 

synonyms, which was a grave misconception. The scale developed by Kanter and Mirvis 

(1989) comprised of seven items, but it also lacked the scientific methodology of scale 

development.  

2.4.3 Reichers, Wanous and Austin (1997) 

 
Reichers, Wanous, & Austin (1997) did a tremendous job by conducting his research on 

the cynicism in a different fashion. He went one step ahead and explained cynicism as a 

potential barrier in the way of organizational change. According to Reichers, Wanous, & 

Austin (1997) cynicism about organizational change is the combination of pessimism and 

incompetence or lazy behavior of leaders at the time of change. His scholarly work also 

tried to bifurcate skepticism from pessimism. In skepticism, the hope to implement 

change remains intact, whereas pessimism finds it impossible.   

2.4.4 Stanley (1998) 

Stanley (1998) tried to define the scale of cynicism on the following basis. This scale is 

dispositional, management and organization change specific. Change specific cynicism 

was defined as the doubt about the success of change program (Stanley, 1998). He 

mentioned that resistance to change and commitment of the employee were the main 
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antecedents to cynicism. He also concluded that organizational change cynicism can also 

impact organizational commitment of employee (Stanley, 1998).   

2.4.5 Organizational Cynicism towards Change 

Researches on organizational cynicism towards change postulate that cynicism during 

change is an essential component of employee‟s attitude (Johnson & O‟Leary-Kelly, 

2003; Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 1997; Stanley, Myer & Topolnytsky, 2005; Bordia, 

Restubog, Jimmieson, & Irmer, 2011). Cynicism towards organizational change is an 

attitude that explains ineffectiveness of change and also describes low faith on the 

planners and implementers of change (Pelit & Pelit, 2014; Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 

1997). Bommer, Rich, & Rubin, (2005) have focused on to identify the  antecedents and 

consequences of Organizational cynicism towards change. The wide range of affects has 

been associated with employee cynicism during change in organizations. Cynical 

employees perceive that change activities are meaningless and people responsible to 

bring these changes are directionless (Pitre, 2004; Barton & Ambrosini, 2013; Wanous, 

Reichers, & Austin, 2000). It has been observed that employees having cynical attitude 

display low level of organizational commitment during organizational change. 

Participative decision making, open communication can reduce resistance at the time of 

implementation of change (Fleming, 2005). If workforce endorses organizational change, 

then its success rate increases. People feed their cynicism of change to others while 

delivering information at the workplace (Barton &  Ambrosini, 2013; Schraeder, Jordan, 

Dennis, & Hoover, 2016).  

The theoretical basis of organizational cynicism towards change started developing in the 

early 1990s with the emergence of expectancy, attitude, social exchange and social 
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motivation theories (James, 2005; Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 1997; Johnson & 

O‟Leary-Kelly, 2003; Eaton, 2000). Employees can react towards change in different 

ways (Piderit, 2000). While examining the reaction of employees during the 

implementation of change, researchers tried to investigate some related phenomenon 

(Peccei, Giangreco, & Sebastiano, 2011). Organizational cynicism towards change is one 

of them. Resistance to change has been used as an interchangeable word to cynicism 

towards change in the literature (Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993; Harris & 

Ogbonna, 1998; Wanous, Reichers, & Austin, 2000; McLoughlin, Badham, & Palmer, 

2005). Resistance to change or cynicism towards change is an explicit behavior approach 

(Sagie, Elizur, & Greenbaum, 1985; Ashforth & Mael, 1998). Lack of consensus and 

unpleasant feelings shape employee behaviors and they can show low engagement and 

poor performance (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; McLoughlin, Badham, & Palmer, 2005; 

Giangreco & Peccei, 2005). This dimension of disagreement is parallel to Herscovitch & 

Meyer‟s (2002) point of view of employee resistance. Employees avoid involvement at 

work place, which can harm championing behavior (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002).  

Resistance to change negatively impacts organizational commitment (Peccei, Giangreco 

& Sebastiano, 2011). It has also negative consequences at workplace e.g. reduced 

organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) (Van Dyne, Graham, & Dienesch, 1994), 

reduced enthusiasm (Wanous, Reichers, & Austin, 1994), and fatigue (Maslach, 2001). 

Organizational cynicism towards change reduces employee satisfaction (Abraham, 2000). 

Hostile practices emerge as a result of cynicism towards change (Johnson & O‟Leary-

Kelly, 2003). Traditional studies have reinforced the idea that cynicism towards change 

breaks the fiber of employees‟ commitment (Cole,  Bruch,& Vogel, 2006). According to 
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the context of present study the definition of Stanley (1998) has been adopted as 

operational definition.  

Operational Definition of Organizational Cynicism towards Change: 

 Stanley (1998) defined change related cynicism as questioning management of 

organization‟s‟ stated motives to implement change program.  

2.5 Organizational change 

Organizational change has attracted the attention of academics, managers and practitioner 

from the last three decades (Pettigrew, Woodman & Cameron, 2001; Heckmann, Steger , 

Dowling, 2016). Organizational change has become the need of the day because of rapid 

development in organizational environment and technology advancement (Cao, Clarke, 

& Lehaney, 2000; Rainey, 2003). The fast changing world requires organizations to be 

innovative and flexible to bring necessary changes in their structures, process and system 

(Piderit, 2000). In spite of all these advancements, researchers have the consensus that 

more than seventy percent of the change initiatives fail during execution (Burnes, 2002; 

Brakman, Garretsen, van Marrewijk & van Witteloostuijn, 2013; Dikova, Rao Sahib & 

van Witteloostuijn, 2010). Reasons for failure of an organizational change program are 

non-alignment of employees with organizational objectives (Brewer & Hensher, 1998; 

Klein, 1996). Lewin (1951) paved the foundation to implement organizational change in 

three steps. The first stage of this model described the change preparedness, which is 

called unfreezing. The second phase was known as implantation phase and this was 

called “change”. The last one was refreezing. This model was for the establishment of 

organizational change gains (Lewin, 1951). Change is not a one way process however it 

can be executed with the cooperation of management and employees. Organizational 
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change is not a fashion but a pure business strategy to compete with competitors in the 

industry (Nafei, 2013).  

Public sector of a country is a major contributor to the economy of a country (Kalyal, 

2009). Western countries have introduced a performance based system in their public 

sector to make it more efficient and less bureaucratic in the early eighties (Barzelay, 

1992; Asquith, 1998). Change program needs heavy amount of resources for its 

successful implementation. The success and failure of change program is based on the 

response, reaction and perception of employees (Huy, 2002). Employees are the major 

stakeholder of organizational change process (Cascio, Young, & Morris, 1997). 

Overlooking this factor can develop heavy resistance, which can jeopardize all efforts 

(Kalyal, 2009). Organizational change has many dimensions, but behavioral change is 

considered the most difficult one in the literature (Tiplic, 2008). Technological 

advancement, working environment, and size of entrepreneur are regarded as structural 

aspects (Woodward, 1965; Lawrence & Lorsch, 1969; Blau, 1970). Employees perceive 

organizational change a bigger threat to their jobs and benefits (Lawrence-Lightfoot, 

2000). This research deals with the behavioral change aspects, which produces cynicism.  

2.5.1 Leadership and organizational change 

The leaders of this century are facing challenges to implement planned change by 

modifying the behaviors of employees to stay competitive in the future (Lippit, Watson, 

& Westley, 1958; Heckmann, Steger , Dowling, 2016). Although planning phase of the 

change is critical however, its implementation is more crucial than the former (Battilana, 

Gilmartin, Sengul, Pache, & Alexander, 2010). Researchers have profound interest in 

exploring the relationship between characteristics of leadership and organizational 
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change (Bass, 1999; House & Aditya, 1997; Yukl, 2006). Leaders are more responsible 

for success and failure of organizational change initiative than any other factor (Berson & 

Avolio, 2004; Eisenbach, Watson, & Pillai, 1999; Higgs & Rowland, 2005; House, 

Spangler, & Woycke, 1991).  

Generally, there are two types of organizational change; first is planned or intention 

based and the second is unplanned or by chance change. A planned change program is a 

well deliberated and designed to achieve specific results (Lippit, Watson & Westley, 

1958). Researchers believe that organizational change is a complex process (Armenakis 

& Bedeian, 1999; Bommer, Rich, & Rubin, 2005; Howell & Higgins, 1990; Van de Ven 

& Poole, 1995). Leaders develop the legitimacy for organizational change and 

organizational commitment (Conger & Kanungo, 1987). An effective leadership foresees 

the negative consequences of change initiative and try to resolve it with full zeal (Conger 

and Kanungo, 1987). Bommer, Rich, & Rubin (2005) have the opinion that 

transformational leadership is more effective to design and implement organizational 

change. In more clear words, transformational leadership develop capacity in followers to 

adopt the change related pressures. Followers remain more receptive towards 

transformational leadership during change (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 

1990). Literature linking transformational leadership to organizational change has always 

predicted positive outcomes (Bass, Avolio, Jung, & Berson, 2003). Transformational 

leaders give a strong vision of optimism to facilitate organizational change (Bommer, 

Rıch, Rubın, 2005). Transformational leaders try to decrease turnover intentions of 

employees and increase organizational citizenship behavior at the time of change (Seltzer 

& Bass, 1990; Bycio, Hackett, & Allen, 1995; Judge & Piccolo, 2004; Podsakoff, 
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MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000). Brenner (2008) has stated that individuals are the 

best lever for change, whereas administration and leaders can help to reduce change 

resistance. Graetz (2000) states that a strong and efficient management is mandatory for 

implementation of organizational change. Some authors have emphasized that it is the 

authority, not the popularity of a leader that makes his role more effective to execute 

organizational change (Steers, Porter, & Bigley, 1989; Nadler & Tushman, 1995). Tichy 

& Devanna (1986) revealed that change vision and methodology of a leader is a critical 

factor in organizational change perspective. Employees feel very comfortable about the 

change process, if their concerns are addressed by the leaders (Caldwell, 2003). This also 

develops a belief in employees about their valued position in the organizational change 

process.   

2.6 Organizational commitment  

Organizational commitment is the desire of an employee to show his/her attachment with 

an organization (Sani, 2013). Organizational commitment describes that employees put 

extra efforts for the benefit of organization (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979). Employees 

with higher organizational commitment stay for a long time with the organizations and 

exhibit more job involvement and job satisfaction (Harrison, Newman, & Roth, 2006; 

Meyer, Stanley,  Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky,2002). Literature has found at least three 

main approaches to measure organizational commitment. Mowday, Steers & Porter 

(1979) presented the first approach as organizational commitment questionnaire. O‟ 

Reilly & Chatman (1986) produced second approach, which is 

Identification/Internalization Typology for organizational commitment. Three 

Component Model of commitment is the third endeavor of Meyer & Allen (1991). Out of 



  

35 
 

these approaches of organizational commitment, Three Component Model is widely 

accepted in the organizational commitment research (Cohen, 2007; Greenberg & Baron, 

2003; Solinger, vanOlffen, & Roe, 2008). Three component model conceptualizes 

organizational commitment from the existing research literature. It is argued in the 

following research that organizational commitment develops a sense of belongingness 

with an organization and thereby reduces turnover intension of employees (Allen & 

Meyer, 1990; Meyer & Allen, 1991). Organizational commitment has three components; 

affective commitment, continuance commitment, and normative commitment (Meyer & 

Allen, 1991). 

2.6.1 Affective commitment: 

Affective commitment is the emotional affiliation, involvement and identification of 

employees in an organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997). According to Meyer & Allen 

(1991) affective commitment develops a desire to stay with the organization. Employees 

having an affective commitment with an organization perceive that their job relationship 

is aligned with the goals and values of the organization (Beck & Wilson, 2000). Affective 

commitment is also explained as an attitude of employees towards the organization that 

expresses the identity of the individuals with the organization (Sheldon, 1971). Literature 

defines that affective commitment emerges, when the goals of organization and 

employees become congruent (Hall, 1970). It has been viewed that affective commitment 

develops in employees for their personal goals (Buchanan, 1974). Research has observed 

that some employees put extra efforts for the sake of expected reward and this activity is 

translated into affective commitment (Katz, 1964). It has been further researched that 

importance of workplace, workers‟ collaboration, goal clarity, participation in decision 
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making, challenging job and feedback are the factors, which improve affective 

commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997). Beck & Wilson (2000) have defined that affective 

commitment is the result of identification with the organization‟s core values.   

2.6.2 Continuance commitment: 

The second component of organizational commitment is continuance commitment. 

Continuance commitment is the awareness of employees about the cost, which is 

associated for leaving the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997). Another research supports 

this argument that employees get the gains to participate in organizational activities and 

pay the cost for leaving the organization (Katz, 1964). Every employee calculates the cost 

and risk attached for leaving the organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997). Employees, having 

primary link with the organization, stay longer at the jobs (Meyer & Allen, 1991). 

Continuance commitment is a structural phenomenon because employees invest their 

lives and time in organizations (Hrebiniak & Alutto, 1972). Meyer,  Srinivas, Lal, & 

Topolnytsky (2007) postulated another view that employees‟ poor alternatives for 

switching jobs and investment in the organization, force them to stay loyal with the 

organization. The time spent in organization by employees is one of the biggest 

Investments (Beck & Wilson, 2000; Mguqulwa, 2009). 

2.6.3 Normative commitment:  

Normative commitment is the third dimension of organizational commitment. This is the 

voluntary act or obligation of employees to stay with the organization (Meyer & Allen, 

1997). Internal beliefs and sense of obligation compel employees to stay in organization 

(Allen & Meyer, 1990). Normative commitment is the decision of employees to stay in 

an organization without caring much about expected good and privileges (Marsh & 
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Mannari, 1977). The strength of normative commitment is based on the rules that both 

stakeholders will care each other (Lles, &Suliman, 1998). This reciprocal obligation is 

stemmed in social exchange theory, which postulates that a benefit received under a 

normative obligation has to repay the benefit at some other time (McDonald & Makin, 

2000). Mguqulwa (2009) has concluded that employees benefit organization by their 

association and affiliation. 

2.7 Organizational commitment to change  

Operational Definition of Organizational commitment to change: Organizational 

commitment to change is defined as a mindset or a force that binds an individual with the 

course of action, which is essential for successful implementation of change program 

(Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993). Researchers have emphasized that organizational 

commitment to change is one of many prominent factors necessary to carry out 

organizational change (Coetsee, 1999; Kotter, 1995; Pitts, 2006). Committed employees, 

with their enthusiasm and hard work make the change process successful (Conner & 

Patterson, 1982). Lack of commitment creates disaster for organizational change 

(Armenakis, & Bedeian, 1999; Conner & Patterson, 1982). Cohen (2007) has concluded 

that employee commitment to change eliminates resistance, which is a main hurdle to 

introduce change strategies. A positive inclination for change activities is a sign of 

organizational commitment to change in the workforce (Kalyal, 2009; Herscovitch & 

Meyer, 2002; Nadler & Tushman, 1995). This construct can be operationalized with 

involvement of employee‟s loyalty, willingness to put maximum efforts in change 

program and desire to achieve organizational goals (Batemen & Organ, 1983). 

Herscovitch & Meyer (2002) made the first endeavor to test and validate the construct of 
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organizational commitment to change. Just like organizational commitment, 

organizational commitment to change has also three dimensions i-e. affective, normative 

and continuance commitment to change (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993; Herscovitch and 

Meyer 2002). Herscovitch & Meyer (2002) has proposed three component model of 

commitment to change.  Affective commitment to change explains the desire to support 

change process, continuance commitment to change describes cost associated with 

change and normative commitment to change is the moral obligation to support change 

(Jaros, 2010; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Pitts, 2006). Cumming & Worley (2009) has 

described two critical stages of organizational commitment to change. In the first stage, 

determination of permanent employees and core group is essential to plan it. Second 

stage requires employees‟ commitment to gain the momentum to implement change. 

Conner & Patterson (1982) developed a three step model, which explained the process of 

building commitment of employees for implementation of organizational change. Later 

on, Beckhard (1988) has proposed a similar model of organizational commitment to 

change. Coetsee (1999) has examined employees‟ resistance and employees‟ 

commitment as important factors in his change commitment model. This model 

suggested four phases of organizational commitment to change. First phase suggested 

employees‟ positive attitude towards change. Second and third phase described 

cooperation, and active participation respectively. The final phase represented the shared 

vision of the change, knowledge of the change, recognition, reward and empowerment. 

The above models emphasized that without employees‟ commitment, change is not 

possible. Commitment to change produces focal and discretionary behaviors (Herscovitch 
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& Meyer, 2002). These behaviors are the consequences of change efforts. Compliance is 

the byproduct of continuous commitment to change and it is known as focal behavior.  

2.8 Change related behaviors (Compliance, Championing, cooperation) 

Compliance is a discretionary behavior adopted by employees in the wake of 

organizational change initiative (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). During change, this 

behavior emerges with hesitation. Employees show compliance to job related protocols 

and job description (Katz, 1964). According to Katz and Kahn (1966) compliance 

behavior accelerates the performance of an organization.  

Operational Definition of Compliance 

Compliance means to demonstrate full support for organizational change initiative 

(Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). 

 Organizational Citizenship Behavior (OCB) is one of extra-role behaviors needed to 

increase organizational performance. Organ (1988) has termed OCB as voluntary 

behavior of employees, which is not governed by the accepted reward system of 

organization. Organizational Citizenship Behavior can be termed as championing 

behavior (Organ & Ryan, 1995; Kalyal, 2009). Championing behavior makes employees 

ready to put extra efforts for efficiency and effectiveness of the organization. Some 

researchers have the viewpoint that organizational citizenship behavior is the superior 

efforts of employees to achieve organizational objectives (Bateman & Organ, 1983; 

Erturk, 2007). Championing employee behavior is associated with organizational 

commitment to change (Kalyal, 2009). Championing and cooperation employee 

behaviors have elements of sacrifice (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). The importance of 

OCB or championing has long been recognized by the leaders (Smith, Organ, & Near, 
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1983). Championing explains extreme support and enthusiasm for organizational change 

initiative (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002).  

Operational Definition of Championing 

Championing is a change related behavior that deems necessary for organizational 

change initiative (Cunningham, 2006). 

Operational Definition of Cooperation: Cooperation means that employees express full 

support for the change program and try to dedicate their energies to achieve 

organizational objectives (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). Affective commitment, 

continuance commitment and normative commitment have significant and positive 

relationship with compliance behavior (Kalyal, 2009). More trust increases cooperation at 

workforce to validate the organizational change decision, but the cooperation is 

associated with foreseeable benefits in organizational change (Dirks & Ferrin, 2001). 

Cooperation behavior has a positive relationship with organizational commitment during 

the change (Kalyal, 2009).  

2.9 Leadership and organizational commitment to change 

A rich literature provides evidences about the relationship of leadership and 

organizational commitment to change (Ford & Ford  2010; Choi 2012; Barton &  

Ambrosini, 2013).  Leadership has always been considered a central element to promote 

organizational commitment to change and develops ownership for this program (Meyer, 

Srinivas, Lal, & Topolnytsky, 2007; Mowday et al., 1982; Shamir, House & Arthur, 

1993). All tiers of leadership have equal role to address the issue of organizational 

commitment change (van Knippenberg, van Knippenberg & Bobbio, 2008; Conger & 

Kanungo, 1987; Floyd & Wooldridge 1992; Shamir, House & Arthur, 1993). 
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Transformational leadership can shape organizational commitment of subordinates in 

various important ways at the time of change execution (Chew & Chan, 2008; Lo, 

Ramayah, & Run, 2010; Dvir, Kass, & Shamir, 2004; Walumbwa, Orwa,  Wang & 

Lawler, 2005). Transformational leadership fuels new spirit and collective vision in 

followers to strengthen organizational commitment to change in the early change process 

(Hill, Seo, Kang, & Taylor, 2012).   

Transactional leaders perform more crucial duty to promote Job satisfaction, whereas 

organizational commitment to change and motivation bring successful change 

(Wooldridge, Schmid & Floyd, 2008; Elias, 2009). Strong working relationship between 

managers and employees builds healthy organization relationship (Avolio, Zhu, Koh, & 

Bhatia, 2004; Walumbwa, Wang, Lawler, & Shi, 2004) and positive attitude of a  

manager leads to organizational commitment to change (Walumbwa, Wang, Lawler, & 

Shi, 2004).  

Leaders are more helpful to reduce the concerns of their fellow employees and followers 

(Hill, Seo, Kang, & Taylor, 2012). This leads to increase employee commitment. Limsila 

& Ogunlana (2007) have the opinion that transformational leadership is more suitable and 

reliable for organizations and employees‟ interests at the time of change (Limsila & 

Ogunlana, 2007).  

It is widely researched that transformational leadership is the cohesive force and 

generates organizational commitment to change during change, whereas transactional 

leadership lacks this characteristic (Bommer, Rich, & Rubin, 2005; Bono & Judge, 

2003).  Some studies concluded that transactional leadership had little impact on 

organizational commitment to change (Hayward, Goss & Tolmay, 2004; Rad & 
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Yarmohammadian, 2006). Managers with transformational style always concentrate on 

the bigger picture and try to foster employees‟ commitment in the same fashion (Keskes, 

2014; Lumley, Coetzee, Tladinyane & Ferreira, 2011). However, on the other side, 

transactional leaders try to encourage their followers by providing clear guidelines about 

the task and jobs (Berson & Avolio, 2004). More efforts of a leader promote a higher 

level of commitment, which results in increased productivity and profitability of the 

organization (Marmaya, Hitam, Torsiman & Balakrisham, 2011; Mclaggan, 

Bezuidenhout, & Botha, 2013; Keskes, 2014; Mclaggan, Bezuidenhout, & Botha, 2013). 

Affective commitment to change has a moderate positive correlation with the dimensions 

of transformational leadership (attribute of idealized influence, behavior of idealized 

influence, intellectual stimulation, and inspirational motivation) (Den Hartog, Van 

Muijen & Koopman 1997; Mclaggan, Bezuidenhout, & Botha, 2013).  

The dimension of transactional leader (contingent reward) is also effective to promote 

organizational commitment to change (Mclaggan, Bezuidenhout, & Botha, 2013; 

Chandna & Krishnan, 2009). Leaders having passive attitude impact organizational 

commitment to change inversely (Mclaggan, Bezuidenhout, & Botha, 2013; Bass & 

Riggio, 2006; Hung, 2007; Teshome, 2011).  

2.10 Leadership and cynicism 

 Wu, Neubert, & Xiang Yi, (2007) have concluded a negative relationship between 

transformational leadership and cynicism. Leadership affects the cynical behaviors of 

employees to lessen the gravity of cynicism for the sack of productivity (Lane, Corwin & 

Monahan, 1967; Polatcan & Titrek, 2013). Kotter (2002) has found a broader relationship 
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between the role of leadership and cynicism. He has the opinion that leader can reduce 

cynicism to facilitate organizational change. Absence of the leadership role at the time of 

change can push the entire change process towards absolute failure (Konakli, Özyilmaz, 

& Çörtük, 2013; Kotter, 2002). Transformational leaders reduce employee cynicism 

towards change because this type of leadership provides their followers vision and 

intellectual stimulation (Bass & Avolio, 1990, Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Moorman, & 

Fetter, 1990). Transformational leaders communicate optimism and enhance their 

understanding about change related efforts and practices, which in turn reduce 

organizational cynicism towards change (Bommer, Rıch, & Rubın, 2005; DeCelles, 

Tesluk, & Taxman, 2013). Leaders and managers can reduce the level of cynicism by 

introducing fairness at all levels (Simha, Elloy & Huang, 2014). Change initiatives fail 

during the implementation phase because transactional leaders do not get fully engage in 

this process; overlooking this fact can result in cynicism (Wooldridge, Schmid & Floyd 

2008; Elias, 2009; Avey, Hughes, Norman, & Luthans, 2008).  

The prime duty of a leader is to challenge the status quo and put maximum efforts to 

reduce cynicism, which can cause irreparable loss to the organizational change program 

(Avey, Hughes, Norman, & Luthans, 2008). In case transactional leaders have developed 

cynicism then they pay less attention on employees‟ feedback and overall performance of 

the organization. Even leaders and middle managers, who are the prime capital of 

organizations, do not show inclination towards change related activities after indulging in 

cynical attitudes (Rabiea, Karimia, & Sadighc 2016; Atwater,Waldman, Atwater, & 

Cartier, 2000). Transformational leadership provides an articulate pattern to implement 

organizational change strategies by reducing organizational cynicism (Bommer, Rıch, & 
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Rubın, 2005). The leaders having more knowledge of the subject are respected at all 

levels and become a mean to promote organizational change successfully (Reichers, 

Wanous, & Austin, 1997). Werther (2003) concluded that resistance, most of the time, is 

not based on logic during organizational change. This situation calls for leaders to collect 

large amounts of data and arguments based on rationale in favor organizational change. 

Affective influence of a leader can work better to reduce cynicism than cognitive 

approaches (Rabiea, Karimia, & Sadighc 2016; Fox & Amichai-Hamburger, 2001). 

 Leader as a role model becomes a credible source to eliminate cynicism towards change 

(Hovland, Janis, & Kelley, 1953). In case, managers fail to serve the stated objectives of 

change, then employees hold cynical beliefs against leaders and organization (Andersson, 

1996). Supervisory leadership, generally known as transactional leadership, closely 

works with employees. This leadership style understands more appropriately the positive 

and negative emotions of workforce and helps to lessen the gravity of cynicism during 

organizational change (Cole, Bruch, & Vogel, 2006; Gkorezis, Petridou, & Xanthiakos, 

2014; Aydin, Sarier, & Uysal; 2013). Sluss & Ashforth (2008) found a strong and salient 

bond between managers and subordinates in the workplace. It is a strong belief that 

supervisory managers can promote a positive image of the organization by improving 

employee attitude during change.  

Trust is negatively associated with organizational cynicism (Erdost, Karacaoğlu, & 

Reyhanoğlu, 2007; Thomas, Martin, & Riggio, 2013). Similarly, mistrust is also a belief 

component of cynicism that becomes the foundation of cynicism (Andersson & Bateman; 

1997). Leadership provides opportunities of development and tolerates the deficiencies of 

their subordinates. The tolerance behavior of a leader can deter cynicism (Hemphill & 
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Coons, 1957; Polatcan & Titrek, 2013). Organizational cynicism is one the byproduct of 

intolerance (Davis & Gardner, 2004; Kabadayi, 1982). Wu, Neubert,  & Xiang (2007) 

conducted very important research to investigate the connections between 

transformational leadership and employee organizational cynicism. This research study 

validates the fact that transformational leadership develops harmony in groups. 

Perception of harmony further strengthens a relationship that can reduce organizational 

cynicism (Erdost, Karacaoğlu, & Reyhanoğlu, 2007; Tokgöz & Yılmaz, 2008).  

2.11 Organization cynicism and organizational commitment to change 

Organizational commitment to change has three facets i-e affective, normative and 

continuance   commitment to change, which are closely related to organizational 

cynicism (Meyer & Allen, 1991). Persons, having high level of organizational cynicism, 

display a distrustful attitude and negative affect towards their organizations 

(Chiaburu, Peng, Oh, Banks, & Lomeli, 2013). Organizations always build a relationship 

of trust by promoting the interests of their employees. Organizational cynicism comes on 

surface, when employees experience low level of organizational commitment (Eaton, 

2000). Research has validated that there is a negative correlation between organizational 

cynicism and organizational commitment (Tesluk, Vance, & Mathieu, 1999). Employees 

experience more organizational cynicism due to lack of organizational commitment and 

this behavior creates hurdle in the execution of organizational change. Although, 

cynicism negatively impacts commitment of employees but this is not the sole factor, 

which can deteriorate commitment and organizational performance (Dean, Brandes, 

Dharwadkar, 1998). Organizational cynicism and organizational commitment have a 
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negative association to each other because cynicism produces negative sentiments and 

these sentiments never impact positively on commitment (Niederhoffer, 1967). 

Wanous, Reichers, & Austin (2000) have argued that cynicism about organizational 

change is linked with many negative behavioral consequences, which include the feeling 

of leaving the job, low commitment and low productivity. Employees having a cynical 

attitude show less commitment to the organizations and eventually leave the job 

(Aküzüm, 2014; Bommer,  Rıch, & Rubın, 2005). Cynicism impacts negatively on 

organizational commitment and organizational performance. Individuals with high 

cynicism do less hard work and show little motivation (Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 

1997). A cynical attitude leads employees towards isolation and causes adverse effect on 

organizational commitment and organizational citizenship behavior (Brandes, 1997; 

Abraham, 2000). There are two types of cynics, one who believes in the value of change 

and second who questions it and has serious reservations. Organizational cynicism 

towards change negatively impacts employee commitment, particularly on employee 

affective commitment (Stanley, 1998). Some researchers relate skepticism with cynicism 

in its meanings and operationalization. Later on, Kanter & Mirvis (1989) carried out their 

scholarly work to differentiate these two concepts. Skepticism explains a doubt to gain 

the success in any effort but a ray of hope remains alive. Probability of success always 

alive but margin is very low. Stanley (1998) has rightly said that skepticism negatively 

impacts on the affective commitment of employees involved in the organizational change 

process. Cynicism towards change impacts positively to continuance commitment to 

change but there are other variables, which also impact it at the same time. A causal 

relationship between cynicism towards change and continuance commitment cannot be 
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established (Aküzüm, 2014; Stanley, 1998). Cynicism towards change is negatively 

related to normative commitment. The basic assumption behind this argument is that 

employees do not feel their moral binding to cooperate with management to make 

organizational change successful (Stanley, 1998).  

2.12 Organizational Commitment to change and change related 

behaviors 

Organizational commitment is a binding force for employees in organizations. However, 

it is more important to examine the impact of organizational commitment to change on 

the behaviors of employees. In other words, the consequences to organizational 

commitment to change on the work related behaviors determine the success of change 

initiative (Kalyal, 2009). Although, commitment to change has an inordinate importance, 

but the behaviors of employees during change determine the pace of change (Herscovitch 

& Meyer, 2002). The success of the change program is based on the behaviors of 

employees, which are the consequence of organizational commitment (Kalyal, 2009).  

Early researches of organizational commitment focused on employee retention as a first 

consequence, whereas, organizational citizenship behavior and employee performance 

were regarded the secondary consequences (Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993; Herscovitch & 

Meyer, 2002).  

Compliance is another important consequence of organizational change and absence of 

this factor may leads to resistance to change (Meyer & Herscovitch (2001). In the 

presence of these behaviors, employees put their efforts beyond the expectation of 

management to achieve organizational change objectives (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). 

Katz (1964) argued that organizations cannot survive without the endorsement of OCB of 
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its employees. The importance of this factor increases multifold during organizational 

change (Kalyal, 2009). Championing is an extraordinary change related behavior, which 

ensures the success of organizational change initiative (Cunningham, 2006). Compliance 

emerges from continuance commitment to change, which is essential for successful 

implementation of change (Kalyal, 2009). In organizational change literature, compliance 

remains positively correlated with all three components of organizational commitments 

(Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). Organization cynicism adversely affects citizenship 

behavior (Abraham, 2000; Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Brandes & Das, 2006). Literature 

validates its findings that cynical behavior reduces the organizational commitment and 

adversely impacts championing behavior (Abraham, 2000). These employees‟ behaviors 

determine the pattern of success of organizational change program (Kalyal, 2009). 

According to Herscovitch & Meyer (2002), championing behavior is more important than 

cooperation because of devotion factor. Championing requires from employees to 

become proactive and selfless to execute organizational change (Kalyal, 2009). 

Championing behavior is indispensable for successful implementation of organizational 

change initiative (Cunningham, 2006). 

 Three dimensions of commitment to change were tested with compliance behavior in a 

research setting, which showed positive results (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). Research 

has concluded that compliance behavior is a basic requirement for development and 

maintenance of organizational membership (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002). During 

organizational change employees demonstrate continuance commitment and compliance 

for their job security. Apart from this, affective and normative commitment to change has 

a positive impact on the cooperation and championing behavior (Organizational 



  

49 
 

Citizenship Behavior), whereas continuance commitment to change has a negative impact 

on both discretionary behaviors (Kalyal, 2009). Moreover, compliance behavior enhances 

organizational performance (Evans & Walter, 2005; Combs, Liu, Hall, & Ketchen, 2006). 

2.13 Theoretical foundation for research study on cynicism towards 

change and leadership 
 

Pakistan inherited powerful bureaucratic public sector from colonial India. The efficiency 

of these institutions was not up to the mark since its inception. Inefficiency and 

corruption has further deteriorated the performance of the organizations. Many civil 

service reforms were introduced to improve the efficiency of these departments (Bashir, 

2011). 

Public sector of Pakistan has similar problems like other developing countries of the 

world. With the passage of time private sector strengthen its roots and efficiency and 

productivity also increased. To improve the performance of public sector organizations 

many programs were planned and implemented with the help of Asian Development 

Bank, International Monetary Fund and World Bank (Kalyal, 2009). Organizational 

change is perceived as a major threat to employees. Most of the change programs could 

not succeeded due to resistance and organizational politics. According to Pettigrew 

(2014) internal politics and disagreement between change recipients damage the change 

program. This further gives birth to organizational cynicism. Employees in public sector 

of Pakistan are highly cynical about organizational change. There are many factors, 

which lead to this phenomenon. However the role of leadership is found highly critical to 

address this issue. Keeping the importance of these factors, it is very important to 

research this issue in public sector of Pakistan.  
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2.13.1 Leader-Member Exchange Theory (LMX) 

LMX theory suggests that the effectiveness of leadership is determined by the 

relationship of leaders and subordinates (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). This theory explains 

that leaders develop a different relationship with their subordinates and these 

relationships differ in quality (Graen & Scandura, 1987). LMX is regarded as an 

important theory for efficiency and effectiveness in organizations (Northouse, 2001). 

This theory emphasizes to empower both leaders and members that pave the way to 

achieve organizational goals (Harris, Wheeler, & Kacmar, 2009). LMX is related to 

positive outcomes in organizations and emphasizes the importance of communication 

between leadership and followers (Harris, Wheeler, & Kacmar, 2009; Northouse, 2010; 

Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). A good quality relationship of leader and followers is based on 

reciprocity (Bader, 2008). If the followers have a low quality exchange with their leaders 

then a cynical attitude can emerge (Davis & Gardner, 2004). Negative communication 

increases organizational cynicism and high LMX reduce it (Wilkerson, Evans, & Davis, 

2008; Gkorezis, Petridou, & Xanthiakos, 2014). A positive LMX can restore trust factor, 

which can also reduce organizational cynicism. This theory provides the basis to study 

cynicism between leaders and followers exchange in organizations.  

2.13.2 Social Exchange Theory 

Social exchange theory is considered to be the most important theory for 

conceptualization of organizational cynicism (Johnson & O‟Leary-Kelly, 2003). 

Employees make social exchange between each other because of self-interest and mutual 

dependency (Hochwarter, James, Johnson & Ferris, 2004). Social exchange theory also 

explains that people establish relationship to one another because they believe that this 
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relationship will reward them (Blau, 1964). Blau‟s theory of exchange is based on two 

basic assumptions that exchange is mutual and reciprocity, whereas trust is the factor to 

earn a high quality relationship. In social exchange theory people make their cost benefit 

analysis during the relationship (Homans, 1961). Social exchange is viewed as the 

voluntary action of the employees that keep them motivated by the hope of expectation of 

the returns associated with their actions (Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 2002) Here, it is very 

important to mention that people have the beliefs and expectations of future return but 

that return is never specified in advance. Research on social exchange theory focuses 

relationship of employees and its effect on behaviors and attitude at the work place. 

Cynicism is the negative attitude, which emerges due to low quality relationship of social 

exchange. Cynicism can also be regarded as the violation of social exchange at the time 

of employment (Johnson & O‟Leary-Kelly (2003). In a nutshell, cynicism is the 

byproduct of violation of promises to the employees and violation of general and specific 

expectations. This situation leads to lower the employee commitment. Apart from 

leadership, this theory suggests that cynicism developed due to social exchange between 

members of organization should be studied.   

2.13.3 Attribution Theory 

The research on cynicism about organizational change heavily relied on the 

attribution theory. Kelly (1973) argued that attribution theory explains the phenomenon 

of causes of specific events and outcomes as a result of them. This theory explains 

attributions based on causal assessments involve interpreting complex and unexpected 

events without the presence of specific agent (Hamilton, 1980; Lord & Smith, 1983). By 

the use of attribution advances, major players in a work setting can get maximum 
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performance. In organizational setups responsibility is mainly attributed to the leadership. 

This responsibility measures how leadership produces the same results by behaving 

differently (Lord & Smith, 1983; Pfeffer, 1977). Attributions of personal characteristics 

involve gender, race, culture and professional background (Lord & Smith, 1983). 

Attribution theory can be applied to organizational cynicism to understand causes and 

outcomes of an employee‟s behavior. For example, an employee can assume that 

organizational efforts will not benefit him and the management is not competent. So this 

perception produces cynicism which adversely impacts organizational commitment 

(Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 1997). Organizational change is always implemented to 

bring improvement in the organizational performance. However, employees perceive 

many unknown outcomes from this change. This phenomenon produces organizational 

cynicism. In a nutshell the attribution theory provides basis to study cynicism at the time 

of organizational change. 

The main phenomenon of interest of this study is organizational commitment to 

change. There is only one novel mediating variable between two leadership styles and 

organizational commitment to change in the model.  Due to this reason parallel mediation 

of organizational cynicism towards change was tested. Whereas serial mediation is 

required to be tested when model has more than one mediating variables (Hayes, & 

Preacher, 2014).  
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2.14 Research Model and Hypotheses Development: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2.1: A conceptual model of research study 

Following hypotheses based on literature review have been developed by researcher.                

H1: Transformational leadership positively affects organizational commitment to 

change 

H2:  Transactional leadership positively affects organizational commitment to change 

H3: Transformational leadership negatively affects organizational cynicism towards 

change 

H4: Transactional leadership negatively affects organizational cynicism towards 

change 

H5: Organizational cynicism towards change negatively affects organizational 

commitment to change 

H6: Organizational cynicism towards change mediates the relationship between 

transformational leadership and organizational commitment to change 
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H7: Organizational cynicism towards change mediates the relationship between 

transactional leadership and organizational commitment to change 

H8a: Organizational commitment to change is positively related to employee change 

related behavior (compliance) 

H8b: Organizational commitment to change is positively related to employee change 

related behavior (championing)  

H8c: Organizational commitment to change is positively related to employee change 

related behavior (cooperation)  

2.15 Summary of second chapter 
 

This chapter discussed in detail the definitions of transformational leadership, 

transactional leadership, organizational commitment to change, organizational cynicism 

and change related behaviors (compliance, championing and cooperation). The above 

section provided evidence that transformational and transactional leadership increased 

organizational commitment and reduced organizational cynicism at the time of change. 

However literature also emphasized that the mediating role of cynicism between 

leadership styles and organizational commitment to change must be explored. Plenty of 

researches proved that organizational commitment to change positively impact change 

related behaviors.  
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Chapter No. 3 

 
This cross sectional research study investigates the impact of two leadership styles on 

organizational commitment to change and organizational cynicism towards change. 

Mediating role of cynicism towards change is also tested between two leadership styles 

and organizational commitment to change. The methodology is designed to achieve the 

research objectives. This chapter comprises on research paradigm, research design, 

description of population, sampling procedure, description of statistical tools, explanation 

of survey questionnaire, detail of demographics, pilot testing and ethical consideration.      

3.1 Methodology 

 
The main objective of this chapter is to define appropriate research methodology for this 

study. Quantitative data were collected from three public sector organizations. This is a 

cross sectional study because data from the respondents has been collected only once. 

The cross sectional research design is very useful because data from a large number of 

respondents can be collected in a very short time span (Nwokeocha, 2015). Another 

reason for application of cross sectional design is to investigate the cynical behaviors of 

employees during change execution. These cynical behaviors emerge at the time of 

change and portray the real apprehensions, skepticism and suspiciousness about the 

program.   

3.2 Research paradigm 

 
The paradigm can be defined as rational assumptions and propositions, which discovers 

thoughtful process in research (Bogdan & Biklen 1997). These paradigms establish 

principles and basic rules to formulate a research framework (Ticehurst & Veal 2000). 
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These contain research methodology, assumptions and conceptual model (Kreuger & 

Neuman, 2006).  

3.3 Research paradigms of organizational science 
 

Ontology and epistemology help the researchers to select the research methods and 

methodology. Ontology expresses the nature of reality however epistemology is 

concerned with the basis of reality (Raadschelders, 2011). This study used ontological 

paradigm for further investigation. Ontological paradigm is categorized into four 

frameworks. These can be categorized as positivism, constructivism, critical theory and 

realism (Boonyachai, 2011; Sobh & Perry, 2006). Positivism paradigm generalizes the 

findings, based on population data, with the help of statistical tools (Robinson, 2011). A 

positivist paradigm explains facts of research with the collection of numerical data by 

taking observable behaviors of the selected sample (Gall, Borg & Gall, 1996). Positivist 

usually leads the quantitative research analysis. The second category is constructivism 

paradigm. Here findings of the research are associated with individual views and multiple 

designed realities. The third paradigm is critical theory. This paradigm generalizes the 

knowledge with its appropriateness to the conventions of society. The last paradigm, 

which is realism, tries to generalize the knowledge with the help of analytical techniques 

to prove the empirical findings supported by theories. Positivism is considered one of the 

most suitable and popular paradigm for empirical research in social science so this study 

has adopted positivism paradigm for further investigation. The literature provides support 

to this argument that all empirical organizational studies adopt the positivist paradigm for 

research methods (Aguinis, Pierce,  Bosco, & Muslin, 2009).  
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3.4 Justification to choose positivism paradigm for this research 

 
 Review of all four paradigms shows that every paradigm has its own importance in 

different research areas. This researcher chooses positive paradigm for further analysis. 

This paradigm is more concerned with theory and model testing with the help of 

quantitative analysis. There are two justifications to choose positivism paradigm. First is 

the independence of the researcher and second is the suitability to investigate 

organizational phenomena (Sampe, 2012). Literature on positivism paradigm emphasizes 

that it is more suitable for organizational research (Lloren-Montes et al. 2005; Garcıá-

Morales, 2008). Positivism is concerned with the quantitative area of research to test 

theory and model (Sampe, 2012). This research study is quantitative in nature and 

investigates public sector organizations. Based on above facts positivism paradigm is 

justified for this research study.   

3.5 Justification to use quantitative research design  
 

Quantitative research methods use statistical tools to analyze sample data and try to 

generalize the results (Babbie, 2011). Quantitative methods are effective, when a research 

problem clearly describes the concepts and relationships (Creswell & Clark, 2007). 

Quantitative research study categorizes different dimensions of variables and also finds 

out the expected relationship among them (Leedy & Ormrod, 2010). There are four 

quantitative research types; first is co-relational research, second is developmental design 

research, third is an observational study and the last is survey research (Creswell, 2009). 

Quantitative methods also use deductive techniques to analyze data. This study uses 

quantitative research design because all concepts in the model are clearly articulated and 
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properly linked. Moreover, a sample has been drawn from public sector organizations to 

test the hypotheses. A number of statistical techniques will be used to test the hypotheses.  

3.6 Research design 

 
A research design is a master plan or a logical arrangement that determines the 

procedures to collect and analyze the data for a specific phenomenon (Babbie, 2011; 

Zikmund, Babin, Carr, & Griffin, 2010). Research design determines the type of research 

inquiry, sampling procedures, sources of data, method of data collection, scale of 

measurement and data analysis methods (Babbie, 2011). A quality research report is 

dependent on a good research design (McDaniel & Gates, 2004). Scientific research 

design is comprised of seven steps (Ezzy, 2006). These steps are as follows. (1) 

Overview of relevant literature, (2) defining concepts and propositions, (3) declaration of 

hypotheses, (4) research design for hypothesis testing, (5) gathering of desired data, (6) 

data analysis and evaluation and (7) proposal on research phenomenon.  

3.7 Justification for chosen a research design 

 
Research design is selected by examining the type of research and purpose of the study 

(Neuman, 2007). On purpose account, research is classified into three types: exploratory 

research, descriptive research, and causal research (Zikmund, Babin, Carr, & Griffin, 

2010). Exploratory research unearths new phenomenon and clarifies the nature of the 

problem (Zikmund, 2003; Babbie, 2011). Exploratory research is done to ascertain the 

course of action, hypothesis development and establishment of research priorities. The 

main sources of data for exploratory research are secondary data, field surveys and 

qualitative information (Malhotra, Hall, & Oppenheim, 2006). Descriptive research is 

conducted to find the answer of who, what, where, how and when questions (Zikmund, 
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Babin, Carr, & Griffin, 2010; Babbie, 2011). Descriptive research describes 

characteristics of constructs, variables and respondents (Strati, 2000). Averages, standard 

deviations and variances are the tools to describe the characteristics of the target 

population. Descriptive research is useful to describe the characteristics of variables and 

helpful to make predictions about the unit of population (Sekaran & Bougie, 2010). 

Descriptive research is recommended for providing accurate and reliable statistical data 

(Neuman, 2007). Sources of information for descriptive research are secondary data, 

panel discussion, observation and survey research (Babbie, 2011). Causal research is 

recommended when research problem is clearly defined and the researcher wants to 

explore and develop cause and effect relationship among variables (Neuman, 2007; 

Zikmund, Babin, Carr, & Griffin, 2010). Causal research design is also recommended in 

examination, identification and provision of evidence between the relationship of cause 

and effect variables (Zikmund, 2003). Causal research is implemented to test the 

conceptual model of organizational change. This research has used causal research design 

to explain the nature of relationship among variables. 

3.8 Data and its Nature 

 
Broadly, data can be divided into two groups, primary data and secondary data. This 

study collected primary data to test conceptual model of organizational change. There are 

many popular techniques to collect primary data, but researcher considered survey the 

most suitable method for data collection (Strati, 2000; Babbie, 2011). The survey method 

allows quantitative analysis with the help of statistical tools on the data collected from 

various organizations through questionnaires, telephonic and face to face interview 

(Zikmund, Babin, Carr, & Griffin, 2010; Sampe, 2012). The survey approach discovers 
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those relationships, which are common in organizations, by examining representative 

sample and delineates generalizable statements (Couper, Traugott & Lamias, 2001; 

Babbie 2011). Survey method provides the opportunity to the researchers to study many 

variables at one point of time by collecting data from the real world, which is not possible 

in field experiment and laboratory settings (Sampe, 2012).  

3.8.1 Justification to select a questionnaire as a research tool 

 
Surveys are less expensive, ensure anonymity and save time. In survey method, there is a 

little face to face interaction between researcher and respondents (Kumar, 1996). In 

organizational settings, top management and middle management have busy schedules, 

so it was very difficult for the researcher to conduct interviews and focus groups. 

Questionnaires can be posted on websites or sent through emails to respondents. Instead 

of many benefits, there are some disadvantages of questionnaires. Surveys receive low 

response rate due to low level of education of the population. Literature indicates that 

response rate is sometimes as low as 20 percent (Kumar, 1996). The research is 

quantitative in nature and researcher has administered survey by developing a 

questionnaire to collect the data. Based on all above facts, a questionnaire is the most 

appropriate tool to collect the data for this study.  

3.9 Research population  

 
Population is a complete representation of all possible elements of a certain group 

(Zikmund, 2003). Population is elaborated as the totality of elements having some 

common characteristics (Malhotra, 1996). Identification of target population is the first 

step to develop sampling design.  
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Performance of public sector is relatively lower than the corporate sector. The last two 

decades witnessed a popular option of every successive government to restructure or 

privatize the public sector departments (Khan & Saqib, 2011). Public sector reforms 

remained the main agenda for almost all the governments. The elected government in 

2013 signed an agreement with the International Monetary Fund (IMF) to get a package 

of economic reforms. Government of Pakistan agreed to privatize all public sector 

entities running in heavy losses in return for borrowing money. Six organizations were 

identified as target population, which were under process of restructuring. Detail of 

public sector organizations, where reforms have been initiated or under process, is 

available on planning commission and reform‟s website (http://www.pc.gov.pk/#). Due 

to heavy resistance, agitation and non-cooperation, three public sector organizations 

(Pakistan International Airlines; organization A, Power Distribution Companies; 

organization B, and Punjab Dairy Development and Livestock; organization C) were 

selected for research study. Pakistan International Airlines (PIA) and Power Distribution 

Companies (PDC) will be privatized as per economic package reforms of the IMF. On 

the other hand, Punjab Dairy Development and Livestock (PDDL) is a provincial subject 

and provincial government wants to restructure this department to improve its efficiency. 

Public sector organizations have offices in all parts of the country, so the data were 

collected from major cities of Pakistan. Employees‟ job structure is divided into grade or 

scale system. Grade one to fifteen is considered as staff cadre. Grade 16 and 17 are called 

supervisory management or the first tier of management. Grade 18 and 19 falls into the 

category of middle management, whereas grade 20 and above is known as top 

http://www.pc.gov.pk/
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management. The core variables of study are transformational and transactional 

leadership.  

3.10 Sample and sampling  

A sample is a subset of the population or subgroup of the population, which is selected 

for research work (Malhotra, 1996). Generally in research studies, it is not possible for 

researchers to investigate the entire population. In this situation sampling remains the 

only choice for researchers to go ahead for collection of data. It is necessary that 

collected sample should be representative of the entire population in all respects. If this 

assumption lacks then results cannot be generalized. Sample frame for this study consists 

of public sector employees undergoing organizational change. Sampling is a process that 

involves small numbers of elements of the population and generalizes these results 

(Zikmund, 2003). Literature indicates eight ways to draw a sample and these can be 

grouped into two broader categories: probability sampling and non-probability sampling 

(Zikmund, 2003). Probability sampling refers that all elements of the population have 

equal chances to be selected as a sample. Probability sampling involves simple random 

sampling, cluster sampling, systematic sampling, proportional sampling and stratified 

sampling (Teddlie, & Yu, 2007; Zikmund, 2003). In non-probability sampling, all 

elements of the population do not have equal chances to be selected as a sample. Non 

probability sampling techniques rely on personal judgment (Malhotra, 1996). Non 

probability sampling contains purposive sampling, convenience sampling, snowball 

sampling and quota sampling techniques (Teddlie, & Yu, 2007; Zikmund, 2003). This 

study uses convenience sampling technique to collect sample data from three public 

sector organizations because government employees have a very busy duty schedule. The 



  

63 
 

sample size depends on the homogeneity of population, data analysis techniques, 

availability of resources and time (Malhotra, 1996). The sample size of this study is 407 

government officials.  

3.11 Description of data collection areas  

Operations and offices of selected organizations are spread all over the country. The head 

office of the organization A is situated in Karachi, whereas all major cities host sub 

offices. Data from organization A was collected from Karachi, Islamabad and Lahore. A 

total of 147 respondents participated in this survey from these cities in organization A. 

Respondents from Karachi, Islamabad and Lahore were 73, 42 and 32 respectively. 

Organization B is a federal public sector entity. Pakistan is passing through from energy 

starvation period. Demand for electricity has exceeded from its supply. Electricity 

generation and transmission infrastructure is insufficient to meet the demand of 

household and industry. Pakistan Water and Power Development Authority (WAPDA) is 

the main body to take major decisions about generation and distributions of electricity. 

There are nine power distribution companies responsible to supply electricity in the entire 

country. Due to inefficient system and huge line losses, the government has decided to 

privatize all nine companies. Out of nine, three power distribution companies, Islamabad 

Electric Supply Company (IESCO), Lahore Electric Supply Company (LESCO) and 

Faisalabad Electric Supply Company (FESCO) were selected for research survey. A total 

number of 126 respondents were contacted from organization B for data collection. 

Respondents from IESCO, FESCO and LESCO were 71,32and 23 respectively. 

Organization C is a provincial department and its head office is situated in Lahore. After 

general elections 2013, elected government decided for devolution of power. Local 
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bodies elections were held in 2015 and a new system was introduced in this organization. 

Websites and mobile phone applications were introduced to update weekly and monthly 

performance of staff and officers. Local government representatives are also contacted to 

verify the uploaded record. A total of 135 respondents participated in this survey in three 

major cities of Punjab province, e.g. Lahore, Faisalabad and Rawalpindi. Public sector 

employees from grade one to 21 participated in this survey. There were 64 respondents 

from Lahore, 48 from Rawalpindi and 23 from Faisalabad. Reason for choosing these 

three cities is that all major offices of the department are situated here. Although this 

department has employees in all other cities and villages of Punjab but number of 

officials at the village level are very much small and it is very difficult to collect the data 

from scattered population.  

3.12 Unit of measurement 

Data for the present research study is collected from public sector organizations. 

Respondents of the study will be those government officials performing the role of 

transformational leaders, transactional leaders. This research wants to explore the role of 

leadership on organizational commitment to change with a mediating role of 

organizational cynicism towards change, so the unit of measurement is individual.  

3.13 Description of sample respondents  

3.13.1 Gender  

Gender is the first characteristic of respondents. No organization can flourish without the 

participation of its complete workforce in term of gender. The female participation rate is 

meager as compared to male workforce. Increased awareness and education level has 

improved female participation rate in the labor force, but it is still considerably lower 
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than the developed countries. Only 61 female employees participated in the entire 

research study, which makes 16 % of the total sample size. The reason for low 

participation of female workers is their fewer ratios in the country‟s workforce. Although, 

the participation rate of female workers has increased in major cities, whereas in rural 

areas, it is still very low (Ejaz, 2010). In this survey, 347 male officials recorded their 

responses, i.e., 85% of the entire sample.  

3.13.2 Designations and Pay scales.  

This study has tried to measure the impact of transformational and transactional 

leadership on organizational cynicism towards change. The work scales are into 22 

grades in Pakistan. Grade 1-15 falls in the category of staff cadre, whereas 16 and above 

is considered officer cadre (Bashir, 2011). Staff in public sector organizations serves in 

grade 1-15, lower level management (Supervisory level) performs their duties in grade 

16-17, middle management serves in grade 18-19 and grade 20 and above is considered 

the top management (Kalyal,  2009). For all three organizations, 282 (69%) staff 

members, and 126 (31%) officers participated in the survey. Only 25% of lower 

management recorded their responses from three organizations. Higher management is 

concerned with policy making and it is difficult to get the appointment from their busy 

schedule, so only 25 officers from grade 20 and above were available to record their 

responses, which makes 6% of the entire sample.   

3.13.3 Education.  

The literacy rate is one of the main determinants to promote organizational commitment 

(Mottaz, 1986) and facilitates organizational change process (Madsen, Miller, & John, 

2005). Nowadays, education is a prerequisite to get a job in public sector organization. 
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To make this research more meaningful, only educated employees were included in this 

study. Matric was the minimum qualification and set as a threshold level to participate in 

this survey. The participants of the current study were undergraduate (8.3%), graduate 

(42%), masters (40%) and M Phil (10%) respectively.  

3.13.4 Age 

Age is an important demographic factor in this study. Employees having age more than 

40 years found more conscious and apprehensive towards their job security. Data 

regarding age was collected on a categorical scale to lower the sensitivity of the 

respondents. Seven classes were planned to collect the data. In class 21-25 (2.5%), 26-30 

(22%), 31-35 (33%), 36-40 (26%), 41-45 (5%), 46-50 (7%), and 50-55 (4%) respondents 

recorded their responses respectively.  

3.14 Instrumentation and measuring scale 

3.14.1 Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire MLQ (5X-Short From) 

Multifactor leadership questionnaire (MLQ, 5X) was used in this research to measure the 

transformational, transactional leadership styles. This questionnaire has the capacity to 

measure a broad range of transformational, transactional and laissez fair aspects of 

leadership (Hartog, Muijen & Kolopman, 1997; Northouse, 2001; Kirkbride, 2006). 

MLQ, 5 X short forms can assess leadership styles in business and non-business 

environment. For this study MLQ, 5 X short forms have been selected to collect the 

responses on leadership because this instrument is valid and has been used across a wide 

range of culture. This measurement scale can be used by the leaders and followers to rate 

their seniors (Boonyachai, 2011). It is a reliable and validated instrument to measure the 

perceptions of team leaders, middle managers, and executives about the effectiveness of 
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leadership (Avolio & Bass, 2004). By testing four factors of transformational leadership, 

it has been observed by many researchers that there is a high correlation between its 

inherited dimensions (Yammarino & Dubinsky, 1994; Tracey & Hinkin, 1998). The 

internal consistency of the MLQ instrument is reported between .069 and 0.85(Avolio & 

Bass, 2004). 

MLQ instrument uses a five point Likert scale from (1-5) to judge the behaviors of 

managers at work. The first option in scale is (1) = Strongly Disagree, second (2) = 

Disagree, third (3) = Sometimes, fourth (4) = Agree and fifth (5) = Strongly Agree. MLQ, 

5X short form measures five dimensions of transformational leadership, which are as 

follows: Idealized influence (attributed), idealized influence (behavior), inspirational 

motivation (charisma), intellectual stimulation and individualized consideration. 

Measurement of transactional leadership is made on the basis of following factors. These 

are contingent reward, management by exception and laissez faire dimensions 

respectively.  

The complete survey instrument of MLQ, 5X form measures leadership effectiveness 

with 45 items. Styles of leadership are measured from 1 to 36 items, whereas extra 

efforts, satisfaction and effectiveness dimensions have been measured in 37 to 45 items 

(Avolio, Bass, & Zhu, 2004). MLQ, 5X form is a unique instrument that measures 

personal and intellectual development of leaders at one point of time.  

3.14.2 Organizational cynicism towards change  

Organizational cynicism towards change is an important variable of conceptual 

model. Stanley (1998) developed and validated 8- items scale of organizational cynicism 

towards change. This scale is uni-dimensional. Researchers have validated this scale 
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according to their research needs (Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002; 

Qian, 2007). Stanley (1998) reported 0.94 alpha value of organizational cynicism towards 

change. All the   8-items of organizational cynicism towards change have been measured 

on five point Likert scale from strongly Disagree (1) to strongly Agree (5).  

3.14.3 Organizational commitment to change 

Organizational commitment to change is a major phenomenon of interest and an 

important variable of research model. Herscovitch & Meyer (2002) developed 18- items 

scale of organizational commitment to change. This scale has three dimensions; affective 

commitment to change, normative commitment to change and continuance commitment 

to change. Several researchers have validated this scale according to their research needs 

(Chen & Wang, 2007; Meyer, Srinivas, Lal, & Topolnytsky, 2007; 

Parish, Cadwallader, & Busch, 2008; Kalyal, 2009).  Herscovitch & Meyer (2002) 

reported Cronbach‟s alpha of Affective, Normative and Continuance Commitment to 

Change 0.94, 0.94, and 0.86 respectively. The median value of alpha is 0.91. Each 

dimension of organizational commitment to change consists of 6 items. All 18-items of 

organizational commitment to change have been measured on five point Likert scale from 

strongly Disagree (1) to strongly Agree (5).  

3.14.4 Change related behaviors 

There are some behavioral responses of organizational commitment to change. These 

behavioral responses can be classified into three dimensions, which are cooperation, 

compliance and championing. Herscovitch & Meyer, (2002) have developed multi item 

behavioral change scale for these dimensions. Herscovitch & Meyer, (2002) reported 

cronbach‟s alpha value of championing 0.90, cooperation 0.85 and compliance is 0.50 
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respectively. Cooperation has eight items (e.g. “I work toward the change constantly” to 

“I tolerate temporary disturbances and/or uncertainties in my job”). The compliance 

dimensions have three items (e.g. “I comply with my organization‟s orders regarding the 

change” to “I adjust the way I do my job as required by this change”). The last dimension 

championing has been measured on six items (e.g. “I encourage the participation of 

others in the change” to “I try to find ways to overcome change-related difficulties”). All 

the behavioral outcomes (cooperation, compliance and championing) are measured on 

five points Liket scale from strongly Disagree (1) to strongly Agree (5).  

3.15 Statistical Tools 

Present study employed descriptive statistics, confirmatory factor analysis, exploratory 

factor analysis, regression analysis, and structural equation modeling to test the data and 

hypothesized conceptual model. For preliminary investigation, descriptive statistics were 

employed to get the averages, standard deviations and percentages of demographic 

variables with the use of      SPSS-21. Before testing the model on AMOS, normality 

assessment of data, standard deviations and standard errors of mean and screening of 

outliers from data were also analyzed with the help of descriptive statistics. To measure 

the scale reliability Cronbach‟s Alpha of each constructs were calculated. However, 

measurement scales used in this study were well established but it was necessary to 

confirm the reliability and validity once again due to utilization of these scales in 

Pakistani context. To address this issue confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and 

exploratory factor analysis (EFA) techniques were employed on the scales of 

questionnaire. CFA confirms that collected data fits the conceptual model and 

emphasizes on the links between measured variables. However EFA unearths the suitable 



  

70 
 

structure of facets of constructs for reliability and validity of scales. Once the validity and 

reliability is confirmed then structural equation modeling (AMOS) is run on the filter 

data for testing the hypotheses of the conceptual model.       

3.16 Rational for application of Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) 

Selection of appropriate technique and its understanding is crucial for data analysis. This 

study has used SEM technique instead of multiple regressions for model testing. Certain 

characteristics of each statistical technique determine its applicability for a given 

problem. Multiple regression is a first generation multivariate method for evaluating the 

variables and relationships between variables. It intends to predict relationships between 

dependent variable and independent variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). This is also 

an excellent tool for perdition of variance in interval dependent variable with respect to 

dummy, interval and dichotomous independent variables (Mehdi Karimimalayer, & 

Anuar, 2012).  

Structural Equation Modeling is a sophisticated technique to assess the validity and 

reliability of models‟ measures. It is ranked as a second generation multivariate method 

for analysis of data (Fornell, 1984). This technique can perform simultaneous analysis of 

all variables present in the model instead of testing them separately (Chin, 1998). This is 

why second generation multivariate techniques is preferred on the first generation 

multiple regression. Moreover, measurement of error is not aggregated in a residual error 

term. SEM is applied in many research problems. Covariance analysis has been referred 

to CFA, simultaneous equation modeling, analysis of covariance structure, and path 

analysis. Present study will use SEM because the simultaneous evaluation of model 

http://www.statisticssolutions.com/academic-solutions/resources/directory-of-statistical-analyses/structural-equation-modeling/
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variable relationship is not possible in multiple regression (Mehdi Karimimalayer, & 

Anuar, 2012). Whereas the evaluation in SEM be performed in sequential steps.  

3.17 Pilot testing  

Pretesting of questionnaires in research can increase the reliability and validity of the 

constructs and researchers can avoid mistakes in the main survey (Czaja, 1998). A pilot 

testing was conducted to identify possible errors in measurement and to determine the 

initial reliability and validity of first 100 questionnaires. It took two months to collect the 

data for pilot testing. The target population of the research study consisted of employees 

working in public sector organizations, where organizational change initiative has been 

introduced or underway. Researcher distributed 100 questionnaires in three organizations, 

by getting appointments and filled the responses in the presence. During the pilot study, 

convenience sampling, a branch of non-probability was used to distribute questionnaires. 

Due to this reason, the response rate was maximized. The skewness and kurtosis statistics 

for each construct were checked and found within the defined limit of -2.00 to +2.00. 

Garson (2009) defined that if the value of skewness and kurtosis falls within the range of 

±2 than the distribution would be considered normal. The data obtained from the pilot 

testing of the questionnaire was uploaded into SPSS-21. Reliability coefficients, 

Cronbach‟s alpha and Guttman split-half coefficients were calculated with the help of this 

software. The reliability coefficients obtained from both measures found satisfactory. 

Reliability is not a sufficient criterion to check that variables measure the exact 

responses. To address this issue, correlation and regression results of inter construct 

relationship of the defined model were compared with related theory. For this purpose, 

value of correlation coefficient should be within the range of ±1. Hypothesized 
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relationship among leadership, organizational cynicism towards change, organizational 

commitment and change related behaviors were confirmed with the defined statistical 

tool. Values of inter-construct correlation suggested that there was a significant 

association among all constructs.   

3.18 Screening and missing values of data 

Screening of data is a significant step for preparation of analysis, especially multiple 

regression analysis (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006 ; Nguyen, 2010). 

There are multiple methods to screen the data for exploratory data analysis, e.g. 

influential outliers, investigation of missing data and distributional characteristics. 

Missing data can cause problems of biased parameter estimates, convergent failure and 

inflated fit indices (Shah  & Goldstein, 2006). Influential outliers can cause normality and 

skewness discrepancies (Nguyen, 2010). The assumption of normality is a criterion for 

model estimation, so assessment of data normality with the help of skewness and kurtosis 

is an important factor (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). In the absence of normal data, the 

results can show inflated goodness of fit and display underestimated standard errors, 

whereas these negative effects can be reduced with increased sample size (Shah & 

Goldstein, 2006). Missing values in data are the most prevalent and persistent problem in 

statistical data analysis because questionnaires with missing values can produce biased 

results. Missing values can jeopardize analysis and sample size (Kline, 2005). As a result, 

statistical test (significance level) can display misleading results.   

There are two reasons for missing of data first is related to the respondent and the second 

is due to external issues (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). A 

respondent can refuse to answer the questions due to many reasons, e.g. sensitive nature 
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of questions, fear of high-ups and organizational policy. Second, external issues other 

than respondents can develop data collection problems and data entry errors. Care should 

be made before eliminating the missing values from the questionnaires. For correction in 

the data sheet of SPSS, original questionnaires should be consulted for further editing. It 

is a strong recommendation that missing value cases related to dependent variable should 

be excluded automatically, whereas cases with missing values related to other than 

dependent variable  can be tolerated or optionally excluded (Hair et al., 2006). Based on 

these recommendations, four cases from the SPSS sheet were removed due to missing 

values. The researcher used SPSS-21 for screening of data in this research study. 

3.19 Normality assessment of data  

Normality test is the basic assumption of multivariate analysis. This refers to the shape of 

the data distribution of variables and its relatedness with normal distribution curve                         

(Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). Normality of data distribution was 

examined through defined assumptions of multivariate analysis techniques for hypotheses 

testing. There are two methods to assess the normality of variables, first is statistical and 

other is graphical. According to Tabachnick & Fidell (2007) Skewness and Kurtosis are 

two main components of normality assessment. Skewness is an important concept, which 

provides an indication about the symmetry of the distribution. If the mean of the variable 

is not in the center of distribution, then the variable is known as skewed (Hair, Black, 

Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). A positively skewed 

distribution has a large tail on the right side, which means large values of data are placed 

on the right side of distribution. On the other hand negative skewed distribution has long 

tail on the left as compare to right side. It means that large values of data are on the left 
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side of distribution. Kurtosis provides evidence about flatness, peakedness and normal 

shape of the distribution (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Positive value of kurtosis explains 

that distribution is peaked, whereas a zero value of kurtosis indicates that distribution is 

relatively flat and many values of data are at the extreme ends of the distribution. 

Literature provides evidence that if the value of skewness and kurtosis is zero, then it is 

called a perfect distribution (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). A 

distribution is considered normal, if the values of kurtosis and skewness remain between -

2.00 to +2.00 (Garson, 2009). It is also evident from the literature that skewness and 

kurtosis tests are sensitive to sample size (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

 A histogram of the sample data should be used as an alternative of skewness and kurtosis 

values to ascertain the normality issues (Hair et al., 2006). A histogram is a diagram of 

frequency distribution. The shape of the distribution in histogram provides evidence 

about the score of the distribution of the continuous variable. In case, if the data is 

normally distributed then the normal curve covers the entire distribution and both tails 

have the same length. Histograms of all variables present in the model show that 

distribution is normal because most of the data values remain in the middle of 

distribution. By the application of normal distribution tests, results indicate that values of 

skewness and kurtosis of all  variables remain between the range of -0.822 to .912 and -

0.878 to .998 respectively (see tables 3.1 to 3.5 attached in appendix). These values are in 

the recommended range of -2.00 to +2.00 of skewness and kurtosis.  

3.20 Screening of outliers from data 

The outlier is a statistical term commonly used in the analysis of social sciences data. 

These are values, which are entirely different from other recorded values in the data 
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(Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). One of the main reasons to detect 

outliers is that they can develop bias results of the mean and inflate the value of standard 

deviation (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). If the case value is more than three times of 

standard deviations away from the mean value then it is considered outliers (Kline, 

2005). To detect outliers from collected data in this research study, the values of all 79 

items were transformed into standardized z- scores. According to Tabachnick & Fidell 

(2007), absolute z-scores value 3 or beyond is called potential outliers. In this study there 

were two items that contained the value greater than 3.29. These values are not beyond 

the acceptance criteria of one percent (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Presence of outliers 

in the data distorts the analysis. For this purpose difference of mean and five percent of 

trimmed mean was calculated for each variable. Five percent trimmed mean is calculated 

by trimming top and bottom five percent of all cases in the collected data (Pallant, 2007). 

According to Pallant (2007), a large difference (> 0.20) between mean and trimmed mean 

explains that outliers can harm the data. The difference between calculated and five 

percent trimmed mean is between 0.01 to 0.11, which is relatively smaller as compare to 

prescribed criteria of 0.20 (see Tables 3.1 to Table 3.5 in appendix 2) (Pallant, 2007). As 

a consequence all 407 cases were retained for further analysis  

3.21 Standard Deviations and Standard Errors of Mean 

Standard deviation in statistical analysis measures the dispersion of data around the mean 

(Field, 2005). Another concept, Standard Error (SE) indicates that how well a selected 

sample represents its population (Field, 2005). A large difference in standard deviation 

explains that cluster of score is wider around the mean. This explains the fact that mean is 

not a true representative of sample data. Whereas, a small standard deviation expresses 
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low dispersion of data around the midpoint (mean), which is considered a good 

representation of sample data. The value of standard error is also representative of sample 

mean. The large value of standard error of mean describes big variation between different 

means of sample, which is an indication of poor representation of population data. As 

compared to this fact, a small value of standard error represents a situation that mean 

calculated from the sample data are very much close to population mean. On the basis of 

this explanation, an inference can be drawn that sample is a good reflection of population 

data. A careful analysis of Table 3.1 to Table 3.5 (attached in appendix) reveals that 

values of standard deviation and standard error of all items are relatively small in 

comparison to means. The bottom line is that the mean value can be utilized as 

representative scores of each variable of the study. Moreover, small values of standard 

error describe that sample collected for the study is a good representation of population 

data. 

3.22 Assessment of the scales in the model 

This second module of data analysis explains the results about the analysis of 

measurement scales. The measurement scales of the constructs used in the questionnaire 

for collection of data belong to conceptual model. Although, all scales of variables were 

adopted from previous empirical researches with the help of extensive literature review, 

but reliability and validity of all variables of proposed model was essentially required. 

One of the main reasons to investigate these measures was that variables in the proposed 

model were never operationalized in change perspective within Pakistani context. 

Moreover, the variables of this study transformational and transactional leadership, 

organizational cynicism towards change and organizational commitment to change were 
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never collectively tested during organizational change perspective. Although, each 

construct in the model was measured by an independent scale, but the reliability of each 

scale was assessed through inter total correlations and internal consistency. Generally 

EFA and CFA are used to check the reliability and validity of adopted scales.  EFA is 

used for monitoring the relationship between observed variables and latent variables 

(Day, 2005). EFA is a complex procedure and widely used for statistical analysis in 

business, marketing and psychological subjects (Costello & Osborne 2011). 

Confirmatory factor analysis is used for theory testing and hypothesis led factor structure 

analysis (Bryant & Yarnold, 1995; Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006).  

For assessment of reliability and validity of scales used in this study confirmatory factor 

analysis (CFA) was calculated. 

3.23 Reliability of scales  

 
Reliability of scales deems important, when variables have been developed on the basis 

of summated scales or used as predictors in a research model (Santos, 1999). There is 

almost a consensus among researchers that scales must be reliable, valid and possess 

practical utility (Peterson, 1994). Reliability refers the degree to get consistent results and 

error free measures (Nguyen, 2010). According to Bryman & Cramer (2005) reliability 

means an instrument measures same results each time. This research study used the scales 

of five constructs in survey for collection of data. These constructs are transformational 

leadership, transactional leadership, organizational cynicism towards change, 

organizational commitment towards change and change related behaviors (compliance, 

cooperation and championing). It is necessary to verify that selected scales accurately and 

consistently deliver the meanings of variables. For this purpose, scale reliability through 
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internal consistency and inter total correlations was performed. Results of each construct 

are presented in the following sections. 

3.24 Internal consistency  

Internal consistency refers to the level of responses, which are consistent with all items 

during a single measurement of scale (Kline, 2005). In social science and business 

research, calculation of Cronbach‟s Alpha coefficient is a popular method for measuring 

the scale reliability          (Paton, 2007). According to Santos (1999), low value of 

Cronbach‟s Alpha coefficient specifies that items of variables are heterogeneous and 

represent poor measure. Value of Cronbach‟s Alpha coefficient > 0.70 is an acceptable 

level of internal consistency, whereas value in-between 0.60 to 0.70 is a lower level of 

acceptance (Bryman & Cramer, 2005; Pallant, 2007). 

Table 3.6 Reliability Statistics of Scales 

Sr# 
Constructs/Variables 

Number of 

Items 

Cronbach's Alpha 

Coefficient 

1 Transformational leadership 20 0.85 

2 Transactional leadership 16 0.79 

3 Organizational cynicism towards change 08 0.81 

4 Organizational commitment to change 18 0.76 

5 Compliance 03 0.75 

6 Cooperation 08 0.80 

7 Championing 06 0.77 

 

Table 3.6 shows the values of Cronbach‟s Alpha of seven measurement scales. 

Transformational leadership contains 20, Transactional leadership 16, organizational 
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cynicism towards change 08, organizational commitment to change 18, compliance 03, 

cooperation 08 and championing 06 items respectively. Values of Cronbach‟s Alpha 

show that measurement scales provide consistence results and capture the actual 

meanings of the variables. The literature indicates that one precaution should be taken 

seriously that values of Cronbach‟s Alpha coefficient is very much sensitive to total 

number of items present in the scale (Pallant, 2007). Cronbach‟s Alpha shows low value 

when data have multidimensional structure (Bryman & Cramer, 2005). In general, 

Cronbach‟s Alpha is considered a statistical test, but it is first of all a coefficient of 

reliability (Santos, 1999). According to this fact, analyses of inter total correlations of 

scale items becomes compulsory (Briggs & Cheek, 1986; Hair, Black, Babin, & 

Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). 

3.25 Inter- item correlations 

Inter item correlation is a popular test in psychology and business research for 

development and test of uni-dimensional scales. Inter item correlation explains the 

correlation of a variable with respect to a composite score of all items present in a 

variable (Nguyen, 2010). Items of a variable in a scale can become useful, if they share 

common attributes (Nunnally, 1978). If items of a variable correlate highly with total 

score then these items are placed in the best category for general purpose test. In this 

context, it is highly recommended that inter item correlation analysis should be 

performed to eliminate unnecessary items from the variable before defining the factors of 

the construct (Briggs & Cheek, 1986). According to standard, value of inter total 

correlation (> 0.30) explains that variable is not measuring the original construct (Pallant, 

2007). With the exception of four items, (three in transactional leadership and one in 
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cooperation, see Table 4.3 to 4.9 in appendix) most of the items fall within the stipulated 

standard. They measure the same concept and construct as mentioned in scale and inter 

total item score of these items is relatively higher than 0.30. Moreover, elimination of 

these four items with less than 0.30 score from the data could not improve the Cronbach‟s 

alpha coefficient, so these items were retained in the data for further analysis.   

3.26 Confirmation of measurement scale- Issues of validity 

Reliability of the measurement scales is a prerequisite, but not a sufficient criterion for 

validity. Before applying statistical analysis (tools) on the conceptual model, it is very 

much necessary to confirm, whether collected sample data is suitable for research study 

and hypothesized relationships. This study adopted MLQ-5 X for transformational 

leadership and transactional leadership (Bass & Avolio, 1997), organizational cynicism 

towards change (Stanley, 1998), organizational commitment to change (Herscovitch & 

Meyer, 2002) and change related behaviors (compliance, cooperation and championing) 

(Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002) scales. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted 

to assess, whether these scales appropriately measure the constructs of the model.  

Timing of the analysis is the key difference between exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 

and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Creation of theory and production of items are 

the products of EFA. Important findings from previous empirical studies provide 

important insights to perform EFA. Afterward, the results of EFA are compared with 

previous research findings to provide the basis for a new theory. On the other hand, CFA 

confirms the theoretical perception of the researchers based on empirical data (Hair, 

Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). CFA is useful, when some information 

about primary variable is known (Byrne, 2001). Confirmatory factor analysis is widely 
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used for analyzing psychometric properties of instruments because it is a valuable tool for 

testing goodness of fit and pre-specified factor structure (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). 

CFA is more appropriate when it is applied to a fully developed measure having validated 

factor structure. Thompson (2004) has the opinion that CFA is a more appropriate test 

than EFA in the presence of theory because theory can be tested directly, whereas model 

fit can be done in various ways. That is why, CFA has been chosen over EFA for further 

analysis.  

3.26.1 Model fit assessment and estimation method 

The main features of confirmatory factor analysis are model fit indices, which explain, 

how well specified factors represent data. Research model is invariably accepted, if the fit 

indices have shown good results. In case fit indices are not good then the model is re-

specified to get it fit. Generally, fit indices have been categorized into absolute and 

incremental fit indices.  

3.26.2 Absolute fit indices  

These are direct measures that describe how good a specified model reproduces observed 

data (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). This provides the fundamental 

assessment that how well a theory fits a sample data. The most basic absolute fit index is 

Chi-square ( ). This index displays the value of , significance level (p-value) and 

degree of freedom. It is a convention that non-significant Chi-square value refers that 

model fits the data, so the model is accepted. On the contrary, a significant Chi-square 

value with (p<0.05) refers that model cannot fit the data and it should be rejected. It is 

very important to describe that sample size adversely impacts absolute indices (Kline, 

2005). According to Marsh & Hocevar (1985) the acceptance fit level of chi- square 
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value is between 2 and 5. Due to this problem, many alternative indices are available to 

quantify the level of model fit (Shah  & Goldstein, 2006). These alternative indices are 

known as adjusted goodness of fit index (AGFI), goodness of fit index (GFI), root mean 

square error of approximation (RMSEA) and standardized root mean square residual 

(SRMR).  

The cutoff point for RMSEA is less or equal to 0.06, whereas its value can lie between 

.08 and 0.1(Hu & Bentler, 1999). According to Byrne (2001) the value of RMSEA 

between 0.06 to 0.08 suggests a good fit. GFI is another absolute fit index. The well fitted 

value of GFI remains within 0 to 1(Byrne, 2001). However value less than .90 is 

considered poor fit. AGFI adjusts the degree of freedom. According to Byrne (2001) the 

value of AGFI should remain between 0 to 1. Its value above 0.80 explains good fit.   

3.26.3 Incremental Fit Indices  

Incremental fit indices are relatively different from absolute indices because these indices 

judge that how well a research model fits relative to some different baseline models 

(Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). The common baseline models are 

described null model in which all observed constructs are uncorrelated. Some of well-

known incremental fit indices are Comparative fit index (CFI), incremental fit index 

(IFI), normed fit index (NFI) and Tucker Lewis index (TLI). CFI provides comparison 

between predicted covariance matrix and observed covariance matrix. Its value more than 

0.95 explains best fit whereas less than and equal to 0.80 is reasonably acceptable 

(Thompson, Fan & Wand, 1999). 
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3.26.4 Estimation Method 

This method explains to calculate model parameters and fit indices accurately. 

Numbers of estimation methods are available, e.g. asymptotically distribution free 

(ADF), ordinary least square (OLS), maximum likelihood (ML), weighted least square 

(WLS), and generalized least square (GLS). There are three criteria for selection of 

estimation method; first distributional properties of data, second model complexity and 

third sample size (Shah & Goldstein, 2006). All above estimation methods have some 

computational advantages and disadvantages. Maximum likelihood (ML) treats uni-

variate and multivariate data normal, but remains unbiased under a small violation of 

normality (Bollen, 1989). Asymptotically distribution free (ADF) and weighted least 

square (WLS) demands a large sample size for accurate estimation and  do not need 

assumptions of normal distribution. Ordinary least square (OLS) is one of the authentic 

methods that require no assumptions of the distribution. This method does not provide fit 

indices and standard errors of estimates because it is scale invariant (Shah & Goldstein, 

2006).  

In previous data screening module, two observed constructs having z- value of skewness 

more than the standard value of ± 3. This indicates that sample data is somewhat non-

normal at the alpha level 0.05 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). 

According to these data facts, the maximum likelihood was deemed the most justified 

method for analysis. Although, maximum likelihood method needs data distribution 

multivariate normal, but it still remained robust under the assumption of non-normality 

with a reasonable sample size (Shah & Goldstein, 2006). Moreover, characteristics of 

data also justified the application of following these fit indices: /df, CFI, GFI, TLI and 
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RMSEA. Shah & Goldstein (2006) has concluded against simulation results that these fit 

indices were not substantially biased under the assumption of non-normality or small 

sample size especially at the time of application of ML. To make the model fit, all six 

indices were applied on the collected data according to the criteria. The value of   with 

respective degree of freedom should be <3.0 (Kline, 2005; Hair, Black, Babin, & 

Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). According to Hair et al., (2006) the value of CFI, TLI and 

GFI should be > 0.90 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). The value of 

TLI less than 0.90 and greater than 0.85 displays moderate fit (Hair, Black, Babin, & 

Anderson, & Tatham, 2006, Kline, 2005). 

3.26.5  Analysis of Construct Validity 

One of the major strengths of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is its capacity to 

measure the construct validity of proposed measurement theory. Construct validity is 

very sensitive and sophisticated in nature, applicable to measure the validity of the scale 

(DeCoster, 2005; Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006; Samson & 

Terziovski, 1999). It measures relevant concept and measurement scale of study (Hair, 

Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006; McCormack, 1999; Kumar, 1996. 

According to Sekaran & Bougie, (2010), if two respondents record highly correlated 

responses for a measure then convergent validity is obtained. This shows that items of a 

construct are very much similar in reality (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Composite 

reliability estimate is an appropriate method for measurement of convergent validity 

(Sweeney & Soutar, 2001). The assessment of convergent validity mainly emphasizes on 

significance level and standardized factor loadings. The large factor loading, having 

significant  t- values, provides evidence that variables are very much related to constructs 
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(Bollen, 1989). Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham (2006) have defined the 

standard that factor loading (>0.50) is the accepted criteria. However literature also 

provides evidence that significant t- value is sufficient to present the convergent validity 

(Koufteros, 1999). In addition to this, reliability of constructs can be assessed by 

inspecting the value of R square because it is also an indicator of convergent validity. If a 

variable has R-square value greater than 0.50 then it shows reliability. 

3.26.6  Discriminant Validity 

Discriminant validity refers that distinct variables are not highly correlated with 

each other (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006; Prajogo & McDermott, 

2005). The high value of discriminant validity displays that a construct is different from 

other variables. Discriminant validity can be judged with the evaluation of correlation 

coefficients between pairs of variables. If the correlation coefficient displays (>0.85), 

then it shows that two variables compute same concepts. It requires that they should be 

combined into single variable (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

3.26.7 Confirmation measurement of Transformational leadership variable 

In this module, confirmatory factor analysis was carried out on all variables by using 

AMOS. This program is an extension of SPSS. Covariance matrix by default uses an 

input data set in the AMOS program (Shah & Goldstein, 2006). Results from this analysis 

against each variable are placed in table (3.7 to 3.20). The factor loadings, significance 

level of each construct and t-value in the tables refers the measure of convergent validity. 

The R
2 

value describes the basis for assessment of reliability. Correlation values between 

the factors provide an assessment of discriminant validity. This section also contains 

model fit indices for uni-dimensional assessment.  
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Transformational leadership variable scale adopted from Bass & Avolio (1997) has five 

theoretical dimensions with twenty items. The confirmatory analysis on these dimensions 

and items was performed to confirm the scales. The Cronbach‟s alpha for the 

transformational leadership variable is (0.85), which is considered relatively high (see 

table 3.6). The value of Cronbach‟s alpha of transformational leadership indicates that it 

is a reliable measure. To examine that all variables in the hypotheses are uncorrelated, an 

independence test was carried out. The values of test X
2
=1652; df =191; X

2
/df=8.741 

clearly indicate that independence test is rejected. This means all items are easily 

correlated. A test on hypothesized model reveals the support with these values X
2
=362; 

df =161; X
2
/df=2.15 (<3.00). Chi-square difference test shows a substantial improvement 

in fit between hypothesized model and independence model. Whereas, the values of 

GFI=0.924 and CFI=0.954 clearly indicate that model is best fit to the data.  

Later, the post hoc modification model was performed to get a better fit. During review 

of modification, low factor loadings (items, TF_32, TF_6, TF_15, TF_29 and TF_31) 

were deleted. According to Hair, et al., (2006) items or variables having less than 0.50 

factors loading should be not included in research study. Modification indices review 

shows one parameter that is indicative of cross loading on items TF_18. Finally 14 items 

of transformational leadership were retained out of twenty items for further analysis. 

Factor loadings are above the threshold point (0.50), at the significance level p<0.001, 

provides the evidence of convergent validity. R- Square value of all items, except six 

items of transformational leadership is greater than fifty percent, which is the threshold 

level. Moreover, two correlation coefficient were more than 0.85 (Figure 3.1) out of ten 

items. This indicates a discriminant validity issue in the factors due to threshold level i-e, 
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0.85 (Kline, 2005). All indices present in table 3.8 show best fit values (Hair, Black, 

Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). 

Table 3.7 Results of CFA for Transformational leadership 

f.p. refers to fixed parameter for estimation; ***p<0.001 

Table 3.8 Fit indices of Transformational leadership 

Chi-Sqr Df Chi-sqr/df CFI TLI IFI RMSEA 

186 95 1.987 0.912 0.887 0.922 0.086 

 

 

Theoretical dimension Item description Factor loading t- value R2 

Intellectual stimulation 

(IS) 

TF_2 0.67 6.789*** 0.56 

TF_8 0.65 8.667*** 0.49 

TF_30 0.70 f.p. 0.61 

Idealized  influence 

behavior (IIB) 

TF_14 0.75 8.658*** 0.57 

TF_34 0.54 7.149*** 0.36 

TF_23 0.68 f.p. 0.59 

Idealized  influence 

attributed (IIA) 

TF_10 0.66 5.784*** 0.54 

TF_21 0.61 5.265*** 0.47 

TF_25 0.69 f.p. 0.38 

Inspirational motivation 

(IM) 

TF_9 0.69 7.326*** 0.60 

TF_13 0.77 8.562*** 0.53 

TF_26 0.73 6.235*** 0.62 

TF_36 0.64 f.p. 0.52 

Individualized 

consideration (IC) 

TF_19 0.83 f.p. 0.70 
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3.26.8    Confirmation measurement of Transactional leadership variable 

The second variable of the conceptual model is transactional leadership. It has four 

dimensions: contingent reward, management by exception active, management by 

exception passive and laissez faire. The overall Cronbach‟s alpha for this variable is 0.79 

which is under the acceptable level of reliability (shown in Table 3.6). Model 

independence test was rejected because all dimensions of the construct are uncorrelated. 

This can be indicated in the values X
2
=805; df =121; X

2
/df=6.23. Further test was carried 

out on hypothesized model and a substantial improvement was found in the fit between 

hypothesized model and independence model. CFA results of Transactional leadership 

are appended in table 3.10. Moreover, all fit indices for transactional leadership indicates 

that the CFA model of the variable has an excellent level of fit, which can be verified 

from table 3.9. According to Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, (2006), the 

values present in table 3.9 shows a good level of fit.  

All loadings of factors in table 3.10 are near the threshold level of 0.50 at a significance 

level (p value <0.001), except item TS_17 that is 0.41. This describes the construct 

validity and convergent validity. There are only three items, whose value of R- Square is 

less than 0.5. So this level is an acceptable criterion for reliability of the construct (Kline, 

2005). By observing correlation coefficients of all pairs of factors, it is very much clear 

that all factors have values less than 0.85. 
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Figure 3.1 CFA test of transformational leadership 

 

Table 3.9 Fit indices of Transactional leadership 

 

Chi-Sqr Df Chi-sqr/df CFI TLI IFI RMSEA 

120.54 97 1.25 0.975 0.948 0.955 0.083 
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Table 3.10 Results of CFA for Transactional leadership 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Theoretical dimension Item description Factor loading t- value R2 

Contingent Reward 

CR 

TS_1 0.67 5.859*** 0.46 

TS_11 0.65 5.643*** 0.37 

TS_16 0.70 6.315*** 0.61 

TS_35 0.75 f.p. 0.37 

Management by 

exception active 

MBEA 

TS_4 0.54 6.658*** 0.52 

TS_22 0.68 4.149*** 0.20 

TS_24 0.66 6.458*** 0.41 

TS_27 0.66 f.p. 0.58 

Passive Management by 

exception 

PMBE 

TS_3 0.69 5.524*** 0.20 

TS_12 0.69 9.265*** 0.47 

TS_17 0.77 3.426*** 0.24 

TS_20 0.73 f.p. 0.48 

Lasses  faire 

LF 

TS_5 0.64 5.326*** 0.35 

TS_7 0.83 6.524*** 0.44 

TS_28 0.64 6.256*** 0.52 

TS_33 0.564 f.p. 0.38 
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Figure 3.2 CFA Test for Transactional Leadership 
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The values of correlation coefficient less than 0.85 confirm the discriminant validity of 

the constructs (Kline, 2005). Lastly, the fit indices are at the acceptable levels that 

confirm the     uni-dimensionality of variables. It is clear from CFA results that 

transactional leadership with its model of four factors is supported by the research data. It 

is evident from the results that RMSEA, X2/df, and other fit indices are within the 

suggested level (see table 3.9).  

There are two moderate concerns about the CFA model regarding transactional 

leadership. First, the values of three out of sixteen correlation coefficients are less than 

0.50 that raises the issue of convergent validity (Bollen, 1989; Hair, Black, Babin, & 

Anderson, & Tatham, 2006; Kline, 2005).  Second, values of passive management by 

exception and lassies fair are 0.86, which is within the recommended range 0.87 (Kline, 

2005).  

3.26.9 Confirmation measurement of organizational cynicism towards 

change variable 

 

The third variable of this research model is organizational cynicism towards change 

(CYC). This construct has one dimension and eight items. Cronbach‟s alpha for 

organizational cynicism towards change is 0.81 (see table 3.6). This indicates an 

acceptable level of reliability. All items in the construct are uncorrelated having values  

X
2
=1023; df =521; X2/df=7.23. The CFA result of organizational cynicism towards 

change is presented in table 3.11. For construct validity all factor loading is above or very 

close to the recommended level 0.5 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006; 

Kline, 2005). Factors are significant at p<0.001, which is the proof of convergent 

validity. Only one item CYC_7 has R-square less than the recommended level of 0.5. 

This also supports accepted level of reliability in items (Kline, 2005). Results gathered 



  

93 
 

from CFA test provide the basis that variable organizational cynicism towards change is 

supported by the research data. The Chi-square /df value, RMSEA and other fit indices 

meet the suggest criteria (see table 3.12).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.3 CFA test for organizational cynicism towards change 

3.26.10 Confirmation measurement of organizational commitment towards 

change variable 

 

The fourth measurement model examines eighteen items of organizational commitment 

to change. The construct has three distinct dimensions affective commitment to change 

(ACC), normative commitment to change (NCC), and continuance commitment to 

change (CCC). Overall Cronbach‟s alpha for organizational commitment to change 

(OCC) is 0.76 (see table 3.6). This is considered a good level of reliability (Kline, 2005; 
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Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). The test of independence model was 

rejected due to these facts X
2
=1059; df =136; X2/df=7.895. All the fit indices confirm 

that construct organizational commitment to change is uni-dimensional. 

Table 3.11 Results of CFA for Organizational Cynicism towards Change 

 

Table 3.12 Fit indices of Organizational cynicism towards change 

 

Chi-Sqr Df Chi-sqr/df CFI TLI IFI RMSEA 

98.450 32 3.25 0.965 0.848 0.945 0.093 

 

The values in table 3.13 are indicative that the model is a good fit because these values 

are within the specified limit (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006).  

Table 3.13 Fit indices of organizational commitment to change 

 

Chi-Sqr Df Chi-sqr/df CFI TLI IFI RMSEA 

113.53 59 1.92 0.925 0.898 0.925 0.090 

 

Theoretical dimension 

Of variable 

Item description Factor loading t- value R2 

Organizational 

cynicism towards 

change (CYC) 

CYC_1 0.67 5.859*** 0.46 

CYC_2 0.65 5.643*** 0.48 

CYC_3 0.70 6.315*** 0.61 

CYC_4 0.75 5.335*** 0.47 

CYC_5 0.54 6.658*** 0.52 

CYC_6 0.68 4.149*** 0.48 

CYC_7 0.66 6.458*** 0.40 

CYC_8 0.66 f.p. 0.58 
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Table 3.14 Results of CFA for organizational commitment to change 

 

 

 

 

 

Theoretical dimension Item description Factor loading t- value R2 

Affective 

commitment  to 

change(ACC) 

OCC_1 0.67 5.859*** 0.46 

OCC_4 0.65 5.643*** 0.37 

OCC_7 0.70 6.315*** 0.61 

OCC_10 0.75 6.753*** 0.37 

OCC_12 0.54 5.235*** 0.54 

OCC_13 0.68 f.p. 0.65 

Normative 

commitment to 

change 

(NCC) 

OCC_3 0.62 6.658*** 0.52 

OCC_6 0.66 4.149*** 0.50 

OCC_9 0.69 6.458*** 0.41 

OCC_15 0.79 7.523*** 0.58 

OCC_16 0.77 7.542*** 0.68 

OCC_18 0.73 f.p. 0.62 

Continuous 

commitment to 

change 

(CCC) 

OCC_2 0.64 5.524*** 0.42 

OCC_5 0.83 9.265*** 0.47 

OCC_8 0.76 3.426*** 0.64 

OCC_11 0.54 5.587*** 0.48 

OCC_14 0.67 5.326*** 0.49 

OCC_17 0.55 f.p. 0.44 
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Figure 3.4 CFA test for organizational commitment to change 
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3.26.11 Confirmation measurement of change related behavior (Compliance) 

Compliance is a change related behavior. This variable has three dimensions. Overall 

Cronbach‟s alpha of the construct is 0.75 (see table 3.6) that provides the evidence that 

measure is reliable. The independence model, which tests the hypothesis that construct is 

uncorrelated is easily rejected X
2
=1259; df =566; X2/df 5.535. To verify this claim, a 

hypothesized model was further tested that showed considerable improvement in fit 

between independence and model. The results of CFA are presented in table 3.15. 

 Table 3.15 Results of CFA for Change related behavior (Compliance) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3.5 CFA test for change related behavior compliance 

Table 3.16 shows that all fit indices of compliance suggest that the model has a good 

level of fit. All items of the construct have a good level of loadings that is more than 0.50 

at p<0.001. This shows the construct validity and convergent validity. The value of R-

square is more than 0.50 which shows an acceptable level of reliability for the variable 

Theoretical dimension 

Of variable 
Item description Factor loading t- value R2 

Change related 

behavior (Compliance) 

Comp 

Comp_1 0.71 6.859*** 0.49 

Comp _2 0.59 5.423*** 0.72 

Comp _3 0.74 6.655*** 0.65 
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(Kline, 2005). All items of constructs have been included for further statistical analysis 

and there is no need for exploratory analysis for the construct compliance.  

Table 3.16 Fit indices of Change related behavior (Compliance) 

Chi-Sqr Df Chi-sqr/df CFI TLI IFI RMSEA 

153.53 57 1.92 0.895 0.908 0.915 0.095 

 

4.11.12 Confirmation measurement of change related behavior (Cooperation) 

Cooperation is a change related behavior. This variable has eight dimensions. Overall 

Cronbach‟s alpha of the construct is 0.80 (see table 3.6) which describes the fact that the 

scale is reliable. The independence model, which tests the hypothesis, that construct is 

uncorrelated is easily rejected X
2
=1125; df =456; X2/df 6.535. To verify this claim, a 

hypothesized model was further tested that showed considerable improvement in fit 

between independence and model. The results of CFA are presented in table 3.17. Table 

3.18 shows that all fit indices of cooperation suggest that the model has a good level of 

fit. All items of construct have a good level of loadings that is more than 0.50 and they 

are all significant at p<0.001. This shows the construct validity and convergent validity. 

The value of R-square is more than 0.50 that shows an acceptable level of reliability for 

variable (Kline, 2005). All items of constructs have been included for further statistical 

analysis and there is no need to conduct exploratory analysis on this construct.  
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Table 3.17 Results of CFA for Change related behavior (Cooperation) 

 

Table 3.18 Fit indices of Change related behavior (Cooperation) 

Chi-Sqr Df Chi-sqr/df CFI TLI IFI RMSEA 

198.53 47 3.06 0.895 0.898 0.935 0.094 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Theoretical dimension 

Of variable 
Item description 

 

Factor loading 

 

t- value R2 

Change related 

behavior 

(Cooperation)Coop 

Coop_1 0.68 6.259*** 0.62 

Coop _2 0.69 7.623*** 0.54 

Coop _3 0.75 6.385*** 0.62 

Coop _4 0.71 5.375*** 0.58 

CYC_5 0.51 6.658*** 0.71 

Coop _6 0.64 4.659*** 0.54 

Coop _7 0.60 6.858*** 0.63 

Coop _8 0.63 f.p. 0.59 
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Figure 3.6   CFA test for change related behavior cooperation 

3.26.13 Confirmation measurement of change related behavior 

(Championing) 

Championing is a change related behavior. This variable has six dimensions. Overall 

Cronbach‟s alpha of the construct is 0.80 (see table 3.6), which describes the fact that the 

measure is reliable. The independence model, which test this hypothesis of the construct 

is uncorrelated and can easily rejected X
2
=1032; df =6506; X2/df 5.235. To verify this 

claim, a hypothesized model was further tested that showed considerable improvement in 

fit between independence and model. The results of CFA are presented in table 3.19.  
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Table 3.19 Results of CFA for Change related behavior (championing) 

 

Table 3.20 shows that all fit indices of cooperation suggest that the model has a good 

level of fit. All items of construct have a good level of loadings that is more than 0.50 and 

they are all significant at p<0.001. This shows the construct validity and convergent 

validity. The value of R-square is more than 0.50 that shows an acceptable level of 

reliability for the variable (Kline, 2005). All items of constructs have been included for 

further statistical analysis and there is no need for exploratory analysis for construct, 

cooperation.  

Table 3.20  Fit indices of Change related behavior (Championing) 

Chi-Sqr Df Chi-sqr/df CFI TLI IFI RMSEA 

148.53 58 2.06 0.855 0.889 0.953 0.092 

 

 

 

 

 

Theoretical dimension 

Of variable 

Item description Factor loading t- value R2 

Change related 

behavior (championing) 

Champ 

Champ_1 0.61 5.548*** 0.53 

Champ _2 0.69 5.356*** 0.64 

Champ _3 0.75 6.345*** 0.67 

Champ _4 0.77 6.325*** 0.73 

Champ _5 0.56 6.638*** 0.58 

Champ _6 0.65 f.p. 0.49 
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Figure 3.7   CFA test for change related behavior championing 

3.27 Ethical Consideration  

Ethical consideration determines that what is right and what is wrong in the way of 

research endeavor (Mouton, 2011). Ethics in research govern the moral principles and 

values (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2010). Research in social sciences and business studies 

involve human participation.  

Responses of the respondents are measured with maximum care to avoid ethical issues. It 

is more important that how a research was conducted rather than what was researched 

(Remenyi, Williams, Money, & Swartz,  1998). Ethical consideration emphasizes more 

on the issue of anonymity and confidentiality at the time of collection of data. This also 

requires that researcher remains honest with respondents and collects accurate 
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information without any maneuvering (Remenyi, Williams, Money, & Swartz,  1998). It 

involves that processing of the research evidence and findings of the research is unbiased 

and valid (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2010). The first fundamental principle of research ethics 

requires that no one is hurt as a result to participate in the research study (Denscombe, 

2010). For the reinforcement of this principle, participants of the current study were 

assured that their identity would not be disclosed and information obtained would be 

confidential and would be used only for academic purpose. Inclusion of the names was 

not the part of the questionnaire, so it ensured anonymity and security of the respondents. 

Maximum care was taken at the time of analyzing and interpreting the findings to avoid 

biases and unfair representation. The most important ethical issue is plagiarism 

(Remenyi, Williams, Money, & Swartz,  1998). A serious and considerable attention was 

paid to minimize this issue. Information collected from all secondary sources was 

acknowledged by using American Psychological Association (APA) style.  

3.28 Summary of the chapter  

This chapter elaborated a comprehensive methodology for research study. Valid and 

reliable constructs were used to design the questionnaire to collect the data. Multifactor 

leadership questionnaire, which is considered one of the best and valid scale to measure 

leadership, was used with theoretical basis in questionnaire. A detail of population, 

sample and unit of measurement was also incorporated in this section. Descriptive 

statistics was applied on the demographic components of the study. Public sector 

organizations, selected for sample, were briefly discussed for the sake of data collection.  

 

 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/American_Psychological_Association
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Chapter No 4 

This chapter contains in-depth analysis of all the scales used in the questionnaire and 

process to test the hypotheses to answer the research questions of this study. All the 

scales of the study were adopted from the literature with sound theoretical foundation, so 

it was necessary to operationalize these scales in local context. Reliability of scales was 

tested with the help of confirmatory factor analysis, whereas inter-total correlation and an 

assessment of internal consistency confirmed the validity. Multiple regression, 

correlation and structural equation model were applied to test the hypothesized 

relationships    

4.1 Analysis and Results  

The main purpose of this chapter is to explore the fundamental features of the research 

data. This chapter provides evidence about data collection and its suitability for statistical 

analysis at different stages. There are five modules in this chapter. The first module 

describes the demographic profile of organizations and respondents with the help of 

descriptive data analysis.  Other modules are data screening, presentation and results of 

the study respectively. The population of the study is three public sector organizations, 

where organizational change initiative has been planned and executed. To collect the 

sample responses of employees, who were performing the role of transformational 

leaders and transactional leaders, were collected from these organizations.  

This study measures the role of transformational and transactional leadership to address 

the issue of employee cynicism towards change and organizational commitment to 

change. The mediating role of employee cynicism between these two styles of leadership 

and organizational commitment is also needed to be explored at the time of change.  
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Moreover, the study also tries to ascertain the impact of organizational commitment to 

change on employee‟s change related behaviors (compliance, cooperation and 

championing). Table 4.1 provides an overview of the sample and organizational profile of 

respondents. Participation of male and female respondents in study sample is 347 (85%) 

and 61 (15%) respectively. 

Table 4.1 Description of sample and organizational profile of respondents  

Variable Category Frequency Percentage (%) 

Gender Male 347 85 

Female 61 15 

Age of respondents 

21-25 10 2.5 

26-30 90 22.1 

31-35 134 32.8 

36-40 105 25.7 

41-45 21 5.1 

46-50 29 7.1 

51-55 18 4.4 

Education 

Undergraduate 34 8.3 

Graduate 172 42.2 

Master 161 39.5 

M.Phil. 41 10 

Pay scales 

1-15 (Staff) 282 69.1 

16-19 (Middle 

Management) 

101 24.8 

20 and above (Top 

Management) 

25 6.1 

Designation of 

respondent 

Staff 228 56 

Officer 180 44 
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Although, female represents fifty one percent of the total population, but their 

participation in the workforce is comparatively lower than the male workforce in the 

country (Ejaz, 2010). Age of respondents was categorized into seven clusters. The range 

of first cluster starts from 21-25years and 2.5% respondents of sample belong to this age 

group. The maximum respondents were in the age cluster of 31-35, i-e., 32.8% of the 

entire sample. Whereas, older employees were placed in last cluster 51-55, which 

represents 4.4% of the sample.     

Education is a prerequisite at entry level in a government job. Respondents with 

qualification undergraduate (8.3%), graduate (42.2%), Masters (39.5%) and M.Phil. 

(10%) were the part of research study. Grade 20 and above had low participation rate, i-

e., 6.1%, due to their non-availability and busy schedules. On the other hand, grade 16-19 

and general staff (grade 1-15) represented the sample with 44% and 56% respectively. 

The opinions recorded from the participants were useful and credible because they had 

the exposure of organizational change process. The concepts of employee cynicism 

towards change, organizational commitment to change and change related behaviors were 

explained to the respondents before data collections.   

4.2 Findings of descriptive analyses of data  

This section of study evaluates and interprets mean values of all variables based on the 

sample data. According to the previous discussion, standard deviation values of all 

variables were not large enough. Due to this reason mean values were considered a good 

representative of the responses of each variable. A five point scale is the reference for 

interpretation of such mean values. In collection of data for all variables, the highest 

value was five and the lowest value was one. Respondents perceived that their 
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transformational leaders had a sense of power, displayed the confidence and care for their 

followers. But this tendency is moderate. The higher leadership is confident and 

optimistic about the success of organizational change program. Reason behind this fact is 

that they are the part of planning and execution. Moreover, transformational leaders were 

rated moderately high on moral and ethical dimensions at the time of decision making.  

Transformation leaders were perceived by their followers more effective in raising their 

consciousness, higher ideals and moral values in organizations. Although, 

transformational leaders received overall high scores, but intellectual stimulation 

dimension received a relatively low score. Spending time in coaching (TF_15) and asking 

for a different perspective at the time of problem solving (TF_08) could not receive high 

score (appendix table 3.1). Employees pointed out the lack of the coordination in these 

areas, which was the main reason for overall low employee resistance. 

 Transactional leadership behavior is explained in appendix table 3.1. Transactional 

leader expressed their full confidence and satisfaction on their followers for successful 

completion of job assignments. Transactional leaders exercised contingent rewards more 

effective than transformational leaders. Most of the times, transactional leaders remain 

passive and follow the course of transformational leaders. Moreover transactional leaders 

show their existence at the time of noncompliance or occurrence of mistakes, but never 

participate in major decision making. The level of organizational cynicism towards 

change was recorded in all three organizations quite high, ranging from 3.82 to 4.83 (see 

appendix table 3.3).  

Employees in public sector organizations displayed a high level of cynicism because 

public sector reforms were not planned and executed with the consultation of all 
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stakeholders. This factor became one of the factors to stimulate the feelings of cynicism 

among all levels of public sector employees. Public sector organizations in Pakistan often 

resist organizational change. This happens due to job insecurity and loss of service 

benefits etc. Appendix table 3.4 displays the level of organizational commitment to 

change of three public sector organizations‟ employees.  

The level of organizational commitment to change was perceived moderate, ranging from 

3.01 to 3.92. Overall, employees working with public sector organizations displayed 

moderate organizational commitment to change. They put their confidence in the value of 

change. In their perception change is beneficial if it has no hidden agenda and aims to 

promote organizational productivity. However employees had the opinion that 

organizational change program cannot yield success, if this aims to compromise 

employee benefits. Employees showed positive compliance, cooperation and 

championing attitudes for a transparent and productive organizational change program. 

Appendix table 3.5 displays that compliance receives a low score, whereas cooperation 

and championing receive fairly good scores.   

4.3  Assumptions for regression analysis  

Before testing the structural equation modeling, the researcher has tried to check the 

necessary conditions of regression analysis. Structural equation modeling is a 

sophisticated technique to test the parameters. This study checks some parameters 

separately to make it more transparent before running the structural equation modeling on 

the conceptual framework. To draw the conclusion with the help of regression analysis 

about a population, some assumptions need to be critically evaluated (Hair, Black, Babin, 
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& Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). These are multi-collinearity and independence of 

residual, normality of residuals and linearity and homoscedasticity.  

4.3.1 Assumptions regarding first hypothesis  

 

Figure 4.1 A Scatter-plot of Transformational Leadership and Organizational 

Commitment to change 

 

Before testing the hypothesis, some assumptions for regression analysis are required to be 

tested. Figure 4.1 reveals that points are evenly and randomly spread out in the scatter 

diagram. By carefully examining the trend, it is very much clear that scattered points 

fulfill the criteria of linearity and homoscedasticity (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & 

Tatham, 2006; Pallant, 2007). The value of Durbin-Watson is 1.965, which was close to 

2, (see table 4. 2) provided indication that the assumption of independence of residuals 

was not violated (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The potential problem of outliers does not 

exist because the maximum Cook‟s Distance value is 0.125 (>1.00) (Fidell, 2007; 

Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The variance inflation factor VIF was 1.762 (<10.00), which 

was within accepted criterion (Pallant, 2007). Absence of multicollinearity could be 

found in the regression model because of tolerance values 0.655, which is <1.00 ( Fidell, 

2007). 



  

110 
 

Table 4.2 Summary of Transformational leadership- Organizational commitment towards 

change model  

R R
2
 Adjusted R

2
 F Durbin-Watson 

0.410 0.173 0.171 28.524 1.965 

 

4.3.2Assumptions regarding second hypothesis 

 

Figure 4.2 A Scatter-plot of Transactional Leadership and Organizational 

Commitment to change 

The fourth hypothesis, transactional leadership is positively associated with 

organizational commitment to change was supported with literature. Before testing the 

hypothesis, some assumptions of regression and correlation analysis was required to be 

tested. Figure 4.2 reveals that points are evenly and randomly spread out in the scatter 

diagram. By careful examining of trend, it is very much clear that scattered points fulfill 

the criteria of linearity and homoscedasticity (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & 

Tatham, 2006; Pallant, 2007). The value of Durbin-Watson test is 1.782, which was close 

to 2, (see table 4.3) provided an indication that the assumption of independence of 

residuals did not violate (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The potential problem of outliers 

did not exist because the maximum Cook‟s Distance value was 0.132 (>1.00) (Fidell, 



  

111 
 

2007; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The variance inflation factor VIF was 1.856 (<10.00) 

remained within accepted criterion (Pallant, 2007). Absence of multicollinearity could be 

found in the regression model because of tolerance values 0.574, which is (<1.00) ( 

Fidell, 2007). 

Table 4.3 Summary of Transactional leadership- Organizational commitment towards 

change model  

R R
2
 Adjusted R

2
 F Durbin-Watson 

0.474 0.147 0.145 57.524 1.782 

 

4.3.3 Assumptions regarding third hypothesis 

 

Figure 4.3 A Scatter-plot of Transformational Leadership and Organizational 

Cynicism towards change 

 

Figure 4.3 reveals that points are evenly and randomly spread out in the scatter diagram. 

By careful examining of trend, it is very much clear that scattered points fulfill the 

criteria of linearity and homoscedasticity. The value of Durbin-Watson range is 1.921, 

which is close to 2, (see table 4.4) provides an indication that the assumption of 

independence of residuals does not violate (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The potential 

problem of outliers did not exist because the maximum Cook‟s Distance value was 0.110 
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(>1.00) (Fidell, 2007; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The variance inflation factor VIF was 

1.672 (<10.00), which was within accepted criterion (Pallant, 2007). No multicollinearity 

was found in the regression model because of tolerance values 0.566, (which is <1.00) 

(Fidell, 2007). 

Table 4.4 Summary of Transformational leadership- Organizational cynicism towards 

change model  

R R
2
 Adjusted R

2
 F Durbin-Watson 

0.452 0.192 0.189 28.193 1.921 

 

4.3.4 Assumptions regarding fourth hypothesis 

 

Figure 4.4 A Scatter-plot of Transactional Leadership and Organizational Cynicism 

towards change 

 

Figure 4.4 shows the dispersion of points even and random in the scatter plot. The above 

mentioned pattern explains that assumption of homoscedasticity and linearity is met (Hair 

et al., 2006). Tolerance values ranged from 0.583 to 0.958 (>0.10) and the 

multicollinearity was absent (Fidell, 2007). The range of VIF is also satisfactory, which is 

1.065 to 1.847 (<10.00) (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006). There were 

no signs of autocorrelation because Durbin-Watson test values were within range (see 
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table 4.5) (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The value of Cook‟s Distance is 0.071(<1.00), 

which is an indication that potential outliers do not exist (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). 

Table 4.5 Summary of Transactional leadership- Organizational cynicism towards change 

model  

R R
2
 Adjusted R

2
 F Durbin-Watson 

0.493 0.203 0.201 30.127 2.145 

 

4.3.5 Assumption regarding fifth hypothesis 

 

Figure 4.5 A Scatter-plot of Organizational cynicism towards change and 

Organizational commitment to change 

 

Figure 4.5 reveals that points are even and randomly spread out in the scatter diagram. By 

careful examining of the trend, it is very much clear that scattered points fulfill the 

criteria of linearity and homoscedasticity. The value of Durbin-Watson ranged is 1.824, 

which was close to 2, (see table 4.6) provided an indication that the assumption of 

independence of residuals did not violate (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The potential 

problem of outliers did not exist because the maximum Cook‟s Distance value was 0.112 

(>1.00) (Fidell, 2007; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The variance inflation factor VIF was 

ranged from 1.958 (<10.00), which was within accepted criterion (Pallant, 2007). 
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Absence of multicollinearity could be found from the regression model because of 

tolerance values 0.452, which is <1.00) (Fidell, 2007). 

Table 4.6 Summary of Organizational cynicism towards change- Organizational 

commitment to change Model  

R R
2
 Adjusted R

2
 F Durbin-Watson 

0.382 0.148 0.146 71.023 1.824 

 

4.3.6 Assumption regarding H8a hypothesis  

 

Figure 4.6 A Scatter-plot of Organizational commitment to change and change 

related behavior (Compliance) 

 

According to Figure 4.6, points are evenly and randomly spread out in the scatter 

diagram. By careful examining of the trend, it is very much clear that the scattered points 

fulfill the criteria of linearity and homoscedasticity (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & 

Tatham, 2006; Pallant, 2007). The value of Durbin-Watson ranged from 1.791 to 1.854, 

which was close to 2, (table 4.7) provided indication that the assumption of independence 

of residuals did not violate (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The potential problem of 

outliers did not exist because the maximum Cook‟s Distance value was 0.111 (>1.00) 

(Fidell, 2007; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The variance inflation factor VIF was 
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1.524(<10.00), which was found within accepted criterion (Pallant, 2007). Absence of 

multicollinearity could be found from the regression model because of tolerance values 

0.428, which is <1.00 ( Fidell, 2007). 

Table 4.7 Summary of Organizational commitment towards change- change related 

behavior (Compliance) Model  

R R
2
 Adjusted R

2
 F Durbin-Watson 

0.331 0.110 0.108 57.568 1.854 

 

4.3.7 Assumption regarding H8b hypothesis  

 

Figure 4.7 A Scatter-plot of Organizational commitment to change and change 

related behavior (Championing) 

 

Figure 4.7 reveals that points are evenly and randomly spread out in the scatter diagram. 

By carefully examining the trend, it is very much clear that scattered points fulfill the 

criteria of linearity and homoscedasticity (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 

2006; Pallant, 2007). The value of Durbin-Watson ranged from 1.611 to 1.795, which 

was close to 2, (see table 4.8), provided indication that the assumption of independence 

of residuals did not violate (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The potential problem of 

outliers could not exist because the maximum Cook‟s Distance value was 0.124 (>1.00) 
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(Fidell, 2007; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The variance inflation factor VIF was 

1.356(<10.00), which was within accepted criterion (Pallant, 2007). Absence of 

multicollinearity could be found from the regression model because of tolerance values 

0.235, which is <1.00 Fidell, 2007).  

Table 4.8 -Summary of Organizational commitment towards change- change related 

behavior (Championing) Model  

R R
2
 Adjusted R

2
 F Durbin-Watson 

0.119 0.014 0.012 6.897 1.795 

 

4.3.8 Assumption regarding H8c hypothesis  

 

Figure 4.8 A Scatter-plot of Organizational commitment towards change and 

change related behavior (cooperation) 

 

Figure 4.8 reveals that points are evenly and randomly spread out in the scatter diagram. 

By careful examining of the trend, it is very much clear the scattered points fulfill the 

criteria of linearity and homoscedasticity (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 

2006; Pallant, 2007). The value of Durbin-Watson ranged from 1.601 to 1.712, which 

was close to 2, (see table 4.9), provided indication that the assumption of independence 

of residuals did not violate (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007).the problem of potential outliers 

could not exist because the maximum Cook‟s Distance value was 0.134 (>1.00) (Fidell, 
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2007; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The variance inflation factor VIF was 1.526(<10.00), 

which was within accepted criterion (Pallant, 2007). Absence of multicollinearity could 

be found from the regression model because of tolerance values 0.326, which is <1.00 ( 

Fidell, 2007). 

Table 4.9 Summary of Organizational commitment towards change- change related 

behavior (cooperation) Model  

R R
2
 Adjusted R

2
 F Durbin-Watson 

0.151 0.095 0.112 18.524 1.712 

 

4.4  Structural Equation model for conceptual model.  

The major objective of this study is to check the mediation of organizational cynicism 

towards change between two leadership styles (Transformational leadership and 

Transactional leadership) and organizational commitment to change.  The conceptual 

model strongly suggests that the influence of predictors (leadership styles) on 

organizational commitment to change should also be analyzed. For this purpose, first of 

all mediation was checked by declaring organizational commitment to change as the 

dependent variable. Then the impact of organizational commitment to change was also 

examined on change related behaviors. To test the adaptability of the conceptual model, 

this study adopted two generally accepted and used absolute fit measures of GFI and the 

Chi Square. There is literature evidence that AGFI and Chi Square are close fit measures 

(Keramati et al., 2010). The same study provides evidence that CFI is an incremental fit 

measure. To test the structural equation modeling, there are different standard criteria for 

model fitness; Normal fit index should have 0.89, Goodness of fit index 0.825, Root 

mean square error of approximation 0.321, adjusted goodness of fit 0.645, Tucker Lewis 
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coefficient 0.284 and Comparative fit index 0.873 respectively. If the probability value of 

the model is zero, then it explains that model is highly significant.  

4.5 Testing of Hypotheses based on weights of regression 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.9 Overall structural equation model 

TF= (Transformational leadership), TS= (Transactional leadership), CYC= (Organization 

cynicism towards change), OCC= (Organizational commitment to change), Comp= 

(Compliance),                  Coop= (Cooperation), Champ= (Championing) 

 

Table 4.10 Model fit index 

 

Indices Values Indices Values 

Chi-Square 74.728 Df 22 

Chi square & df 3.298 P value 0.000 

TLI 0.879 NFI 0.904 

AGFI 0.867 GFI 0.962 

RMSEA 0.095 CFI 0.884 

 

The table 4.10 explains that all indices are within the standard limits as suggested by 

(Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, & Tatham, 2006; Roh, Ahn, & Han, 2005). The results 

clearly explain that model shows the desired fitness. If the fitness of the model is 

according to the set criteria, then it is essential to estimate the conceptual model through 
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the weights of regression coefficients in the next step. In order to ascertain the partial 

mediation or full mediation between independent variables and dependent variables, this 

study has observed the standard forms (Holmbeck, 1997; Hoyle & Smith 1994). The 

entire procedure is defined in two comprehensive steps. First step measures the direct 

effect of independent variable on dependent variable. Second step measures the indirect 

effect of direct variables on dependent variable with the help of mediating variable. In 

case of partial mediation, the impact of independent variable is less significant in the 

presence of dependent and mediating variable (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Krull & 

MacKinnon, 2001). On the other hand, impact of independent variable remains 

insignificant on dependent variable with full mediation (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Krull & 

MacKinnon, 2001).  With the help of structural equation modeling, direct effect of 

independent variables (Transformational and Transactional leadership) on dependent 

variable organizational commitment to change with the mediating role of organizational 

cynicism towards change was measured. This test also captured the effect of 

organizational commitment to change on change related behaviors as outcome. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Figure 4.10 structural equations modeling with mediating effect 
 

TF= (Transformational leadership), TS= (Transactional leadership), CYC= (Organization 

cynicism towards change), OCC= (Organizational commitment to change) 

 

0.30 

-0.38 

0.29 

OCC 

TF 

TS 

CYC 

-0.45 

-0.43 
0.3 



  

120 
 

4.6 Coefficient of Regression (Direct Effects) 

With the help of structural equation modeling, figure 4.11 reveals the direct effect of two 

leadership styles (Transformational and Transactional leadership) on organizational 

commitment to change with the mediating role of organizational cynicism towards 

change. 

 

 

   

 

 

 

Figure 4.11 Direct effect of Transformational and Transactional leadership on 

organizational commitment to change without mediation 
 

Table 4.11 explains the beta values of first and second hypothesis. The first hypothesis is 

about the relationship of transformational leadership and organizational commitment to 

change. This hypothesis has been derived from the literature and it shows 

transformational leadership is positively related to organizational commitment to change. 

Results of structural equation modeling indicate that transformational leadership has a 

moderate positive relationship with organizational commitment to change, having beta 

value 0.41 at p < 0.05. Results also provide evidence that transformational leadership is 

the significant predictor of organizational commitment to change. Based on the above 

discussion, hypothesis H1 “Transformational leadership positively affects organizational 

commitment to change” is accepted. The second hypothesis, transactional leadership 
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0.41 
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positively affects organizational commitment to change, has also the roots in the 

literature. Results from structural equation modeling regarding this hypothesis indicate 

that transformational leadership is positively related with organizational commitment to 

change with beta value 0.47 at p < 0.05. This is also evident from the results that 

transactional leadership is the significant predictor of organizational commitment towards 

change. Based on the above discussion, hypothesis H2 “transactional leadership 

positively affects organizational commitment to change” is accepted.  

Table 4.11 Regression weights of independent variables and dependent variable 

(Direct Effect) 

 

Variables Estimates P value Support of 

Hypothesis 

Organizational 

commitment to 

change 

 Transformational 

leadership 

0.41 *** H1 is accepted 

Organizational 

commitment to 

change 

 
Transactional 

leadership 

0.47 0.010 H2 is accepted 

Results of structural equation modeling indicate that transformational and transactional 

leadership play a significant role to determine the level of organizational commitment to 

change.  

4.7  Indirect effect through mediation 

Direct effect among variables has already been validated. The next step requires checking 

the mediating role of organizational cynicism towards change. This analysis is completed 

in two steps. The first step calculates the impact of independent variables 

(transformational and transactional leadership) on mediating variable (Organizational 

cynicism towards change). Whereas, second step analyzes the impact of mediating 
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variable (Organizational cynicism towards change) on dependent variable (organizational 

commitment to change). 

To check the role of mediator in the model, few conditions should be observed. 

Independent variables of the model should relate to dependent variable (Baron & Kenny, 

1986). Moreover, mediating variable should also relate to dependent variable (Baron & 

Kenny, 1986). In case of partial mediation, impact of independent variable is less 

significant on dependent variable in the presence of mediating variable (Baron & Kenny, 

1986; Krull & MacKinnon, 2001). However, in case of full mediation impact of 

independent variable on dependent variable remains insignificant (Baron & Kenny, 1986; 

Krull & MacKinnon, 2001).   

4.8 Relationship of independent variables with dependent variable 

(Indirect Effect) 

 
To test the mediation between variables, first of all, it is required to check the direct 

relationship then ascertain the indirect relationship between variables. On this account, 

the direct relationship between transformational leadership (TF), transactional leadership 

(TS) and organizational cynicism towards change (CYC) was checked. The impact of 

organizational cynicism towards change CYC on organizational commitment to change 

OCC has been measured.  
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Figure 4.12 Indirect effect with mediation organizational cynicism towards change 

(with the help of structural equation model) 

 

Results of structural equation moldings in figure 4.12 indicate the relationships of all 

related constructs in the research model. Detail description regarding coefficient values 

and significance values is mentioned in table 4.12. In this table, the first relationship is 

about transformational leadership and organizational cynicism towards change. The third 

hypothesis, transformational leadership is negatively related with organizational cynicism 

to change has also the roots in the literature. Results from structural equation modeling 

for this study indicate that transformational leadership had strong negative relation with 

organizational commitment to change with beta value -0.45, p < 0.05. Beta value is a 

clear indication that the efforts of transformational leadership help to reduce 45 percent, 

organizational cynicism towards change in employees during change initiative. Based on 

this discussion the hypothesis H3 “Transformational leadership negatively affects 

organizational cynicism towards change” is accepted. The fourth hypothesis, 

transactional leadership is negatively related with organizational cynicism towards 

change, has also the roots in literature. 
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Table 4.12 Regression weights of the hypothesized model (Indirect Effect) 

 

Variables Estimates P value Support of 

Hypothesis 

Organizational 

Cynicism towards 

change 

 Transformational 

leadership 
-0.45 *** H3 is accepted 

Organizational 

Cynicism towards 

change 

 Transactional 

leadership 
-0.43 0.02 H4 is accepted 

Organizational 

commitment to 

change 

 
Organizational 

Cynicism towards 

change 

-0.38 *** H5 is accepted 

 

Results of structural equation modeling explain strong negative association transactional 

leadership with organizational cynicism to change. The beta value of this relationship is   

-0.43 at p < 0.05. The beta value of this relationship is a clear indication that the efforts of 

transactional leadership help to reduce 43 percent organizational cynicism towards 

change in employees. Based on the above facts hypothesis H4 “Transactional leadership 

negatively affects organizational cynicism towards change” is accepted. The fifth 

hypothesis, organizational cynicism to change is negatively related with organizational 

commitment to change has also roots in the literature. Results from structural equation 

modeling specify that organizational cynicism towards change has a strong negative 

association with organizational commitment to change. The beta value of this relationship 

is -0.38 at p <0.05. The results of the beta value are clear indications that cynicism 

reduces 38 %, organizational commitment towards change in employees. The above 

discussion with structural equation modeling provides the basis for the acceptance of the 

hypothesis. Hence, it is concluded that the hypothesis H5 “organizational cynicism 

towards change negatively affects organizational commitment to change” is accepted.  
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4.9 A complete comparison of direct and indirect effect  

To test the mediation of organizational cynicism between hypothesized relationships, it is 

required to check the direct and indirect relationship between the variables subsequently. 

To test the mediation, SOBEL provides simple technique without statistical control. The 

bootstrapping is more powerful than SOBEL because it makes more realistic assumption 

of about the sampling distribution of indirect effect (Hayes, & Preacher, 2014). To 

proceed for the mediation table 4.13 provides a comparison between direct effects, 

indirect effects and description of regression weights.  The beta value between 

transformational leadership and organizational commitment to change relationship is 

0.29, which is significant at p value 0.005. This indicates a positive relationship in the 

presence of mediating variable, organizational cynicism towards change. The regression 

weights of this relationship have reduced from 0.410 to 0.29, which is an indication of 

partial mediation (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Krull & MacKinnon, 2001).  

Table 4.13 comparison of direct and indirect effects 

 

Variables 

Direct Effect Indirect effect 

Support of 

Hypotheses 
Estimates P value Estimates 

P 

value 

Organizational 

commitment to 

change 

Transformational 

leadership 

 

0.41 *** 0.29 *** 

H6 is 

accepted 

Organizational 

commitment to 

change 

Transactional 

leadership 
0.47 0.010 0.30 *** 

H7 is 

accepted 
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According to Preacher & Hayes (2008), if independent variable affects dependent 

variable in the presence of at least one intervening or mediator then mediation is proved. 

In the presence of mediating variables, when predictors impact dependent variable, 

reduction in regression weights is an indication of mediation (Hayes, & Preacher, 2014). 

In case of partial mediation, the impact of independent variable is less significant in the 

presence of dependent and mediating variable (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Krull & 

MacKinnon, 2001). In case of full mediation the impact of independent variable on 

dependent variable will be insignificant (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Krull & MacKinnon, 

2001). This provides support that transformational leadership has a positive impact on 

organizational commitment to change in the presence of mediating variable 

(organizational cynicism to change). Hence, it is concluded that the hypothesis H6:  

“organizational cynicism towards change mediates the relationship between 

transformational leadership and organizational commitment to change” is accepted.  

The beta value of transactional leadership and organizational commitment to change is 

0.30, which is significant at p < 0.005. This indicates a positive relationship in the 

presence of mediating variable, organizational cynicism towards change. The regression 

weight of this relationship has reduced from 0.474 to 0.30 respectively, which is an 

indication of partial mediation (Baron & Kenny, 1986; Krull & MacKinnon, 2001; 

Hayes, & Preacher, 2014). This provides support that transactional leadership has a 

positive impact on organizational commitment to change. It also has the positive impact 

through mediating variable, organizational cynicism towards change, on organizational 

commitment to change. Hence, it is concluded that the hypothesis H7  “organizational 

cynicism towards change mediates the relationship between transactional leadership and 
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organizational commitment to change” is accepted. Table 4.14 explains the results of 

direct effect between organizational commitment to change and change related behaviors. 

Hypothesis H8a, organizational commitment to change, is positively related to change 

related behavior compliance. This relationship has theoretical roots in the literature.  

Table 4.14 Regression weights direct effects 

 

Variables Estimates P value Support of 

Hypothesis 

Compliance 
 

Organizational 

commitment to 

change 

0.33 000 H8a is accepted 

Championing 
 

Organizational 

commitment to 

change 

0.15 0.01 H8b is accepted 

Cooperation 
 

Organizational 

commitment to 

change 

0.12 000 H8c is accepted 

 

Results of structural equation modeling indicate that organizational commitment to 

change has a positive association with change related behavior compliance with beta 

value 0.33 at p value < 0.05. The result of this beta value is a clear indication that 

organizational commitment to change enhances 33 percent compliance behavior in 

employees during change. Based on the above facts, hypothesis H8a “organizational 

commitment to change positively affects change related behavior (Compliance)” is 

accepted. The hypothesis H8b has also theoretical roots in the literature. Results of 

structural equation modeling indicate that organizational commitment to change has a 

positive association with change related behavior (championing), having beta value 0.15, 

and p value less than 0.05. The results of the beta value revealed that organizational 
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commitment to change increased 15 percent championing behavior. Based on the above 

facts, hypothesis H8b “organizational commitment to change positively affects change 

related behavior (championing)” is accepted. 

The hypothesis H8c, organizational commitment to change is positively related to change 

related behavior, cooperation is described in the literature. Results of structural equation 

modeling explain the positive association between organizational commitment to change 

and cooperation behavior with beta value 0.15, p<0.05. The beta value is a clear 

indication that organizational commitment to change of employee enhances 12 percent 

cooperation in employees. Based on the above facts, hypothesis H8c “organizational 

commitment to change positively affects change related behavior (championing)” is 

accepted. 

4.10 Discussion  

Chapter No 2 provided a detailed literature review about the links of a conceptual model 

developed for this study. Many studies provided the support to the direct relationship 

between the constructs of the conceptual model. Specifically, transformational and 

transactional leadership have significant positive relation with organizational 

commitment to change (Battilana, Gilmartin, Sengul, Pache, & Alexander, 2010; Berson 

& Avolio, 2004; Eisenbach, Watson, & Pillai, 1999; Higgs & Rowland, 2005; House, 

Spangler, & Woycke, 1991). Both leadership styles have a direct relationship with 

organizational cynicism towards change. The two types of leadership have never been 

tested simultaneously to address the issue of organizational cynicism at the time of 

change. Mediating role of organizational cynicism towards change was a missing link 

between two types of leadership (transformational and transactional leadership) and 
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organizational commitment to change (Chiaburu, Peng, Oh, Banks, & Lomeli, 2013; Hill, 

Seo, Kang, & Taylor, 2012). Literature has also recommended that the role of 

transactional leadership to increase organizational commitment during change should be 

investigated to bridge the gap (DeCelles, Tesluk, & Taxman, 2013).  

The purpose of present study was to extend the present research on the leadership styles, 

organizational commitment to change and organizational cynicism towards change. The 

researchers deeply examined impact of both leadership styles (Transformational and 

Transactional) and found them strong influencer of organizational commitment to 

change. Moreover, stronger positive impact of transformational leadership was witnessed 

than that of transactional leadership. The findings of the study have vital implication for 

leadership and organizational literature. Results of this study postulate a significant 

positive relationship between transformational leadership and organizational commitment 

to change, which is an evidence that participation of transformational leadership in the 

change program can boosts organizational commitment to change. A transformational 

behavior of a leader develops trust and confidence, which enhances positive commitment 

to change. This result is consistent with previous empirical research conducted by Lo. 

Ramayah, & De Run (2010). On the other hand transactional leaders with its role to 

specify performance expectations and proximity with the followers facilitate the change 

process. This leadership style can promote followers by capacity building, which in turn 

eliminate apprehensions about change. Transactional leader can develop optimism by the 

use contingent rewards, which can helpful to strengthen organizational commitment to 

change. Previous researches have already validated this fact (Kool, & van Dierendonck, 

2012; Hawkins & Dulewicz, 2009). However, the role of transactional leader is less 
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prominent as that of transformational leader, who appear to be stronger agent of change. 

in addition, previous research endeavors only investigated the role of transformational 

leaders to curtain the level of cynicism, however this study tested the role of both 

leadership, which has broaden the literature.  Both leadership styles found more effective 

to control cynicism towards change. The outcomes of the study investigate that 

leadership styles not only eliminate cynicism towards change but also paly positive role 

to facilitate the change process. Rubin, Dierdorff, Bommer, & Baldwin (2009) has 

validated this fact in their investigation. In public sector of developing country, employee 

are more apprehensive towards job security. Any change program tailored for the 

betterment is heavily resisted. Findings of the results illustrate that both leadership can 

tackle cynicism towards change. Transformational leaders can put the limit on the cynical 

behavior or perception of individuals or group, this interaction develops harmony among 

all levels of employees. These findings are in line with research conducted by Bommer, 

Rıch, Rubın (2005). Whereas, transactional leaders has the power to explain how to 

achieve performance standards and this is helpful to develop positive synergy. Proactive 

interventions of leaders can defuse the spark of cynicism and can prove helpful for 

organizations to execute change strategy. Finally rich experience of leaders can be used 

to deliver training to follower, which can enhance their commitment to change. Results of 

present study further provide evidence about the mediating role of organizational 

cynicism towards change between both leadership styles and organizational commitment 

to change. It is now confirmed that transformational and transactional leadership are not 

only related to organizational commitment to change but also with organizational 

cynicism towards change.  
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Before summing up the key research findings, it would be useful to revisit the research 

objectives. The first objective is to determine the impact of transformational and 

transactional leadership on organizational commitment to change. The second objective 

states to measure the role of transformational and transactional leadership on 

organizational cynicism towards change. The third objective tries to evaluate the effect of 

organizational cynicism towards change on organizational commitment to change. The 

fourth objective is to find out the role of transformational leadership and transactional 

leadership to increase organizational commitment to change with a mediating role of 

organizational cynicism towards change. The fifth objective requires to investigate the 

relationship between organizational commitment to change and change related behaviors 

(compliance, championing and cooperation). The last objective describes to develop and 

test the model of two tiers of leadership (transformational and transactional leadership) 

collectively to address the issues of organizational cynicism towards change and 

organizational commitment during implementation of change program and its subsequent 

impact on change related behaviors. Major findings from hypotheses of this research 

study are discussed in detail below.   

To address the first objective, present study examined the relationship between 

transformational leadership and organizational commitment during change in public 

sector organizations in Pakistan. Results of structural equation modeling of this study 

showed a significant positive relationship between transformational leadership and 

organizational commitment to change. An active participation of transformational 

leadership in the change program boosts organizational commitment to change. The 

findings of this study are also in line with the results of previous researches on the same 
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subject (Walumbwa, Lawler, Avolio & Wang, 2005; Marmaya, Hitam, Torsiman & 

Balakrisham, 2011). The beta value between transformational leadership and 

organizational commitment to change is 0.41, which is positive and moderately 

significant. This value is an indicator that transformational leadership impacts forty one 

percent to increase organizational commitment during implementation of organizational 

change. With the support of these findings, hypothesis H1 is accepted. A positive 

significant relationship between the transformational leadership and organizational 

commitment has also proved in Malaysian police departments (Lo., Ramayah, & De Run, 

2010). Simosi & Xenikou (2010) has proved that transformational leaders have a high 

influence on normative commitment of employees. Transformational leadership 

encourages and develops integrity in followers to stay competitive by matching the pace 

of change (Alimo-Mecalfe, Alban-Metcalfe, Bradley, Mariathasan, & Samele, 2008). 

Present study sum-ups that transformational leadership has more effective influence on 

the subordinates as compare to other styles of leadership. It has been concluded that 

transformational leaders have more positive relation with organizational commitment to 

change. These results are also consistent with the research conducted by Hill, Seo, Kang, 

& Taylor (2012). Bureaucratic barriers are relatively high in public sector of Pakistan, 

which develops communication gap between different layers of management (Kalyal, 

2009). However, the role of transformational leader is still effective for successful 

implementation of change activity. Transformational leadership can help to rout out 

ambiguities and apprehensions of workers and have the capacity to enhance their 

commitment to change (Lo, Ramayah, & Run, 2010). This fact is also supported by the 

research work of (Avolio, Zhu, Koh, & Bhatia, 2004), who concludes that 
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transformational leadership has a strong positive impact on employee commitment at the 

time of change. Based on these empirical results, it can be proved that transformational 

leadership increases organizational commitment during implementation of change 

program.  Very few studies have been conducted to verify the role of transactional 

leadership and organizational commitment to change. There is no study available in 

Pakistan about this relationship. Keskes (2014) has defined a weak positive relationship 

between transactional leadership and organizational commitment. However, this study 

has found a significant positive link between transformational leadership and 

organizational commitment to change. Structural equation modeling provided beta value 

0.47, which is an indication of strong positive association. In other words transactional 

leaders can influence 47% on the commitment of employees during change. Contingent 

reward is a power of transactional leaders to motivate subordinates to achieve desired 

objectives. Teshome (2011) has the view that rewards and positive reinforcement of 

transactional leader can improve the commitment of employees to execute organizational 

change. In Pakistani perspective grade 16-19 have been delegated financial and non-

financial powers to achieve organizational objectives. These financial and non-financial 

rewards can be utilized to shape the opinion of workforce in favor of change. Financial 

reward is considered the biggest favor, whereas its loss is perceived as a big punishment 

(Bonner & Sprinkle, 2002).). Here the role of transactional leader is critical and effective 

to promote organizational commitment to execute change.  Mclaggan, Bezuidenhout, & 

Botha, (2013) contributed valuable insights about the role of transformational and 

transactional leadership to promote organizational commitment in the coal industry. 

According to this study, committed employees are the valuable human capital of 
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organizations and high commitment reduces organizational cynicism towards change at 

workplace.  

The second objective of this research study was to critically examine the role of 

transformational leadership and transactional leadership on organizational cynicism 

towards change. Literature from previous studies validates that transformational 

leadership significantly reduces the impact of cynicism towards change (Bass & Avolio, 

1990; Podsakoff,. MacKenzie, Moorman, & Fetter, 1990 ; Shamir, Zakay, &  Popper, 

1998; DeCelles, Tesluk, & Taxman, 2013). Research findings of the current study 

provide enough support for the hypothesis “Transformational leadership negatively 

affects organizational cynicism towards change”. The structural equation modeling also 

provided support that transformational leadership and cynicism towards change showed a 

negative relationship. The beta value (-0.45) is the proof of a moderate negative 

relationship between two constructs. Based on these evidences, hypothesis H3 is 

accepted. The results received support from the researches Bommer, Rich, & Rubin 

(2005) and DeCelles, Tesluk, & Taxman, (2013). These research findings elaborate that 

transformational leadership is an effective tool to reduce the level of organizational 

cynicism in the wake of organizational change. Organizational cynicism towards change 

has a detrimental effect on the system of organization, which is undergoing 

organizational change (Aslam, Ilyas, Imran, & Rahman, 2016). Transformational leaders 

can put the limit on the cynical behavior or perception of individuals or group, this 

interaction develops harmony among all levels of employees (Polatcan, Titrek, 2013; 

Tokgöz & Yılmaz, 2008). The low communication and huge disparity in the hierarchy of 

public sector departments become the source of cynicism. At the time of change the 
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higher management in public sector establishes safeguards for their interests. Employees 

in lower ranks feel multiple threats, e.g. job security and reduction in privileges. In a 

country with high unemployment and low productivity, feelings of skepticism, doubt and 

uncertainty lead to cynicism. The assurance of top management to implement change 

without compromising their interest can lessen the impact of cynicism. Strong union 

system in organization A and B intentionally developed serious concerns about 

organizational change and initiated agitation against new organizational structure. This 

situation not only produced detrimental effects of cynicism, but also led to violent 

protest. However, negotiations with higher management can provide an environment to 

understand the pros and cons of organizational change, which can also lessen the gravity 

of cynicism. Transformational leaders have more effective role to address employee‟s 

attitudes due to their significant and powerful influence on employees during 

organizational initiatives (Vecchio, Justin, & Pearce, 2008).  

An important contribution of this study is to ascertain the impact of transactional 

leadership on organizational cynicism towards change. The results of this study found 

interesting facts about the public sector organizations of Pakistan. Structural equation 

modeling provided regression coefficient weight (-0.43), which revealed that there is a 

moderate negative relationship between transactional leadership and organizational 

cynicism towards change. Results of the study also provided the basis to accept the 

hypothesis H4. These findings are in line with the previous researches (Polatcan & 

Titrek, 2013; Wilkerson, Evans, & Davis, 2008). The favorable actions and facilitation of 

a leader can weaker the organizational cynicism towards change (Roche, Scheetz, Dane, 

Parish, O'Shea, 2003). Hierarchy of the public sector of Pakistan is based on grade 
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system. Some Public sector organizations have introduced internal grades, but the pay 

and promotion structure is comparable to the actual grade system defined by the 

government. Grades 16-19 have considerable powers to facilitate the subordinates. 

Results of this study safely estimated that transactional leaders had 43% influences on 

their subordinates to curb the cynicism. Based on these results, it is concluded that 

transactional leadership is an effective tool to weaker the cynicism and can facilitate the 

change in public sector organizations of Pakistan. 

The third objective of this research was to ascertain the effect of organizational cynicism 

on organizational commitment at the time of change. Organizational cynicism towards 

change negatively impacts organizational commitment to change. The findings of this 

study verify the results of research conducted by Abraham (2000). On the basis of 

literature support and empirical results, hypothesis H5 is accepted. A cynical attitude 

leads to frustration and the frustrated attitude lowers the organizational commitment to 

change. Lack of organizational commitment to change compels employees to leave the 

organization. The unemployment rate in Pakistan is very high and economic productivity 

of public sector organizations is considerable low (Qayyum & Siddiqui, 2007). Cynical 

employees do not immediately leave organizations however they shift their focus to 

search new jobs (Reichers, Wanous, & Austin, 1997). They also remain least interested to 

achieve organizational objectives. This trend has adverse impact on overall productivity 

of organizations. The beta value between this relationship is (-0.38), which is an 

indication of weak negative effect of organizational cynicism on organizational 

commitment to change. The value explains that cynicism can reduce 38% organizational 

commitment to change. The findings seem to validate the results of Pitre (2004) by 
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providing a comprehensive picture of the relationship between two constructs. Whenever, 

change initiatives were introduced in government sector organizations of Pakistan, it 

aimed to increase the efficiency of departments. But there was a gap between 

expectations and reality and this phenomenon produced cynicism. Organizational change 

was never welcomed because of its hidden and harsh consequences (Lawrence-Lightfoot, 

2000). Cynicism developed resistance, which led to deteriorate the change efforts. 

Cynical attitude appears in the form of grievances, which lead to lack of organizational 

commitment (Bommer, Rıch, & Rubın, 2005).  Without the commitment of employees, 

organizational change programs fail completely (Kotter, 1995; Pitts, 2006).  

The fourth objective is vital for this research study, which provides the evidence to 

extend the existing theory. This establishes the link that organizational cynicism towards 

change mediates the relationship between two leadership styles (transformational and 

transactional leadership) and organizational commitment during change. Structural 

equation modeling, calculated the beta value (0.29) for the mediating relationship 

between the above prescribed variables. The initial beta value of the direct relationship 

between transformational leadership and organizational cynicism towards change was 

0.41. With the mediation of organizational cynicism towards change between 

transformational leadership and organizational commitment to change, the beta value 

reduced to 0.29. In case of partial mediation, impact of independent variable is less 

significant on dependent variable in the presence of mediating variable (Baron & Kenny, 

1986; Krull & MacKinnon, 2001). In the light of these results hypothesis H6 is accepted. 

It has been established that cynicism towards change partially mediates the relationship 

between transformational leadership and organizational commitment in public sector 
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organizations of Pakistan. Transformational leadership is the instrument of change and 

has great influence on employees. Transparent and sincere role of transformational 

leadership can lessen the gravity of cynicism towards change and enhances employees‟ 

commitment. Results further explain that organization cynicism towards change 

adversely impacts the change process. The influence of transformational leadership with 

a visionary and charismatic role can facilitate organizational change and reduce cynicism 

towards change.      

On the other hand, organizational cynicism towards change also mediates the relationship 

between transactional leadership and organizational commitment to change. The initial 

beta value of the direct relationship between transactional leadership and organizational 

commitment to change was 0.47. With the mediation of organizational cynicism, it 

reduced to 0.30. These provide the basis to accept hypothesis H7. According to the 

standards of Baron  & Kenny (1986) and Krull & MacKinnon (2001), a partial mediation 

between the stated relationship in public sector organizations in Pakistan is proved. The 

transactional leadership has more significant association with followers as compare to 

other forms of leadership. This style of leadership is more appropriate to execute 

organizational change. In public sector employees playing the role of transactional leader 

remain more active and closer to other workers. Literature also validates the findings of 

this study (Gkorezis, Petridou, & Xanthiakos, 2014; Aydin, Sarier, & Uysal; 2013).  

The fifth objective of the study establishes the link between organizational commitment 

to change and change related behaviors (Compliance, Championing and Cooperation).  

Organizational commitment during change impacts the behaviors of employees. Meyer & 

Herscovitch, 2001 has categorized it as discretionary and focal behaviors. These 
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behaviors define the severity of a change initiative, which has been introduced in 

organizations. Transformational and transactional leadership provide the basis for overall 

organizational commitment to change. A strong commitment to change positively 

impacts on these behaviors. The beta value between organizational commitment to 

change and compliance is 0.33. This shows that organizational commitment to change 

increases 33% compliance behavior of employees at the time of change. The results 

provided the support for hypothesis H8a. According to these results, this hypothesis is 

accepted. Results of hypothesis H8b explain that organizational commitment to change 

has a positive impact on championing. The beta value shows that there is a 15 percent 

impact on championing behavior due to organizational commitment. Previous researches 

provide support to this argument that championing is positively affected by 

organizational commitment to change (Herscovitch & Meyer, 2002; Meyer, Srinivas, Lal, 

& Topolnytsky, 2007; Kalyal, 2009). Although there is a very weak relationship between 

these constructs. Hypothesis H8c explains that organizational commitment to change has 

a positive impact on cooperation. The beta value is 12 that describe the minor strength 

between the relationship of organizational commitment to change and cooperation. This 

means that organizational commitment to change can boost 12 percent cooperation 

behavior in public sector employees of Pakistan at the time of change. In Pakistani 

settings Kalyal (2009) has supported this argument that organizational commitment to 

change of public sector employees has positive effect on cooperation behavior. Research 

work from North American countries also provides support to these results (Herscovitch 

& Meyer, 2002; Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001). Based on the above discussion hypothesis 

H8c is accepted.  
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Organizational change is risky business and it is difficult for managers to earn the 

organizational commitment to change. Employees consider that change can cause some 

serious consequences to their job security. This is the reason that they show active and 

passive resistance. If employees perceive that the results of organizational change will be 

in their favor than they can go to any extent to make the change process successful. If 

employees pay some cost of the change program, then they put heavy resistance and do 

not sever the cause of change (Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001; Meyer, Srinivas, Lal, & 

Topolnytsky, 2007; Kalyal, 2009).  

4.11 Summary of the chapter  

This chapter carried out analysis in two phases. First phase confirmed the reliability and 

validity with the use of inter total correlation, an assessment of internal consistency and 

factor analysis. Results of structural equation modeling calculated positive beta value of 

first two hypotheses, H1 and H2. Based on these results both hypotheses were accepted. 

H3, H4 and H5 had the negative beta values, which described that there existed negative 

relationships between transformational leader and cynicism towards change, transactional 

leadership and cynicism towards change and cynicism towards change and organizational 

commitment to change. Based on the assumptions these hypotheses were also accepted. 

To test the mediation direct and indirect relationship was calculated. Partial mediation 

was confirmed because beta value of indirect relationship reduced from the direct 

relationship value. The hypothesis H6 and H7 were also accepted on the previous 

assumptions. Organizational commitment to change also found significant positive 

relationship with change related behaviors (Compliance, championing and cooperation). 

This provided the basis to accept H8a, H8b and H8c hypotheses.    
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Chapter No 5 

The aim of this chapter is to present key findings of the research study. This section 

contains the conclusion and managerial implication for public sector organizations. 

Moreover, limitations and future recommendations of the study have also been 

incorporated in this section. The chapter also concludes findings of the conceptual model.  

5.1  Conclusion  

The major objectives of the study have been achieved. The results of the study clearly 

indicate that both leadership styles have greater role on the organizational commitment to 

change in public sector of Pakistan. This study has established the relationship between 

two types of leadership (Transformational and Transactional leadership) on 

organizational commitment to change with mediating role of organizational cynicism 

towards change. The main phenomenon of interest was organizational commitment to 

change, however the behavioral outcomes of organizational commitment to change i-e 

compliance, cooperation and championing have also been evaluated separately in this 

study.  

In conclusion, transformational leadership has a significant impact to shape the 

commitment of employees in public sector of Pakistan, however the role of transactional 

leadership is equally important. Although transformational leadership is more effective to 

put off the resistance of workforce but transactional leadership can create more conducive 

environment to plan and implementation of change program. Employees serving in public 

sector had the positive perception about organizational change but serious reservation on 

the implementation phase. According to the results the change related consequences and 
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vague planning of change program developed organizational cynicism towards change. In 

all three public sector organizations a communication gap was found in all tire of 

management, which became the basis of organization cynicism. From the data analysis, it 

was found that an active role of leadership is imperative to reduce organizational 

cynicism.  

Organizational cynicism has detrimental effect on the commitment of employees during 

change. Highly cynical employees perceive threat to any change program. The three 

organization understudy had the worker unions. The organizational cynicism towards 

change made the resistance violent, which had the harmful impact on employee 

commitment to change. Before testing the mediation, the research proved that 

transformational and transactional leadership has directive positive impact on 

organizational commitment to change, however it is also proved that organizational 

cynicism towards change mediates the relationship between leadership styles and 

organizational commitment to change. The study validates that an effective role of both 

leadership styles with a mediating role of cynicism towards change increase 

organizational commitment to change.  

There are three behavioral outcomes of organizational commitment to change, which are 

compliance, cooperation and championing. This study separately evaluated these 

outcomes. Employees showed their compliance due to many factors e.g. job security, 

deprivation from perks etc. However, they never became the championing of the change 

program.  Similarly, most of the employees showed cooperation towards the change 

program but its impact was less significant.  
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5.2 Managerial implications for public sector organizations 

Present research has several practical implications for public sector organizations of 

Pakistan. Research findings of this study elaborate that transformational leadership and 

transactional leadership have a significant role to reduce the organizational cynicism 

towards change. Organizational cynicism towards change is an undeniable fact and it 

comes on surface at the time of planning and implementation of organizational change. 

Organizational cynicism towards change has many consequences, but it has a detrimental 

effect on organizational commitment during change (Bommer, Rıch, Rubın, 2005). 

Transformational leadership has the responsibility to realign new visions to clarify the 

misinterpretation about change program. Transformational leadership can influence the 

level of organizational cynicism towards change by addressing its components, e.g. 

dispositional component, attributions component and pessimism. To overcome 

dispositional and attributions components, transformational leadership needs to open 

communication channels about the planning and execution of organizational change. 

During change, organizations are not transformed but these are the values of employees 

which are upgraded to new standards (Stephens, D‟Intino, & Victor, 1995). Employee‟s 

values can actually transform organizations and systems. Transformational leadership can 

play their role by providing support to eliminate ambiguities and to minimize cynicism of 

employees. Role of transactional leadership should be to assist and promote employees 

rather to compromise their integrity and suppress their voices.  

Findings of the study revealed that change in a public sector organization is implemented 

without taking into confidence to employees. During data collection employees showed 

their concerns about job security. Grade twenty and above is a type of higher 
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management however the access to these officers is very difficult due to high protocol 

barriers. The change programs are introduced with the aim to promote efficiency of 

departments. During the collection of data, employees showed their concerns that change 

programs have hidden agenda. Leaders and manager need to develop a mechanism to 

involve the employees to decide the modalities for planning and execution of change 

program. Employees must be empowered for this activity which helps to reduces 

cynicism and increases commitment for change. Reduction in protocol barriers and open 

communication channels can help to eliminate cynicism. Transactional leadership can 

provide the basis for organizational commitment to change. The statistical analysis shows 

that a transactional leadership can help to eliminate the organizational cynicism towards 

change. An instrumental approach is always required to convince the employees to 

support the change. A solid foundation laid down by transactional leaders can inspire 

workers to achieve the vision. This study also provides evidence that transactional and 

transformational leadership combine can become more effective to reduce the level of 

organizational cynicism towards change. Organizational cynicism towards change is 

translated into resistance. Employees spend most of their energies to undo the change 

process that also adversely impacts to organizational commitment during change 

(Coetsee, 1999). The organization A and B are highly politicized and have strong unions. 

Even the best change program, crafted with good intentions could not get success because 

of politics. The efficiency and productivity are comparatively low in these organizations. 

Here the role of transactional leader is very much imperative to promote the cause of 

change. If leadership addresses the issue of cynicism well on time then pessimism, 

negativity and agitation can disappear (Hovland, Janis, & Kelley, 1953). 
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Transformational leaders can develop the behaviors of compliance, cooperation and 

championing because of their direct interaction with workers. This is only possible 2

 when employees have a commitment towards organizational change. Output of 

commitment to change provided evidence that with higher commitment to change 

employees become the advocate of the organizational change.  

5.3 Limitations and Future recommendation of the study 

During the research work comprehensive and rigorous methodology was adopted to 

report the findings. But this study is still subject to many limitations that opens new 

avenues for future research. The prime consideration is the cross sectional nature of data 

that violates the assumption of causality (Bollen, 1989). Although, the results of this 

study lay down theoretical foundations but a longitudinal research design can provide a 

valuable contribution in literature. Organizational cynicism towards change can be 

curtailed with the passage of time that can further clarify the concepts of organizational 

commitment to change (Piderit, 2000). The second limitation is the self-report measures 

that can lead to common method bias. The common method variance can exaggerate the 

relationship between the associated variables (Podsakoff & Organ, 1986). It is strongly 

recommended that multi-source of data should be collected to reduce the problem of 

common method bias in future research studies. The issue of self-report data collection is 

common because employees record their responses more freely due to anonymity. Future 

research should focus to eliminate this problem by collecting multi source of data. 

However, this study found survey technique the most appropriate to record the 

perceptions of respondents because organization cynicism towards change and 

commitment during change can be obtained with the help of self-report (Finegan, 2000). 
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Organizational cynicism towards change is developed due to internal and external factors 

of employees. Although two main tier of leadership (transformational and transactional) 

were employed to reduce the level of organizational cynicism towards change, but some 

other factors like motivation, benefits and organization ownership can have more 

interesting effects to reduce organizational cynicism towards change.  

As reported in methodology, the volume of population of public sector organization in 

Pakistan is very high. A special care is needed to generalize the results of three public 

sector organizations with all departments in Pakistan. Very few studies have been 

conducted in Pakistan in organizational change perspective. A dearth of local literature 

on organizational change is the main limitation. In Pakistan, organizational research is 

laying its foundation so there is a dearth of local literature. Organizations and employees 

show lot of concerns while responding about their organizations, its working 

environment, policies and feedback about management. This research provides evidence 

that how two main types of leadership can impact organizational cynicism towards 

change which can also impact organizational commitment to change and change related 

behaviors. Future research should measure responses in those organizations, where 

organizational change had been implemented. Impact of change related behaviors 

(compliance, cooperation and championing) should be checked on organization 

performance after implementation of change. The survey tools used in this study were 

adopted from foreign studies. These tools were developed in western countries, where 

organizations have strong culture and systems. The nature of organizational cynicism 

towards change and commitment to change is entirely different in Pakistan. Future 
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research should develop these scales in Pakistani environment and test them in public and 

private sectors.  
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Appendix 1 

 

 

Survey Questionnaire for PhD Research. 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

I am a student of PhD IQRA University, Islamabad.  I would like to take this opportunity 

to thank you for participating in this survey. All the information that you will provide will 

be only used for academic research purposes and will not be shared with anyone, other 

than my supervisory team. Please read through the following passage and remember there 

is not right and wrong answer to any of the questions that follow. 

In our organizations whenever any change initiative is introduced it produces feelings of 

suspicions, doubt and resistance. This is generally known as employee cynicism.   

The questions in this survey are based on your perception that how different tire of 

leadership play their role to counter employee cynicism towards change.  Cynicism 

towards change impacts employee organizational commitment to change and this finally 

impacts the employee behaviors.  

It is once again requested that all information will be kept confidential and you are 

not required to write your name.  

I thank you in anticipation of your participation and would appreciate receiving your 

response as soon as you are able to complete the survey. 

 

 

 

Muhammad Nadeem 

PhD Scholar/Researcher 

IQRA University, Islamabad. 

Ph. 0321-5396862 

Email: nadeemeco@hotmail.com 
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Basic Demographic Information 

 

 

Gender:      Male     □        Female       □ 

 

 

 

Your Designation:______________ 

 

Education: 

 

Your Pay scale: Name of your organization: 

Under graduate       □ 

Under graduate       □ 

Masters                   □ 

Ph.D                        □ 

 

Please write your pay 

scale here 

 

Punjab Dairy development and 

livestock                                     

□ 

PIA                                             

□ 

Power distribution companies   

□ 

 

(-------------------------------) 

       Please write name of company 
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SECTION ONE 

Multifactor Leadership Questionnaire Form5X-short 

Section 01 comprises on statement that will measure your response on Transformational and 

Transactional leadership. MLQ survey items have used to measure your valuable responses. 

Using the following scale, please rate your immediate supervisor/organization leader by circling 

your choice on the following statements 

Strongly Agree    (SA) = 5 

Agree     (A)  =4 

Neither Agree Nor Disagree  (N) =3 

Disagree    (D) =2 

Strongly Disagree   (SD) =1 

Section ONE:         MLQ  Leadership Questionnaire 1 2 3 4 5 

1.  My team leader/supervisor provides me with assistance in exchange for my efforts      

2.  My team leader/supervisor re-examines critical assumptions to question whether they are 

appropriate 

     

3.  My team leader/supervisor fails to interfere until problems become serious      

4.  My team leader/supervisor focuses attention on irregularities, mistakes and deviations from 

standards  

     

5.  My team leader/supervisor avoids getting involved when important issues arise      

6.  My team leader/supervisor talks about his/her most important values and beliefs      

7.  My team leader/supervisor is absent when needed      

8.  My team leader/supervisor seeks differing perspectives when solving problems      

9.  My team leader/supervisor talks optimistically about the future      

10.  My team leader/supervisor instills prides in me for being associated with him/her      

11.  My team leader/supervisor discusses in specific terms who is responsible for achieving 

performance targets 

     

12.  My team leader/supervisor waits for things to go wrong before taking actions      

13.  My team leader/supervisor talks enthusiastically about what needs to be accomplished      

14.  My team leader/supervisor specifies the importance of having a strong sense of purpose      

15.  My team leader/supervisor spends time coaching      
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16.  My team leader/supervisor makes clear what one can expect to receive when performance goals 

are achieved  

     

17.  My team leader/supervisor shows that he/she is a firm believer in “if it ain‟t broke, don‟t fix it”( if 

a system or method works well there is no reason to change it) 

     

18.  My team leader/supervisor goes beyond self-interest for the good of the group      

19.  My team leader/supervisor treats me as an individual rather than just a member of a group      

20.  My team leader/supervisor demonstrates that problems must become chronic before taking action      

21.  My team leader/supervisor acts in the way that builds my respect      

22.  My team leader/supervisor concentrates his/her full attention on dealing with mistakes complaints 

and failures 

     

23.  My team leader/supervisor considers the moral and ethical consequences of decisions      

24.  My team leader/supervisor keeps track of all mistakes       

25.  My team leader/supervisor displays a sense of power and confidence      

26.  My team leader/supervisor articulates a compelling vision of the future      

27.  My team leader/supervisor directs my attention towards failures to meet standards      

28.  My team leader/supervisor avoids making decisions      

29.  My team leader/supervisor considers me as having different needs, abilities, and aspirations from 

others 

     

30.  My team leader/supervisor gets me t look at problems from many different angles      

31.  Helps me to develop my strengths       

32.  Suggests new ways of looking at how to complete assignments      

33.  Delays responding to urgent questions      

34.  Emphasizes the importance of having a collective sense of mission      

35.  Expresses satisfaction when I meet expectations      

36.  Expresses confidence that goals will be achieved      
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SECTION TWO 

Section 02 comprises on statement that will measure your response on organizational cynicism to 

change. Using the following scale, please encircling/tick your choice on the following statements.  

Strongly Agree    (SA) = 5 

Agree     (A)  =4 

Neither Agree Nor Disagree  (N) =3 

Disagree    (D) =2 

Strongly Disagree   (SD) =1 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   Section two:     Organizational Cynicism towards Change 1 2 3 4 5 

1.  I believe that management's motives for this change are different from 

those stated publicly. 

     

2.  I believe that management has a "hidden agenda" in promoting this 

change. 

     

3.  Management has been honest in conveying the reasons for this change.       

4.  Management is trying to hide the real reason for this change.      

5.  There  is more in this change than management is admitting      

6.  I question management's motives for this change.      

7.  I believe that management's intentions in introducing this change are 

very different than what they are telling employees 

     

8.  
Management has been honest in stating its objectives for this change. 
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SECTION THREE 

Section 03 comprises on statement that will measure your response on organizational 

commitment to change. Using the following scale, please encircling/tick your choice on the 

following statements.  

Strongly Agree    (SA ) = 5 

Agree     (A)  =4 

Neither Agree Nor Disagree  (N) =3 

Disagree    (D) =2 

Strongly Disagree   (SD) =1 

   Section two:     Organizational commitment to change 1 2 3 4 5 

1.  I believe in the value of Change      

2.  Resisting Change is not a possible option for me      

3.  I feel a sense of duty to work toward the Change program      

4.  Change is a good strategy for the organization      

5.  I feel pressure to go along with the Change program      

6.  I do not think it would be right of me to oppose Change      

7.  I think that management is making a mistake by Change      

8.  I have too much at risk to resist Change.      

9.  I would not feel badly about opposing Change      

10.  Change serves an important purpose      

11.  It would be too damaging for me to resist Change.      

12.  Change is not necessary.      

13.  Things would be better without Change.      

14.  It would be risky to speak out against Change.      

15.  I would feel guilty about opposing Change.      

16.  It would be irresponsible of me to resist Change.      

17.  I have no choice but to go along with the Change program      

18.  I do not feel any obligation to support Change*      
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SECTION FOUR 

Section 04 comprises on statement that will measure your response on change related behavior. 

Using the following scale, please select any one options below based on your perception that any 

specific change that has affected your behavior during work. You can agree or disagree with the 

statements.  

Strongly Agree    (SA ) = 5 

Agree     (A)  =4 

Neither Agree Nor Disagree  (N) =3 

Disagree    (D) =2 

Strongly Disagree   (SD) =1 

Section Three:        Change Related Behavior 1 2 3 4 5 

1.  I comply with my organization‟s orders regarding the change      

2.  I accept job changes       

3.  I adjust the way I do my job as required by this change       

4.  I work toward the change constantly       

5.  I speak positively about the change to outsiders      

6.  I remain positive about the change even during difficulties      

7.  I engage in change-related behaviors that seem difficult in the 

 short-term but are likely to have long-term benefits  

     

8.  I seek help concerning the change when needed       

9.  I don‟t complain about the change       

10.  I try to keep myself informed about the change      

11.  I tolerate temporary disturbances and/or uncertainties in my job      

12.  I encourage the participation of others in the change       

13.  I speak positively about the change to co-workers       

14.  I avoid previous work practices, even if they seem easier      

15.  I continue with the change to reach organizational goals       

16.  I try to overcome co-workers‟ resistance toward the change       

17.  I try to find ways to overcome change-related difficulties      
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Appendix 2 

 Table 3.1  Descriptive statistics for transformational leadership  

Items 

NO 

Missing 

value 

Cases with 

absolute z score   

(>3.29) 

Mean 5% 

Trimmed 

Mean 

∆ 

Mean 

SD S. 

Error 

Skewness Kurtosis 

TF_2 0.00% 0.00% 3.52 3.56 -0.04 0.933 0.073 -0.362 -0.241 

TF_6 0.00% 0.00% 2.92 2.93 -0.01 1.142 0.092 0.037 -0.756 

TF_8 0.00% 0.00% 3.50 3.56 -0.06 1.010 0.080 -0.516 -0.290 

TF_9 0.00% 0.00% 4.04 4.12 -0.08 0.832 0.064 -0.642 -0.061 

TF_10 0.00% 0.00% 3.56 3.63 -0.07 1.094 0.085 -0.502 -0.403 

TF_13 0.00% 0.00% 3.86 3.92 -0.06 0.921 0.095 -0.576 -0.168 

TF_14 0.00% 0.00% 3.56 3.63 -0.07 1.091 0.082 -0.440 -0.521 

TF_15 0.00% 0.00% 2.80 2.81 -0.01 1.221 0.083 0.112 -0.935 

TF_18 0.00% 0.00% 2.59 3.64 -0.05 1.005 0.076 -0.686 0.117 

TF_19 0.00% 0.00% 4.01 4.12 -0.11 1.051 0.083 -1.005 0.479 

TF_21 0.00% 0.00% 3.74 3.81 -0.07 0.985 0.091 -0.582 -0.117 

TF_23 0.00% 0.00% 3.75 3.83 -0.08 1.063 0.080 -0.631 -0.206 

TF_25 0.00% 0.00% 3.95 4.05 -0.09 0.982 0.093 -0.832 0.484 

TF_26 0.00% 0.00% 3.63 3.71 -0.08 1.085 0.081 -0.600 -0.233 

TF_29 0.00% 0.00% 3.23 3.27 -0.04 1.175 0.093 -0.372 -0.562 

TF_30 0.00% 0.00% 3.37 3.42 -0.05 1.020 0.076 -0.276 -0.413 

TF_31 0.00% 0.00% 3.48 3.55 -0.07 1.134 0.089 -0.520 -0.362 

TF_32 0.00% 0.00% 3.28 3.32 -0.04 0.974 0.076 -0.265 -0.141 

TF_34 0.00% 0.00% 3.50 3.56 -0.05 1.003 0.082 -0.352 -0.262 

TF_36 0.00% 0.00% 3.87 3.96 -0.09 0.927 0.073 -0.922 0.997 

 

TF (transformational leadership) 
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Table 3.2  Descriptive statistics for transactional leadership  

Items 

NO 

Missing 

value 

Cases with 

absolute z score  

(>3.29) 

Mean 5% 

Trimmed 

Mean 

∆ 

Mean 

SD S. 

Error 

Skewness Kurtosis 

TS_1 0.00% 0.00% 3.83 3.88 -0.05 0.947 0.075 -0.950 -0.441 

TS_3 0.00% 0.00% 3.30 3.31 -0.01 1.193 0.093 -0.080 -0.956 

TS_4 0.00% 0.00% 2.91 2.93 -0.02 1.182 0.094 -0.032 -0.890 

TS_5 0.00% 0.00% 4.17 4.25 -0.08 1.002 0.081 -0.622 -0.051 

TS_7 0.00% 0.00% 4.00 4.06 -0.06 1.004 0.083 -0.551 -0.163 

TS_11 0.00% 0.00% 3.38 3.42 -0.04 1.040 0.094 -0.573 -0.388 

TS_12 0.00% 0.00% 3.82 3.88 -0.06 1.113 0.082 -0.421 -0.521 

TS_16 0.00% 0.00% 3.02 3.03 -0.01 1.202 0.095 -0.212 -0.835 

TS_17 0.00% 0.00% 3.21 3.22 -0.01 1.164 0.092 -0.562 0.017 

TS_20 0.00% 0.00% 3.88 3.96 -0.08 1.134 0.084 -0.121 0.879 

TS_22 0.00% 0.00% 2.76 2.79 -0.03 1.125 0.091 -0.482 -0.117 

TS_24 0.00% 0.00% 2.32 3.35 -0.03 1.155 0.082 -0.523 -0.206 

TS_27 0.00% 0.00% 3.27 3.31 -0.04 1.106 0.088 -0.785 0.484 

TS_28 0.00% 0.00% 4.10 3.15 -0.05 0.975 0.082 -0.602 -0.033 

TS_33 0.00% 0.00% 3.83 3.88 -0.05 1.027 0.078 -0.352 -0.562 

TS_35 0.00% 0.00% 3.88 3.92 -0.04 1.028 0.076 -0.262 -0.813 

 

TS (Transactional leadership) 
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Table 3.3  Descriptive statistics for organizational cynicism towards 

change  

Items 

NO 

Missing 

value 

Cases with 

absolute z score  

(>3.29) 

Mean 5% 

Trimmed 

Mean 

∆ 

Mean 

SD S. 

Error 

Skewness Kurtosis 

CYC_1 0.00% 0.00% 4.83 4.87 -0.04 0.921 0.045 -0.921 -0.541 

CYC_2 0.00% 0.00% 4.30 4.33 -0.03 1.120 0.091 -0.512 -0.956 

CYC_3 0.00% 0.00% 3.91 3.95 -0.04 1.162 0.092 -0.521 -0.890 

CYC_4 0.00% 0.00% 4.17 4.22 -0.05 1.421 0.521 -0.642 -0.551 

CYC_5 0.00% 0.00% 4.00 4.05 -0.05 1.852 0.564 -0.542 -0.163 

CYC_6 0.00% 0.00% 3.38 3.42 -0.04 1.234 0.052 -0.557 -0.488 

CYC_7 0.00% 0.00% 3.82 3.85 -0.03 1.113 0.081 -0.422 -0.421 

CYC_8 0.00% 0.00% 4.02 4.03 -0.01 1.845 0.753 -0.226 -0.735 

CYC (organizational cynicism towards change) 
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Table 3.4  Descriptive statistics for organizational commitment to 

change 

Items 

NO 

Missing 

value 

Cases with 

absolute z score  

(>3.29) 

Mean 5% 

Trimmed 

Mean 

∆ 

Mean 

SD S. 

Error 

Skewness Kurtosis 

OCC_1 0.00% 0.00% 3.52 3.55 -0.04 0.933 0.073 -0.362 -0.241 

OCC_2 0.00% 0.00% 3.92 3.93 -0.01 1.142 0.092 0.037 -0.756 

OCC_3 0.00% 0.00% 3.50 3.55 -0.05 1.010 0.080 -0.516 -0.290 

OCC_4 0.00% 0.00% 3.04 3.11 -0.07 0.832 0.064 -0.642 -0.061 

OCC_5 0.00% 0.00% 3.56 3.62 -0.06 1.094 0.085 -0.502 -0.403 

OCC_6 0.00% 0.00% 3.86 3.91 -0.05 0.921 0.095 -0.576 -0.168 

OCC_7 0.00% 0.00% 3.56 3.62 -0.06 1.091 0.082 -0.440 -0.521 

OCC_8 0.00% 0.00% 3.80 3.81 -0.01 1.221 0.083 0.112 -0.935 

OCC_9 0.00% 0.00% 3.59 3.63 -0.04 1.005 0.076 -0.686 0.117 

OCC_10 0.00% 0.00% 3.01 3.09 -0.08 1.051 0.083 -1.005 0.479 

OCC_11 0.00% 0.00% 3.74 3.80 -0.06 0.985 0.091 -0.582 -0.117 

OCC_12 0.00% 0.00% 3.75 3.82 -0.07 1.063 0.080 -0.631 -0.206 

OCC_13 0.00% 0.00% 3.95 3.04 -0.08 0.982 0.093 -0.832 0.484 

OCC_14 0.00% 0.00% 3.63 3.70 -0.07 1.085 0.081 -0.600 -0.233 

OCC_15 0.00% 0.00% 3.23 3.27 -0.04 1.175 0.093 -0.372 -0.562 

OCC_16 0.00% 0.00% 3.37 3.42 -0.05 1.020 0.076 -0.276 -0.413 

OCC_17 0.00% 0.00% 3.48 3.54 -0.06 1.134 0.089 -0.520 -0.362 

OCC_18 0.00% 0.00% 3.28 3.32 -0.04 0.974 0.076 -0.265 -0.141 

 

OCC (organizational commitment to change) 
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Table 3.5  Descriptive statistics for change related behaviors 

(compliance, cooperation and championing) 

Items NO Missing 

value 

Cases with 

absolute z score  

(>3.29) 

Mean 5% 

Trimmed 

Mean 

∆ 

Mean 

SD S. 

Error 

Skewness Kurtosis 

Comp_1 0.00% 0.00% 3.81 3.88 -0.07 0.957 0.055 -0.854 -0.421 

Comp_2 0.00% 0.00% 3.30 3.35 -0.05 1.173 0.083 -0.080 -0.562 

Comp_3 0.00% 0.00% 2.91 2.92 -0.01 1.172 0.084 -0.032 -0.524 

Coop_6 0.00% 0.00% 4.17 4.25 -0.08 1.012 0.071 -0.124 -0.625 

Coop_7 0.00% 0.00% 4.00 4.06 -0.06 1.014 0.073 -0.123 -0.562 

Coop_8 0.00% 0.00% 3.38 3.42 -0.04 1.030 0.084 -0.032 -0.524 

Coop_9 0.00% 0.00% 3.82 3.88 -0.06 1.123 0.082 -0.854 -0.326 

Coop_10 0.00% 0.00% 3.05 3.10 -0.05 1.222 0.075 -0.032 -0.654 

Coop_11 0.00% 0.00% 3.21 3.22 -0.01 1.154 0.062 -0.958 0.254 

Coop_14 0.00% 0.00% 3.88 3.96 -0.08 1.124 0.084 -0.121 0.658 

Coop_15 0.00% 0.00% 2.76 2.84 -0.08 1.115 0.081 -0.856 -0.235 

Champ_5 0.00% 0.00% 3.32 3.35 -0.03 1.145 0.045 -0.758 -0.356 

Champ_12 0.00% 0.00% 3.27 3.31 -0.04 1.116 0.056 -0.785 0.524 

Champ_13 0.00% 0.00% 4.10 4.15 -0.05 0.955 0.082 -0.872 -0.235 

Champ_16 0.00% 0.00% 3.83 3.88 -0.05 1.057 0.078 -0.352 -0.562 

 

Comp (compliance) 

Coop (cooperation) 

Champ (championing) 
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Appendix 3 

Table 4.3 Inter total correlations of transformational leadership  

Detail of items Corrected items total correlation 
Cronbach’s Alpha in case 

item deleted 

TF_2 0.544 0.85 

TF_6 0.487 0.85 

TF_8 0.464 0.85 

TF_9 0.564 0.85 

TF_10 0.664 0.85 

TF_13 0.647 0.85 

TF_14 0.574 0.85 

TF_15 0.610 0.84 

TF_18 0.507 0.85 

TF_19 0.701 0.83 

TF_21 0.618 0.84 

TF_23 0.489 0.85 

TF_25 0.675 0.85 

TF_26 0.374 0.85 

TF_29 0.615 0.85 

TF_30 0.755 0.83 

TF_31 0.580 0.85 

TF_32 0.649 0.84 

TF_34 0.635 0.84 

TF_36 0.682 0.84 

*These results should be compared with Cronbach‟s Alpha of Transformational leadership scale 0.85 
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Table 4.4 Inter total correlations of transactional leadership  

Detail of items Corrected items total correlation 
Cronbach’s Alpha in case 

item deleted 

TS_1 0.492 0.79 

TS_3 0.487 0.79 

TS_4 0.415 0.79 

TS_5 0.472 0.79 

TS_7 0.682 0.77 

TS_11 0.385 0.78 

TS_12 0.258 0.80 

TS_16 0.615 0.78 

TS_17 0.203 0.80 

TS_20 0.321 0.80 

TS_22 0.618 0.77 

TS_24 0.489 0.79 

TS_27 0.175 0.81 

TS_28 0.374 0.80 

TS_33 0.615 0.77 

TS_35 0.547 0.79 

*These results should be compared with Cronbach‟s Alpha of Transactional leadership scale 0.79 
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Table 4.5 Inter total correlations of Organizational Cynicism towards Change 

Detail of items Corrected items total correlation 
Cronbach’s Alpha in case 

item deleted 

CYC_1 0.652 0.81 

CYC_2 0.548 0.81 

CYC_3 0.754 0.82 

CYC_4 0.654 0.81 

CYC_5 0.682 0.81 

CYC_6 0.542 0.81 

CYC_7 0.652 0.81 

CYC_8 0.614 0.81 

*These results should be compared with Cronbach‟s Alpha of Organizational Cynicism towards Change scale 0.81 
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Table 4.6 Inter total correlations of Organizational commitment to change 

Detail of items Corrected items total correlation 
Cronbach’s Alpha in case 

item deleted 

OCC_1 0.534 0.76 

OCC_2 0.757 0.74 

OCC_3 0.664 0.75 

OCC_4 0.564 0.76 

OCC_5 0.664 0.75 

OCC_6 0.647 0.75 

OCC_7 0.574 0.76 

OCC_8 0.651 0.75 

OCC_9 0.557 0.76 

OCC_10 0.511 0.76 

OCC_11 0.618 0.75 

OCC_12 0.489 0.76 

OCC_13 0.524 0.76 

OCC_14 0.374 0.77 

OCC_15 0.615 0.75 

OCC_16 0.755 0.74 

OCC_17 0.520 0.79 

OCC_18 0.649 0.75 

*These results should be compared with Cronbach‟s Alpha of Organizational commitment to change 0.76 
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Table 4.7 Inter total correlations of change related behavior (Compliance) 

Detail of items Corrected items total correlation 
Cronbach’s Alpha in case 

item deleted 

Comp_1 0.452 0.75 

Comp_2 0.385 0.74 

Comp_3 0.414 0.75 

*These results should be compared with Cronbach‟s Alpha of change related behavior (Compliance) 0.75 

Table 4.8 Inter total correlations of change related behavior (cooperation) 

Detail of items Corrected items total correlation 
Cronbach’s Alpha in case 

item deleted 

Coop_6 0.524 0.80 

Coop_7 0.601 0.78 

Coop_8 0.415 0.80 

Coop_9 0.456 0.80 

Coop_10 0.682 0.78 

Coop_11 0.203 0.82 

Coop_14 0.524 0.80 

Coop_15 0.615 0.80 

*These results should be compared with Cronbach‟s Alpha of change related behavior (Cooperation) 0.80 
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Table 4.9Inter total correlations of change related behavior (championing) 

Detail of items Corrected items total correlation Cronbach’s Alpha in case 

item deleted 

Champ_5 0.568 0.77 

Champ_12 0.487 0.77 

Champ_13 0.650 0.76 

Champ_16 0.472 0.77 

Champ_5 0.604 0.76 

Champ_12 0.395 0.78 

*These results should be compared with Cronbach‟s Alpha of change related behavior (championing) 0.77 

 


