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Abstract

Employee turnover intention is a significant factor that reduces organizational efficiency. This
intention develops when individuals feel lonely within the organization, lack a sense of trust,
perceive insufficient organizational support, and consequently adopt cynical attitudes. The present
study aims to explain the relationships among these concepts through the reciprocity norm
approach, which forms the foundation of these interactions. A survey was conducted with 400
employees working in the food and beverage departments of hotel enterprises to determine the
relationships among these variables. The findings indicate that the reciprocity norm explains
loneliness at work, organizational support, and organizational trust, while organizational support
and organizational trust negatively influence loneliness at work. Furthermore, organizational trust
and organizational support negatively affect organizational cynicism, whereas loneliness at work
triggers organizational cynicism. Finally, organizational cynicism increases employees’ turnover
intention.
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INTRODUCTION

Identifying the factors that lead employees to leave their jobs is particularly important for businesses in the tourism
sector, where employee turnover rates are significantly higher compared to other industries (Mohsin, Lengler &
Kumar, 2013). This is because turnover behavior is considered a consequence of turnover intention (Steel & Ovalle,
1984; Bockerman & Ilmakunnas, 2009) and incurs substantial costs for organizations. Lashley (2001) classifies these
costs into direct and indirect categories but does not specify which is more expensive. Employees who perceive their
organization as insincere, harbor negative emotions toward it, and exhibit corresponding derogatory and critical
attitudes—referred to as organizational cynicism (Dean, Brandes & Dharwadkar, 1998)—are more likely to have
higher turnover intentions (Glizel & Ayazlar, 2014). In this context, identifying the causes of organizational cynicism,
which increases turnover intention (Col, 2022), is crucial (Dean et al., 1998). The literature on the tourism sector
includes several comprehensive studies that explain the factors influencing employees' turnover intentions (e.g., Park
& Min, 2020; Erkasap & Ozkan, 2022; Han, 2022). Some of these factors include demographic characteristics (such
as gender, marital status, age, and education level) (Emiroglu, Akova & Tanriverdi, 2015), job satisfaction (Yang,
2010), organizational justice (Ayazlar & Giizel, 2013), organizational commitment (Giizeller & Celiker, 2020), and
job stress (Akdemir, Sagbas & Siiriicii, 2022). When considered holistically, these factors stem not only from
individual and external sources but also from organizational causes (Uppal, 2015). It is possible to argue that
organizational causes primarily originate from managers. In this regard, Levinson (1965) asserts that, for several
reasons, managers and employees are perceived as representatives of the organization and that their attitudes are
regarded as the organization’s own stance. Accordingly, the present study aims to contribute to the literature by
explaining turnover intention arising from organizational causes through the lens of the norm of reciprocity, which

has not been sufficiently explored in the context of the manager/organization-employee relationship.

Trust, support, and loneliness emerge as key factors influencing employees’ cynical attitudes, which are defined
as a significant negative disposition toward the organization. Identifying the relationship between the psychological
structure of the work environment and loneliness is particularly important (Wright, 2005), as well as understanding
how loneliness relates to organizational outcomes (Wright, Burt & Strongman, 2006). Moreover, Perlman and Peplau
(1984) emphasize the importance of examining how loneliness is experienced across distinct groups. Indeed, unless
the concept of loneliness is properly understood and defined as a distinct characteristic, an individual's future social
relationships and satisfaction with them cannot be fully comprehended (Russell, 1982). However, research on

workplace loneliness remains limited and lacks a well-established theoretical framework (Zhou, 2018).

The concept of trust, along with reciprocity, constitutes one of the fundamental components of mutual human
interactions. In this sense, trust supports both competitive and cooperative behaviors, helping individuals navigate
their complex social environments (Fett et al., 2012). This is as relevant to organizational life as it is to social life.
Trust creates a sense of interconnectedness within an environment (Van den Bos, Van Dijk, & Crone, 2012). On the
other hand, support is a crucial factor that protects individuals from stress and enhances their overall well-being
(Coyne & DeLongis, 1986) and performance (Uzun, 2020). It is well known that individuals who experience
supportive relationships also exhibit improved psychological well-being (Williams, Morelli, Ong & Zaki, 2018;
Siedlecki, Salthouse, Oishi & Jeswani, 2014). Given that negative experiences related to these factors affecting

psychological well-being play a significant role in shaping employees’ negative attitudes toward their organization
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and their decision to leave, the present study aims to explain the relationships among these concepts. By doing so, it

is expected to contribute to improving organizational efficiency.

The present study proposes that trust, support, loneliness, and cynicism—along with their collective outcome,
turnover intention—can be explained through the reciprocity theory in relationships. Indeed, trust (Kramer & Tyler,
1996), support (Eisenberger Huntington, Hutchison, and Sowa, 1986), and loneliness (Wright, 2005) are concepts
that are evaluated within the framework of reciprocity. Research has similarly supported their relationship with
reciprocity, however, these studies have primarily focused on relationships within society, while research on
organizational relationships remains limited. Through this study, it is aimed to address this gap from an organizational

perspective and contribute to the literature.
Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses
Norm of Reciprocity

Reciprocity is a widespread (Braund, 1998) and functional (Adams, 1965) phenomenon in human interactions.
As a system of rights and obligations that ensures the stability of social relationships (Kujala & Danielsbacka, 2019),
reciprocity is fundamentally the essence of social interaction itself (Braund, 1998). In this sense, reciprocity functions
similarly to goodwill, responding to benevolent actions with kindness and to malevolent actions with hostility
(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Lodewijkx, 2008). By its very nature, the norm of reciprocity regulates and supports
a cycle of exchange, thereby protecting the system from exploitative relationships that could potentially disrupt an
established social structure. Additionally, in newly formed relationships, reciprocity serves as a positive catalyst for
fostering stable and long-term social connections. Since relationships are expected to be long-term, the norm of
reciprocity prevents selfish or opportunistic behavior that lacks mutual benefit, thereby enhancing cooperation
between parties (Gouldner, 1960; Lodewijkx, 2008). In the context of organizations, reciprocity in mutual assistance

is highly prevalent and is essential for maintaining system functionality and ensuring efficiency (Kolm, 2006).

In the concept where humans are defined as ‘Homo Reciprocus’ (Gouldner, 1960), there exists an obligation for
individuals to provide an equivalent positive response to what they have received (Adams, 1965). Gouldner (1960)
explains this through two interconnected principles: (1) individuals should help those who have helped them, and (2)
individuals should not harm those who have helped them. The exchanges between parties may not always be equal,
they can involve goods and/or services and may occur over short or long periods (Braund, 1998). The exchanged
items may be structurally different or similar. In this sense, what is traded may be entirely different yet of equal value,
or it may be similar or even identical (Gouldner, 1960). Importantly, in such exchanges, the act of giving occurs
without knowing exactly what the other party will provide in return, this is determined over time (Molm, 1997).
Reciprocity does not only involve the exchange of tangible objects but also emotions, which significantly influence
trust and commitment (Lawler & Thye, 1999). Although the concept of reciprocity is considered universal (Gouldner,
1960), the perception of fairness in exchanges between social groups and their members varies across cultures and

historical periods (Kujala & Danielsbacka, 2019).
Explaining Organizational Trust through the Norm of Reciprocity

Reciprocity facilitates the establishment of better workplace relationships and fosters mutual trust between parties

(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Barney and Hansen (1994) define trust as mutual belief in one another. According
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to Kramer and Tyler (1996), trust is a function of reciprocal experiences (Miihl, 2014). In this sense, trust is
bidirectional, involves reciprocity (Fulmer & Ostroff, 2021; Rotenberg, Macdonald & King, 2004), and is a dynamic
and continuous process (Idemudia & Olawa, 2021). Therefore, maintaining trust requires ongoing attention and
effort. Once trust is established in a relationship, it cannot be sustained without continued effort (Seppénen,
Blomgvist & Sundqvist, 2007). Consequently, immediate reciprocity in relationship-building plays a crucial role in
establishing trust (Kwantes & McMurphy, 2021). This is achieved in two ways: (1) behavioral reciprocity, where
trust-related behaviors are matched between parties, or (2) verbal reciprocity, where verbal expressions of trust are
reciprocated (Rotenberg, 1994). In an environment of trust, parties engage in information sharing, relinquish control
over one another, and accept mutual influence. As a result, relationships deepen, and trust develops through
reciprocity. However, in the absence of reciprocity, trust deteriorates, leading to distrust (Dietz, Gillespie, & Chao,

2010). Based on these considerations, the following hypothesis has been developed:
H1: The norm of reciprocity has a positive effect on organizational trust.
Explaining the Concept of Organizational Support through the Norm of Reciprocity

In response to the organization valuing its employees, employees feel a sense of obligation to contribute to the
organization’s achievement of its goals (Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch, & Rhoades, 2001). This obligation
fosters a sense of reciprocity toward organizational support (Eisenberger et al., 1986; Sungu, Weng & Kitule, 2019;
Thompson, Bergeron & Bolino, 2020; Rockstuhl et al., 2020). Eisenberger et al. (1986) argue that organizational
support is based on employees' expectations of reciprocity, stating that employees who receive support from their
organization tend to reciprocate through performance and attendance behaviors. Thus, organizational support and
employees’ commitment to their work can be seen as reciprocations of organizational support (Eisenberger et al.,
2001). Given that organizations initiate the exchange in a reciprocity relationship, their positive attitudes toward
employees contribute to the development of high-quality relationships, which in turn foster positive employee
attitudes (Wikhamn & Hall, 2012). Employees are likely to reciprocate positively toward an organization that cares
about their well-being (Eisenberger, Fasolo & Davis-LaMastro, 1990). Based on this reasoning, the following
hypothesis has been developed:

H2: The norm of reciprocity has a positive effect on organizational support.
Organizational Trust and Organizational Support as Antecedents of Loneliness at Work

In an environment lacking trust, employees' sense of belonging is compromised, leading to feelings of loneliness
(Seidenberg, 1980; Rotenberg, 1994; Rotenberg et al., 2004; Wright, 2005; Wright, 2009; Stoica, Brate, Bucuta, Dura
& Morar, 2014). Therefore, organizations must create an appropriate organizational climate. Employees with low
levels of trust are more likely to experience loneliness within the organization. Based on Rotenberg's (1994)

suggestion that this relationship should be examined causally, the following hypothesis has been developed:
H3: Organizational trust has a negative effect on loneliness at work.

Providing organizational support to employees within a suitable organizational climate is crucial, as it helps
reduce feelings of loneliness (Duru, 2008; Wright, 2009). While Firoz, Chaudhary and Khan (2021) suggest that
organizational support may influence organizational loneliness, research indicates that low levels of organizational
support—particularly in remote work settings (Hoak, 2021)—increase employees’ feelings of loneliness (Makiniemi,
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Oksanen & Mikikangas, 2021). Indeed, receiving support from colleagues and management enhances an individual’s
sense of trust and belonging (Wright, 2005). Conversely, a lack of support within the organization fosters feelings of
loneliness, making employees more reliant on themselves for problem-solving and limiting their experiences of
support from others. This, in turn, hinders their ability to form close relationships and develop a sense of belonging
to the organization (Zhou, 2018). In extreme cases, employees who do not receive adequate support may experience
suicidal thoughts and even attempt suicide because of loneliness (Ayalon & Shiovitz-Ezra, 2010). Based on this

reasoning, the following hypothesis has been developed:
H4: Organizational support has a negative effect on loneliness at work.

Organizational Trust, Organizational Support, and Loneliness at Work as Antecedents of Organizational

Cynicism

Trust and cynicism are distinct concepts. While organizational trust explains and supports the existence of
reliability, cynicism reflects the level of this concept (Chiaburu, Peng, Oh, Banks & Lomeli, 2013). Moreover, trust
is a belief, whereas cynicism is an attitude that encompasses both belief and a sense of distrust (Andersson, 1996;
Andersson & Bateman, 1997). When managers fail to serve as trustworthy role models and cannot establish trust,
employees develop negative attitudes toward the organization (Andersson, 1996; Andersson & Bateman, 1997). In
this sense, organizational trust influences employees’ levels of cynicism (Akar, 2019; Polat, 2013; Chiaburu et al.,
2013). Polat (2013) even states that organizational trust particularly affects the cognitive and emotional dimensions
of organizational cynicism. However, Kim, Jung, Noh, & Kang, (2019) suggest that in the relationship between
management and employees, trust leads employees to perceive challenges not as obstacles or injustices but as issues
to be overcome. Nevertheless, the role of trust in influencing cynicism remains insufficiently understood (Bedeian,

2007). Based on this, the following hypothesis has been developed:
HS5: Organizational trust has a negative effect on organizational cynicism.

The negative emotions caused by loneliness lead individuals to perceive both themselves and others from a
negative perspective (Gardner, Pickett, Jefferis & Knowles, 2005). This prevents employees from displaying positive
attitudes and causes those who feel lonely to develop cynical behaviors (Alper Ay, 2015; Ece & Giiltekin, 2019;
Angin, 2019; Hosgor & Cin, 2020; Ozdemir, 2021). Ozdemir (2021) found that the emotional dimension of
workplace loneliness positively influences organizational cynicism, while social loneliness negatively affects it. In
this regard, emotional loneliness drives individuals toward cynical attitudes, whereas social loneliness is more
acceptable. Similarly, Alper Ay (2015) stated that social loneliness does not influence cynicism, whereas emotional
loneliness does, which aligns with Ozdemir’s (2021) findings. On the other hand, Angin (2019) determined that the
social dimension of loneliness impacts organizational cynicism and its components, whereas its emotional dimension

does not. Given these contradictory findings in the literature, the following hypothesis has been developed:
H6: Loneliness at work has a positive effect on organizational cynicism.

When employees perceive that they are supported by their organization, they tend to exhibit positive attitudes and
behaviors in return (Blau, 1964; Eisenberger et al., 2001; Kurtessis, Eisenberger, Ford, Buffardi, Stewart, & Adis,
2015; Wen, Huang & Hou, 2019). However, organizational cynicism refers to negative attitudes toward the

organization, where individuals believe that the organization is deceptive, harbor negative emotions, and display
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tendencies toward negative behaviors (Dean et al., 1998). Therefore, there is an inverse relationship between
organizational support and cynicism (Akin, 2015; Biswas & Kapil, 2017; Akar, 2019; Zan & Altuntas, 2019; Sen,
Mert & Abubakar, 2022; Smith, Han, Dupré¢, & Sears, 2022). When employees perceive a lack of support or a low
level of organizational support, their sense of trust diminishes, leading to cynical attitudes (Eisenberger, Rhoades

Shanock & Wen, 2020). Based on this, the following hypothesis has been developed:
H7: Organizational support has a negative effect on organizational cynicism.
The Relationship between Turnover Intention and Organizational Cynicism

The intention to leave a job is a complex concept, as employees go through multiple stages in this process. The
phase defined as turnover cognition refers to the period in which thoughts of leaving the job emerge and are planned.
The intention to leave is a part of this process (Manzoor, Manzoor & Khan, 2020). Abugre and Acquaah (2022)
describe cynicism as an attitude that reduces job satisfaction and undermines an employee’s commitment to the
organization. Indeed, employees who exhibit negative attitudes toward their organization tend to develop an intention
to leave (Gilizel & Ayazlar, 2014; Schmitz, Froese & Bader, 2018; Cinar, Karcioglu & Aslan, 2014; Sungur, Ozer,
Saygili & Ugurluoglu, 2019; Khan, 2014; Oztiirk, Eryesil & Bediik, 2016; Sezgili & Yilmaz, 2023). Sungur et al.
(2019) indicate that the cognitive and, particularly, the behavioral dimensions of organizational cynicism support the
intention to leave, whereas the emotional dimension does not have a significant effect. Cinar et al. (2014) state that
employees with low morale levels exhibit higher absenteeism and a greater intention to leave. C6l (2022) explains
that the behavioral and, especially, the emotional dimensions of cynicism influence the intention to leave, whereas
the cognitive dimension remains ineffective. Furthermore, behavioral cynicism does not fully translate into the
intention to leave, and the cognitive dimension becomes influential when it overlaps with the emotional dimension.
Considering the differing findings on the relationship between cynicism dimensions and the intention to leave, the

following hypothesis has been developed:
HS: Organizational cynicism has a positive effect on job quit intention.

Based on the hypotheses mentioned above, a research model has been developed. Accordingly, the norm of
reciprocity influences organizational trust, organizational trust affects workplace loneliness, and workplace

loneliness impacts the intention to leave. The hypothesized research model is presented in Figure 1.

Organizational

/ Trust
| H3
Hl H3 \

NC?l‘lll O.f Loneliness - Ol‘ganilzaltional Hs Job Qll.l'lt
Reciprocity at Work Cynicism Intention
H2 H4 H?/
1
\ Organizational /
Support

Figure 1. Hypothesized Research Model
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Methodology

The survey technique was used to collect data for the study. Data were gathered from food and beverage
department employees in hotel enterprises across different provinces (Antalya, izmir, Mugla, and Istanbul) between
February 1 and June 30, 2023, using a convenience sampling method. These provinces were selected because they
are leading destinations for international tourists in terms of arrivals, accommodation capacity, and the number of
hotels. Antalya and Mugla are prominent coastal mass tourism destinations with high seasonal intensity, [zmir has a
diversified tourism structure, combining coastal, cultural, and urban tourism, and Istanbul is a metropolitan
destination with year-round tourism demand and a strong business and international tourism profile. Therefore,
selecting these provinces enabled the study to capture employee perspectives from regions with different tourism

structures and operational dynamics, thereby increasing the representativeness and contextual diversity of the sample.

The food and beverage department is the second most significant service offered by hotel enterprises (Davras &
Davras, 2018), and the number of employees in this department is higher compared to other departments, with a
higher turnover rate (Giizel & Isci, 2019). For this reason, the present study focuses on employees in the food and
beverage department of hotel enterprises. Out of the 500 distributed survey forms, 406 were returned, and 400 were
deemed suitable for data analysis. In addition to the variables under investigation, five questions were included in
the survey to determine the demographic characteristics of the sample: gender, age, length of service in the industry,
length of service in the current organization, and employment status. The survey scales were structured using a five-

point Likert scale, ranging from 1-Strongly Disagree to 5—Strongly Agree.

The norm of reciprocity scale used in the study was developed by Wu et al. (2006) and originally consisted of
three dimensions: general reciprocity, balanced reciprocity, and negative reciprocity. However, due to its relevance
to other concepts in the study, only the general reciprocity dimension was selected. This dimension was measured
using four statements. Organizational trust was measured using a 12-item scale developed by Cook and Wall (1980).
This scale includes two dimensions: trust in intentions and trust in beliefs, each of which is further divided into two
sub-dimensions-trust in managers and trust in coworkers. The loneliness at work scale was developed by Wright et
al. (2006) and later adapted into Turkish by Dogan, Cetin, and Sungur (2009). This scale consists of two dimensions:
emotional deprivation and social companionship. The perceived organizational support scale was originally
developed by Eisenberger et al. (1986). While the original scale contained 36 items, Eisenberger et al. (1986) also
created an abbreviated version with eight items within the same study. The present study utilized this single-
dimensional, eight-item version. The organizational cynicism scale used in this study is the Turkish adaptation of the
scale developed by Brandes, Dharwadkar, and Dean (1999) by Karacaoglu and Ince (2012). The scale comprises
three dimensions, with six items in each, totaling 18 items. Turnover intention was measured using the scale
developed by Donnelly and Ivancevich (1975) and later used by Singh, Verbeke and Rhoads (1996). This scale

consists of three items.

Ethical approval for the data collection in this study was obtained from the Tokat Gaziosmanpasa University

Social and Human Sciences Research Ethics Committee on January 26, 2023, with document number 2023-02/03.
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Findings

In the study, an analysis of the demographic data revealed that 59.8% of the participants were between the ages
of 18 and 28, 54.3% were male, and 70% were employed on a contractual basis. Additionally, 47.5% had been
working at the same establishment for less than three years, while 44.0% had been employed in the tourism sector

for less than five years (Table 1).

Table 1. Demographic Characteristics

N % N %
= Female 183 45,8 18-28 years old 239 59,8
g5 Male 217 54,3 o 29-39 years old 128 32,0
© Total 400 | 100 4050 years old 30 |75
o = Less than 1 year 92 24,5 More than 51 years 3 0,8
< g 1-2 years 98 [23,0 Total 400 [ 100
E _§ 3-4 years 74 18,5 Less than 1 year 52 13,0
5 s 5-6 years 65 16,3 £ 1-2 years 56 14,0
g gJ More than 7 years 71 17,8 £ 3-4 years 68 17,0
= Total 400 | 100 g 5-6 years 53 | 133
- Permanent Staff 120 |30 % 5 7-8 years 47 11,8
g Contracted Staff 280 70 <39 9 -10 years 36 9,0
£ 2 s A
E“ n Total 400 100 2 More than 11 years 88 22,0
= =

Total 400 100

In the study, Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was first conducted for the scales used. CFA is employed to
test a previously established model or hypothesis. In other words, it is performed to examine whether the scales
exhibit similar structures within the sample used in the study (Meydan & Sesen, 2015). The CFA results for the norm

of reciprocity are presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Norm of Reciprocity

Factor Indicator Composite
Factors and Items Loadings Reliability ¢ AVE Reliability
Factor 1: Norm of Reciprocity 0,829 0,663 0,839
My organization cares about me more than what I contribute to
them. 0,692 0,479
My organization does things for me without expecting anything
in return. 0.831 0,691

My organization invests in my personal development even if it

does not benefit them. 0,849 0,721
My organization helps me improve myself. 0,872 0,760
Total 0,839

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy: 0,785
Degrees of Freedom (df): 6

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Chi-Square: 618,617422

p-value 0,000

Total Explained Variance: %66,24

The norm of reciprocity consists of four statements. These statements were loaded onto the factor with factor
loadings ranging from 0.692 to 0.872. The composite reliability of the four statements measuring reliability was

determined to be 0.839.
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Table 3. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Organizational Trust

Factor Indicator Composite
Factors and Items Loadings Reliability ¢ AVE Reliability
Factor 1: Faith in Management 0,846 0,621 0,753
My organization is sincere in its efforts to meet employees 0.765 0,585
expectations.
I trust that my organization will always treat me fairly. 0,796 0,634
My organization is willing to deceive employees to get work 0.802 0.643
done.
Factor 2: Faith in Peers 0,877 0,667 0,800
I .know .that my colleagues will help me when I encounter 0.841 0.707
difficulties at work.
I trust that my colleagues will assist me when I need help. 0,833 0,694
I believe that my colleagues will do what they say they will do. 0,774 0,599
Factor 3: Confidence in Management 0,829 0,617 0,749
If my organlzgtlon does not find a better manager, its future will 0.757 0.573
not be very bright.
I can believe that my managers will act responsibly for the 0,781 0.610
future of the hotel.
My managers seem to perform their jobs effectively 0,818 0,669
Factor 4: Confidence in Peers 0,804 0,571 0,696
I trust my colleagues’ job-related skills. 0,672 0,452
Many of my colleagues perform their tasks even in the absence 0,744 0,554
of the department manager.
I believe that other employees in my organization will not act 0.842 0,709

carelessly and make my job more difficult.

Total 0,923

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy: 0,895
Degrees of Freedom (df): 66

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Chi-Square: 2803,655

p-value 0,000

Total Explained Variance: 77,178%

Table 4. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Loneliness at Work

Factor Indicator Composite
Factors and Items Loadings  Reliability  *  AVE Relia[;)ility
Factor 1: Emotional Deprivation 0,932 0,580 0,878
I feel abandoned by my colleagues when under pressure in the 0.809 0.655
workplace.
I often feel that my colleagues keep their distance from me. 0,856 0,732
I feel that I create distance between myself and the people 1 0.843 0.710
work with.
I feel emotionally detached from my colleagues. 0,744 0,553
I am satisfied with my relationships at work. 0,645 0,417
A sense of friendship prevails in my workplace. 0,599 0,359
I often feel excluded when I am with my colleagues. 0,750 0,563
I frequently feel disconnect between myself and other 0,789 0.622
employees at work.
While at work, I feel a general sense of emptiness. 0,782 0,611
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Table 4. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Loneliness at Work (cont.)

Factor 2: Social Companionship 0,908 0,773 0,861
I have social relationships in the workplace. 0,791 0,625

itl():a)mmpate in social events at work (picnics, parties, dinners, 0,795 0,631

There is someone at work with whom I can discuss daily work- 0,790 0.624

related issues when needed.

There is no one at work with whom I can share my personal 0,649 0421

thoughts when I want to.

There is someone at work with whom I can spend time during 0.810 0.656

breaks.

I feel like a part of the friend group at my workplace. 0,793 0,629

There are people at work who take the time to listen to me. 0,771 0,594

Total 0,931

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy: 0,925
Degrees of Freedom (df): 120

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Chi-Square: 4597,920

p-value 0,000

Total Explained Variance: 65,971%

The Emotional Deprivation dimension of the organizational loneliness scale consists of nine items, while the
Social Companionship dimension includes seven items. The factors were loaded with factor loadings ranging

between 0.599 and 0.856. The total composite reliability is 0.931.

Table 5. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Organizational Cynicism

Factor Indicator Composite
Factors and Items Loadings _ Reliability «  AVE Reliali)ility
Factor 1: Affective Cynicism 0916 0,657 0,883
I feel a profound sense of anger towards my organization. 0,786 0,617
I believe that my organization has deceived me. 0,861 0,741
I feel that my organization has violated our agreement. 0,878 0,771
I feel disappointed by my organization. 0,808 0,653
I believe that my organization says one thing but does another. 0,779 0,607

There is a discrepancy between what my organization has 0.745 0.555
promised and what it has actually delivered. ’ ’

Factor 2: Cognitive Cynicism 0,926 0,584 0,831

If my organization claims it will do something, I am doubtful

that it will actually happen. 0,686 0,471
Th.ere s a dlscrepapcy between my organization’s policies, 0.674 0.454
objectives, and practices.
The organization management rewards behaviors that differ

0,830 0,690
from what should be encouraged.
When I think about my organization, I feel anxious. 0,820 0,672
When I think about my organization, I feel tense. 0,785 0,616
I make fun of my organization’s slogans and practices. 0,777 0,604
Factor 3: Behavioral Cynicism 0,931 0,647 0,877
When [ think about my organization, I become angry. 0,747 0,558
The relationships at my organization frustrate me. 0,790 0,624
I complalp to my friends outside of work about what happens at 0,795 0.632
the organization.
I discuss how things are managed at the organization with my 0,845 0,715
colleagues.
I criticize my organization’s practices and policies with other 0.836 0.699
employees.
Whenever a topic related to organization management comes 0.811 0.657

up, we exchange glances with each other.

Total 0,951

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy: 0,925
Degrees of Freedom (df): 153

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Chi-Square: 6334,272

p-value 0,000  Total Explained Variance: 74,635%

594



Giiripek, E., Giizel, B. & Uzun Giiripek, C. JOTAGS, 2026, 14(1)

Each dimension of the organizational cynicism scale consists of six items, with factor loadings ranging between
0.674 and 0.878. The total composite reliability is 0.951.

Table 6. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Organizational Support

Factor Indicator Composite
Factors and Items Loadings Reliability “ AVE Relia[;)ility
Factor 1: Organizational Support 0,854 0,532 0,829
My organization values my efforts when they serve its interests. 0,673 0,453
My organization does not appreciate my extra work. 0,835 0,698
My organization ignores my complaints. 0,832 0,692
My organization genuinely considers my interests. 0,630 0,397
Even if I do my best, my organization does not recognize it. 0,815 0,665
My organization cares about my job satisfaction. 0,682 0,465
My organization shows little interest in matters concerning me. 0,686 0,470
My organization takes pride in my efforts at work. 0,645 0,416
Total 0,829

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy: 0,851
Degrees of Freedom (df): 28

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Chi-Square: 1349,343

p-value 0,000

Total Explained Variance: 49,403%

Organizational support consists of eight items, which were loaded onto the factor with factor loadings ranging

from 0.630 to 0.835. The composite reliability of the eight items measuring reliability was determined to be 0.829.

The job quit intention scale consists of three statements, with factor loadings ranging from 0.630 to 0.835. The

composite reliability for measuring reliability was determined to be 0.957.

Table 7. Confirmatory Factor Analysis of Job Quit Intention

Factor Indicator Composite
Factors and Items Loadings  Reliability ¢ AVE Reliali)ility
Factor 1: Job Quit Intention 0,940 0,892 0,957
I will most likely look for a new job next year. 0,957 0,916
I often think about leaving my job. 0,936 0,876
I will probably seek a new job next year. 0,941 0,885
Total 0,957

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) Measure of Sampling Adequacy: 0,865
Degrees of Freedom (df): 3

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Chi-Square: 1068,327

p-value 0,000

Total Explained Variance: 89,219%

To assess the reliability and internal consistency of the constructed dimensions, Cronbach's alpha coefficient,
Composite Reliability (CR), and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) were calculated. For each latent variable, a CR
value of at least 0.70 is required, however, values between 0.60 and 0.70 are also considered acceptable. Additionally,
for each latent variable, the expected AVE value should be at least 0.50 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). A
final condition for ensuring convergent validity is that AVE values must be lower than CR values (Yaslioglu, 2017).
As shown in tables 2-3-4-5-6-7 above, when examined at the dimension level, Cronbach’s alpha values range from
0.804 to 0.940. The CR value is close to 0.70 and acceptable only in one subdimension of the organizational trust
scale (trust in coworkers' intentions). In all other scales, the CR values exceed 0.70, and the AVE values are above
0.50. Furthermore, all AVE values are lower than the CR values. Based on these results, the scale is reliable and

demonstrates internal consistency. The goodness-of-fit indices for the constructed model are presented in Table 8.
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Table 8. Fit Index Values of Confirmatory Factor Analysis

PRE-MODIFICATION POST-MODIFICATION RESULTS

X2 8584,982 3779,294

X%S.D. 8584,982/1761=4,875 3779,294/1668=2,266 Good Fit

NFI 0,582 0,816 Acceptable Fit
TLI (NNFI) 0,621 0,876 Acceptable Fit
IFI 0,636 0,888 Acceptable Fit
CFI 0,635 0,887 Acceptable Fit
RMSEA 0,99 0,056 Good Fit
RMR 0,163 0,074 Good Fit
PGFI 0,443 0,672 Acceptable Fit

After making the necessary modifications based on the fit index values for all 61 statements, the model was
reanalyzed. According to the Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) results, the overall model demonstrated good fit
based on the X? goodness-of-fit test. Additionally, the comparative fit indices (NFI, NNFI, IFI, CFI, RMSEA) were
found to be at an acceptable level or close to acceptable, while the residual-based fit index (RMR) indicated a good

fit (Table 8) (see Meydan & Sesen, 2015; Yashoglu, 2017).

Table 9. Means and Standard Deviations

Mean Standard Deviation
Norm of Reciprocity 3,47 ,980
Faith in Management 3,46 1,018
Faith in Peers 3,58 1,092
Confidence in Management 3,38 ,985
Confidence in Peers 3,52 ,987
Emotional Deprivation 2,32 ,936
Social Companionship 2,24 ,930
Affective Cynicism 2,04 1,002
Cognitive Cynicism 2,11 ,948
Behavioral Cynicism 2,71 1,08
Organizational Support 3,56 , 781
Job Quit Intention 2,57 1,319

The arithmetic means and standard deviations of the scales and the dimensions obtained from factor analyses were
determined (Table 9). Accordingly, the emotional dimension of the cynicism scale had the lowest mean at 2,03, while
the organizational support scale had the highest mean at 3,55. In other words, employees do not experience

organizational cynicism and perceive that their organization supports them.

Path analysis, compared to other analyses (e.g., multiple regression), allows a variable to be used as both a
dependent and an independent variable simultaneously within the analysis and enables the definition of multiple
dependent variables (Meydan & Sesen, 2015: 27-28). The path analysis for the model developed to determine the

relationships between variables is presented in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Path Analysis Impact Values of the Structural Model

The path analysis indicates that all hypotheses have been accepted. It is observed that the norm of reciprocity
positively influences organizational trust (+0,41) (H1 Supported) and perceived organizational support (+0,27) (H2
Supported). Organizational trust negatively affects workplace loneliness (-0,44) (H3 Supported), while perceived
organizational support also negatively affects workplace loneliness (-0,36) (H4 Supported). The effect of
organizational trust on organizational cynicism is negative (-0,08) (H5 Supported), albeit at a lower level compared
to the relationships among other variables. Examining the impact of workplace loneliness on organizational cynicism,
it is found to have a positive effect (+0,29) (H6 Supported), whereas the effect of perceived organizational support
on organizational cynicism is negative (-0,55) (H7 Supported). Finally, it is concluded that organizational cynicism

positively influences turnover intention (+0,50) (H8 Supported).
Discussion and Conclusion

The purpose of the present study is to determine whether the concepts of organizational trust and perceived
organizational support can be explained through the norm of reciprocity. Another objective is to examine the effects
of organizational trust, workplace loneliness, and perceived organizational support on organizational cynicism and
turnover intention. Both organizational trust (Swérd, 2016) and perceived organizational support (Eisenberger et al.,
1986) are explained through social exchange theory, which itself is based on the norm of reciprocity. The idea that
reciprocity influences organizational trust (H1) is supported by existing literature. Specifically, one of the
fundamental elements of trust is the mutuality of effort and interest (Seppénen et al., 2007), which inherently implies
reciprocity (Kwantes & McMurphy, 2021). In this sense, employees in organizations that contribute to their well-
being tend to develop both trust and a sense of sincerity toward their managers and colleagues in response to their

efforts.

Eisenberger et al. (1986) state that the concept of perceived organizational support is based on the norm of
reciprocity. Similarly, this finding has been supported in the present study (H2). Employees perceive organizational
investments in them as support, which, in turn, translates into a positive attitude toward the organization (Sungu et
al., 2019). At the core of this dynamic is the notion that employees, in response to the support they perceive, feel a

sense of obligation to contribute to the achievement of the organization's goals (Eisenberger et al., 2001).

The concept of organizational trust is one of the factors influencing workplace loneliness (Seidenberg, 1980;

Giripek & Giizel, 2020). Wright (2005, 2009) and Stoica et al. (2014) state that in environments where the sense of

597



Giiripek, E., Giizel, B. & Uzun Giiripek, C. JOTAGS, 2026, 14(1)

belonging is diminished, employees' sense of trust also declines. Similarly, the present study reached a comparable
conclusion, indicating that a decrease in trust leads to an increase in workplace loneliness (H3). Wright et al. (2006)
define workplace loneliness as an employee's dissatisfaction with the quality of relationships with coworkers.
Considering that organizational trust is one of the key components of relationship quality (Seppanen et al., 2007),
dissatisfaction with trust in the workplace may indeed trigger feelings of loneliness. Moreover, a lack of
organizational trust may also contribute to cynical attitudes toward the organization. Trust is a mutual exchange of
belief, based on good intentions and rational expectations of fair competition, as well as the belief that neither party
will exploit the other’s vulnerabilities (Kartola & Kuo, 2021). In this dynamic, the trusting party willingly accepts
their vulnerability and chooses to remain in such a position (Kwantes & McMurphy, 2021). In Rhetoric, Aristotle
discusses ethos as perceived by an audience through three key elements. Similarly, Mayer, Davis and Schoorman
(1995) define the concept of trust in terms of benevolence, competence, and integrity, while Shockley-Zalabak and
Morreale (2011) describe it in terms of competence, openness-honesty, concern for employees and stakeholders,
reliability, and identification. Since trust fundamentally involves belief, whereas cynicism incorporates both belief
and distrust, it is natural for trust to contribute to cynical attitudes (Andersson, 1996; Andersson & Bateman, 1997).

This relationship has also been supported in the present study (HS5).

Another factor contributing to workplace loneliness is employees' perception of organizational support.
Employees who do not feel supported by their organization tend to experience a sense of loneliness (Duru, 2008).
The present study also supports this finding (H4). Eisenberger et al. (1986, 2001) define organizational support as
employees' belief that the organization values their contributions and well-being. Levinson (1965) explains this belief
through the tendency to attribute human-like personality traits to organizations, making the organization a living
entity with intentions and purposes. This, in turn, gives meaning to the organization’s responses to both desirable and
undesirable situations (Eisenberger et al., 2020). In a holistic evaluation of organizations, organizational support
plays a crucial role in fulfilling employees’ socio-emotional needs for recognition and care (Randall, Cropanzano,
Bormann, & Birjulin, 1999). Employees, in turn, perceive social validation through this support (Armeli, Eisenberger,
Fasolo, & Lynch, 1998). It has also been concluded that organizational support negatively affects employees’ cynical
attitudes (H7). This finding is consistent with the existing literature. Numerous studies indicate that individuals who
do not feel supported tend to exhibit more cynical attitudes along with a sense of alienation (Coyne & DeLongis,
1986). Employees who perceive a lack of organizational support develop cynical attitudes due to the belief that the
organization is not being honest with them (Dean et al., 1998; Smith et al., 2022; Sen et al., 2022).

One of the findings obtained in the present study is that workplace loneliness triggers organizational cynicism
(H6). The concept, defined as a unique condition in which an individual perceives themselves as socially isolated
even when surrounded by others (Cacioppo & Cacioppo, 2018), has also been described by Peplau (1955), Fromm-
Reichmann (1959), and Perlman & Peplau (1984). In organizations that possess characteristics that may lead
employees to experience social and emotional isolation (Wright, 2009), employees are less likely to develop positive
emotions (Gardner et al., 2005) and tend to exhibit cynical attitudes (Ece & Giiltekin, 2019). Although Ozdemir
(2021) and Alper Ay (2015) examined the concept of loneliness in relation to different dimensions of cynicism, the
present study did not assess the relationship between loneliness and cynicism at a dimensional level due to its specific
research focus. However, future studies that analyses these concepts at a dimensional level could contribute to a

deeper understanding of their relationship.
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The final finding of the present study is that employees’ cynical attitudes increase their intention to leave (HS).
Giizel and Ayazlar (2014) found that cynical attitudes positively influence turnover intention in hotel businesses,
while Giizel and Giiripek (2020) reported a similar effect in food and beverage enterprises. When evaluated in terms
of dimensional aspects, the literature presents varied findings. For instance, Sungur et al. (2019) suggested that the
cognitive and behavioral dimensions of organizational cynicism are influential, whereas C6l (2022) argued that the
behavioral and emotional dimensions contribute to increased turnover intention. However, in the present study, the

findings were not assessed at a dimensional level.

Since the late 1950s, numerous models have been developed to explain employee turnover. The first study to
model turnover was conducted by March and Simon (1958), who explained it based on the inducement (e.g., salary)—
contribution (in response to inducement) framework. Subsequently, various scholars have introduced alternative
models: Porter and Steers (1973) focused on expectation fulfillment, Mobley (1977) examined the decision-making
process, Mobley et al. (1978) proposed a conceptual model, Price and Mueller (1981) introduced a structural model,
and Lee and Mitchell (1994) developed the unfolding model. Over time, several of these models have been revised
(Purl, Hall & Griffeth, 2016). In the turnover process initiated by these models, turnover intention is considered a
cognitive process and a precursor to actual turnover behavior, as stated by Lambert (2006) (You, 1996). Turnover is
a costly phenomenon, as it can amount to 1.5 to 2 times an employee’s annual salary (McFeely & Wigert, 2019), in
addition to expenses related to recruitment, training, productivity loss, and other efficiency-related costs (Bliss,
2004). Therefore, as a key antecedent of turnover behavior, turnover intention is a critical issue that requires attention

and preventive measures (Benson & Taylor, 2025).

Organizations play a crucial role in employees' social lives. The fulfillment of socio-emotional needs such as
respect, recognition, and care has a positive impact on employees. When these needs are met, employees tend to
reciprocate by giving back in return (Armeli et al., 1998). The present study is significant in that it explains the
relationships between organizational support, workplace loneliness, organizational trust, organizational cynicism,
and turnover intention within the framework of the reciprocity norm. Social exchange theory, which is widely used
in organizational behavior research, is fundamentally based on the reciprocity norm (Blau, 1964). Although trust
(Kramer & Tyler, 1996) and support (Williams, 1995), as well as organizational trust (Swérd, 2016; Cox, 2012) and
organizational support (Eisenberger et al., 1986), have been explained through reciprocity theory, their interrelations
had not been empirically tested in detail. The findings of this study confirm these relationships, thereby making a

significant theoretical contribution to literature.

The present study has several limitations. The first is the potential influence of cultural differences. Indeed,
Rockstuhl et al. (2020) suggest that perceptions of organizational support vary across cultures. Specifically, they
argue that organizational support perceptions tend to be higher in vertically individualistic societies compared to
horizontally collectivistic ones. Future research on organizational support should consider cultural structure as a
variable, as it may significantly impact findings. Additionally, trust, which in this study is considered a result of the
reciprocity norm, could also be a cause of reciprocity, as suggested by Seppanen et al. (2007). However, in contrast,
Schoorman, Mayer and Davis (2007) argue that trust does not necessarily have to be reciprocal, implying that one
party's trust in another does not obligate the other party to reciprocate that trust. Given these conflicting perspectives,

a more comprehensive evaluation of the relationship between trust and reciprocity is warranted. Finally, workplace
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loneliness, as described by Russell (1982) and Wright et al. (2006), is a multidimensional construct. However, in this
study, its impact on organizational cynicism was not assessed at a dimensional level. Future research should explore

workplace loneliness by considering its distinct dimensions, as this may provide a deeper understanding of its effects.

In addition to the limitations, the findings of this study should be interpreted in terms of methodological
constraints. First, the data was collected using a convenience sampling method, which may limit the generalizability
of the results. Second, the study was conducted only with employees working in the food and beverage departments

of hotels. Therefore, the findings cannot be generalized to other departments or other types of tourism establishments.

From a practical perspective, the findings provide several implications for hotel managers and human resource
practitioners. Since perceived organizational support has a strong negative effect on organizational cynicism and
workplace loneliness, hotels should develop formal support mechanisms that enhance employees’ perceptions of
being valued and cared for. These mechanisms may include fair reward systems, transparent communication
practices, managerial accessibility, and employee recognition programs. Furthermore, strengthening organizational
trust appears to be critical in reducing workplace loneliness and cynical attitudes. Managers should therefore adopt
leadership behaviors characterized by integrity, consistency, and openness to foster a trustworthy organizational

climate.

Given that organizational cynicism significantly increases turnover intention, managers in the hospitality sector—
where turnover rates are traditionally high—should proactively monitor early signs of cynical attitudes among
employees. Implementing regular feedback systems, improving participative decision-making processes, and
addressing perceived injustices promptly may help prevent the development of cynicism and reduce employees’
intention to leave. Particularly in labor-intensive departments such as food and beverage, maintaining socio-
emotional support structures and reinforcing reciprocity-based relationships may contribute to employee retention

and long-term organizational sustainability.
Declaration

All authors have contributed equally to the article process. The authors declare that there are no conflicts of
interest to report. Ethical approval for the data collection in this study was obtained from the Tokat Gaziosmanpasa
University Social and Human Sciences Research Ethics Committee on January 26, 2023, with document number

2023-02/03.

REFERENCES

Abugre, J. B. & Acquaah, M. (2022). A contextual study of co-worker relationship and turnover intentions: The
mediating role of employee cynicism. Afiican Journal of Economic and Management Studies, 13(2), pp. 219-

235. https://doi.org/10.1108/AJEMS-08-2021-0384

Adams, J. S. (1965). Inequity in social exchange. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 2, pp. 267-299.
Academic Press. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60108-2

Akar, H. (2019). A meta-analytic review on the causes and consequences of organizational cynicism. International

Online Journal of Educational Sciences, 11(2), 1-16. http://dx.doi.org/10.15345/i0jes.2019.02.010.

600



Giiripek, E., Giizel, B. & Uzun Giiripek, C. JOTAGS, 2026, 14(1)

Akdemir, M. A., Sagbas, M. & Siiriicii, L. (2022). Job stress and turnover intention in the hotel employees. Journal
of Tourism & Gastronomy Studies, 10(1), 1-10. https://doi.org/10.21325/jotags.2022.973

Akin, U. (2015). The relationship between organizational cynicism and trust in schools: A research on teachers.

Egitim ve Bilim, 40(181), 175-189. http://dx.doi.org/10.15390/EB.2015.4721

Alper Ay, F. (2015). Istismarci ydnetim, isyeri yalnizhig1 ve drgiitsel sinizm arasindaki iliskiler: Saglik ¢aliganlarina

yonelik bir ¢alisma. Journal of International Social Research, 8(41), 1116-1126.

Andersson, L. M. (1996). Employee cynicism: An examination using a contract violation framework. Human

Relations, 49(11), 1395-1418. https://doi.org/10.1177/001872679604901102

Andersson, L. M. & Bateman, T. S. (1997). Cynicism in the workplace: Some causes and effects. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 18(5), 449-469. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(199709)18:5<449::AID-
JOB808>3.0.C0O;2-0O

Angin, T. (2019). Cok uluslu isletmelerde calisan yalnizligi ve drgiitsel sinizm iliskisinin belirlenmesine yonelik bir

arastirma. Unpublished master’s thesis, Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi, [zmir.

Armeli, S., Eisenberger, R., Fasolo, P. & Lynch, P. (1998). Perceived organizational support and police performance:
The moderating influence of socioemotional needs. Journal of Applied Psychology, 83(2), 288-297.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.83.2.288

Ayalon, L. & Shiovitz-Ezra, S. (2010). The experience of loneliness among live-in Filipino homecare workers in
Israel: Implications for social workers. British Journal of Social Work, 40(8), 2538-2559.
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjsw/bcq050

Ayazlar, G. & Giizel, B. (2013). Orgiitsel adaletin otel ¢alisanlarinin isten ayrilma niyeti ve isyerinde sapma
davranisina etkisi. Seyahat ve Otel Isletmeciligi Dergisi, 10(3), 6-23.

Barney, J. B. & Hansen, M. H. (1994). Trustworthiness as a source of competitive advantage. Strategic Management

Journal, 15(1), 175-190. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.4250150912

Bedeian, A. G. (2007). Even if the tower is “ivory,” it isn't “white:” Understanding the consequences of faculty
cynicism. Academy of Management Learning & Education, 6(1), 9-32.
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMLE.2007.24401700

Benson, G. M. & Taylor, W. (2025). Employee retention predictors: A statistical analysis for business. G. A. Walters
(Ed.), Innovative recruitment and retention for employee empowerment (pp.285--308). New York: IGI Global.
https://doi.org/10.4018/979-8-3693-6602-8.ch011

Biswas, S. & Kapil, K. (2017). Linking perceived organizational support and organizational justice to employees’
in-role performance and organizational cynicism through organizational trust: A field investigation in India.

Journal of Management Development, 36(5), 696-711. https://doi.org/10.1108/IMD-04-2016-0052

Blau, P. M. (1964). Exchange and power in social life. New York: John Wiley&Sons.

601



Giiripek, E., Giizel, B. & Uzun Giiripek, C. JOTAGS, 2026, 14(1)

Bliss, W. G. (2004). The cost of  employee turnover. The  Advisor, 1-5.
https://www.itqm.ch/uploads/files/QM%20Excellence%20Article/ The%20Cost%200f%20Employee%20Turno
ver_William%20G.%20Bliss.pdf

Bockerman, P. & Ilmakunnas, P. (2009). Job disamenities, job satisfaction, quit intentions, and actual separations:
Putting the pieces together. Industrial Relations: A Journal of Economy and Society, 48(1), 73-96.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-232X.2008.00546.x

Brandes, P., Dharwadkar, R. & Dean, J. W. (1999). Does organizational cynicism matter? Employee and supervisor

perspectives on work outcomes. Eastern Academy of Management Proceedings, 2(1), 150-153.

Braund, D. (1998). Herodotos on the problematics of reciprocity. N. Postlethwaite, C. Gill & Richard Seaford (Eds.),
Reciprocity in ancient Greece (pp. 159-180). New York: Oxford University Press.
https://doi.org/10.1093/0s0/9780198149972.003.0009

Cacioppo, J. T. & Cacioppo, S. (2018). The growing problem of loneliness. The Lancet, 391(10119), 426.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(18)30142-9

Chiaburu, D. S., Peng, A. C., Oh, L. S., Banks, G. C. & Lomeli, L. C. (2013). Antecedents and consequences of
employee organizational cynicism: A meta-analysis. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 83(2), 181-197.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2013.03.007

Cook, J. & Wall, T. (1980). New work attitude measures of trust, organizational commitment and personal need non-
fulfilment. Journal of Occupational Psychology, 53(1), 39-52. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-
8325.1980.tb00005.x

Cox, E. (2012). Individual and organizational trust in a reciprocal peer coaching context. Mentoring & Tutoring:

Partnership in Learning, 20(3), 427-443. https://doi.org/10.1080/13611267.2012.701967

Coyne, J. C. & DeLongis, A. (1986). Going beyond social support: The role of social relationships in adaptation.
Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 54(4), 454-460. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-006X.54.4.454

Cropanzano, R. & Mitchell, M. S. (2005). Social exchange theory: An interdisciplinary review. Journal of
Management, 31(6), 874-900. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305279602

Cimar, O., Karcioglu, F. & Aslan, 1. (2014). The relationships among organizational cynicism, job insecurity and
turnover intention: A survey study in Erzurum/Turkey. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 150, 429-437.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.09.045

(61, G. (2022). The effects of organizational cynicism on turnover intention and an application. Ekonomi Isletme ve

Yonetim Dergisi, 6(2), 160-181. https://doi.org/10.7596/jebm.31122022.002

Davras, O. & Davras, G. M. (2018). Yiyecek-icecek departman performansinin miisteri memnuniyetine ve sadakatine

etkileri: 5 yildizl bir otel isletmesinde uygulama. Giincel Turizm Arastirmalari Dergisi, 2(Ek1), 453-468.

Dean Jr, J. W., Brandes, P. & Dharwadkar, R. (1998). Organizational cynicism. Academy of Management Review,
23(2), 341-352. https://doi.org/10.2307/259378

602



Giiripek, E., Giizel, B. & Uzun Giiripek, C. JOTAGS, 2026, 14(1)
Dietz, G., Gillespie, N. & Chao, G. T. (2010). Unravelling the complexities of trust and culture. M. N. K. Saunders,
D. Skinner, G. Dietz, N. Gillespie & R. J. Lewicki (Eds.), Organizational trust, a cultural perspective (pp. 3-41).

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09780511763106.002
Dogan, T., Cetin, B. & Sungur, M. Z. (2009). Is yasaminda yalnizlik 6lcegi Tiirkce formunun gegerlilik ve

giivenilirlik ¢alismasi. Anadolu Psikiyatri Dergisi, 10(6), 271-277.
Donnelly Jr, J. H. & Ivancevich, J. M. (1975). Role clarity and the salesman: An empirical study reveals that

perceived role clarity may be an important factor in maximizing a salesman’s job performance. Journal of

Marketing, 39(1), 71-74. https://doi.org/10.1177/002224297503900112
Duru, E. (2008). Yalnizlig1 yordamada sosyal destek ve sosyal bagliligin rolii. Tiirk Psikoloji Dergisi, 23(61), 15-24.

Ece, S. & Giiltekin, S. (2019). Orgiitlerdeki yalniz kalpler: Yalniz ¢alisanlarin sinik tutumlar iizerinde algilanan
aracilik rolii. Turkish Studies, 14(2), 355-370.

yonetici desteginin

http://dx.doi.org/10.7827/TurkishStudies. 14406
Eisenberger, R., Armeli, S., Rexwinkel, B., Lynch, P. D. & Rhoades, L. (2001). Reciprocation of perceived

organizational support. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86(1), 42-51. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.86.1.42

Eisenberger, R., Fasolo, P. & Davis-LaMastro, V. (1990). Perceived organizational support and employee diligence,

commitment, and innovation. Journal of Applied Psychology, 75(1), 51-59. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-

9010.75.1.51
Eisenberger, R., Huntington, R., Hutchison, S. & Sowa, D. (1986). Perceived organizational support. Journal of

Applied Psychology, 71(3), 500-507. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.71.3.500
Eisenberger, R., Rhoades Shanock, L. & Wen, X. (2020). Perceived organizational support: Why caring about

employees counts. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 7, 101-124.

https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-012119-044917
Emiroglu, B. D., Akova, O. & Tanriverdi, H. (2015). The relationship between turnover intention and demographic

factors in hotel businesses: A study at five star hotels in Istanbul. Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences, 207,

385-397. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.10.108
Erkasap, A. & Ozkan, A. H. (2022). A meta-analytic review in the tourism and hospitality literature: Antecedents of

intention to quit. Journal of Tourismology, 8(1), 89-114. https://doi.org/10.26650/j0t.2022.8.1.1020512

Fett, A. K. J., Shergill, S. S., Joyce, D. W., Riedl, A., Strobel, M., Gromann, P. M. & Krabbendam, L. (2012). To
135(3), 976-984.

trust or not to trust: The dynamics of social interaction in psychosis. Brain,

https://doi.org/10.1093/brain/awr359
Firoz, M., Chaudhary, R. & Khan, A. (2021). Desolated Milieu: Exploring the trajectory of workplace loneliness
(2006-2019). Management Research Review, 44(5), 757-780. https://doi.org/10.1108/MRR-01-2020-0051

Fromm-Reichmann, F. (1959). Loneliness. Psychiatry, 22(1), 1-15.

https://doi.org/10.1080/00332747.1959.11023153

603



Giiripek, E., Giizel, B. & Uzun Giiripek, C. JOTAGS, 2026, 14(1)

Fulmer, C. A. & Ostroff, C. (2021). Trust conceptualizations across levels of analysis. N. Gillespie, C. A. Fulmer &
R. J. Lewicki (Eds.), Understanding trust in organizations, a multilevel perspective (pp. 14-41). New York:
Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780429449185

Gardner, W. L., Pickett, C. L., Jefferis, V., & Knowles, M. (2005). On the outside looking in: Loneliness and social
monitoring. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 31(11), 1549-1560.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167205277208

Gouldner, A. W. (1960). The norm of reciprocity: A preliminary statement. American Sociological Review, 25(2),
161-178. https://doi.org/10.2307/2092623

Giiripek, E. & Giizel, B. (2020). Psikolojik S6zlesme, orgiitsel adalet, 6rgiitsel giiven ve isyerinde yalmizlik iliskisi:
Karsililik normu yaklagimi. Isletme Arastirmalari Dergisi, 12(2), 1915-1932.
https://doi.org/10.20491/isarder.2020.952

Giizel, B. & Ayazlar, G. (2014). Orgiitsel adaletin 6rgiitsel sinizm ve isten ayrilma niyetine etkisi: Otel isletmeleri
arastirmas1. Karamanoglu Mehmetbey Universitesi Sosyal ve Ekonomik Arastirmalar Dergisi, 2014(1), 133-142.
https://doi.org/10.18493/kmusekad.81167

Giizel, B. & Isci, C. (2019). Turizm ¢alisanlarinin degisim algis1. Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi Isletme Fakiiltesi Dergisi,
20(2), 449-471. https://doi.org/10.24889/ifede.524936

Giizel, B. & Giiripek, E. (2020). Orgiitsel adalet, sapkin davranis, orgiitsel sinizm ve isten ayrilma niyeti iliskisi:
Karsilililk  normu  yaklasimi.  Jowrnal of Tourism &  Gastronomy Studies, 8(2), 870-895.
https://doi.org/10.21325/jotags.2020.585

Gigzeller, C. O. & Celiker, N. (2020). Examining the relationship between organizational commitment and turnover
intention via a meta-analysis. International Journal of Culture, Tourism and Hospitality Research, 14(1), 102-

120. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCTHR-05-2019-0094

Hair Jr, J. F., Black, W. C., Babin, B. J. & Anderson, R. E. (2010). Multivariate data analysis (7th ed). New York:

Person Education.

Han, J. W. (2022). A review of antecedents of employee turnover in the hospitality industry on individual, team and
organizational levels. International Hospitality Review, 36(1), 156-173. https://doi.org/10.1108/IHR-09-2020-
0050

Hoak, G. (2021). Covering COVID: Journalists’ stress and perceived organizational support while reporting on the
pandemic. Journalism & Mass Communication Quarterly, 98(3), 854-874.
https://doi.org/10.1177/10776990211015105

Hosgér, H. & Cin, S. (2020). Isyeri yalmzhig: ile drgiitsel sinizm iliskisi: Bir egitim ve arastirma hastanesinde

uygulama. Turkish Studies, 15(5), 2449-2461. http://dx.doi.org/10.7827/TurkishStudies.44851

Idemudia, E. S. & Olawa, B. D. (2021). Once bitten, twice shy: Trust and trustworthiness from an African
perspective. C. T. Kwantes & B. C. H. Kuo (Eds.), Trust and trustworthiness across cultures implications for

societies and workplaces (pp. 33-51). Switzerland AG: Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-56718-7 3

604



Giiripek, E., Giizel, B. & Uzun Giiripek, C. JOTAGS, 2026, 14(1)

Karacaoglu, K. & Ince, F. (2012). Brandes, Dharwadkar ve Dean’in (1999) Orgiitsel sinizm 6l¢egi Tiirk¢e formunun
gecerlilik ve giivenilirlik caligmasi: Kayseri organize sanayi bolgesi 6rnegi. Business & Economics Research

Journal, 3(3), 77-92.

Kartola, A. & Kuo, B. C. H. (2021). Trust in the Taiwanese context. C. T. Kwantes & B. C. H. Kuo (Eds.), Trust and
trustworthiness across cultures: Implications for societies and workplaces (pp. 53-69). Switzerland AG:

Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-56718-7_4

Khan, M. A. (2014). Organizational cynicism and employee turnover intention: Evidence from banking sector in

Pakistan. Pakistan Journal of Commerce and Social Sciences, 8(1), 30-41.

Kim, S., Jung, K., Noh, G. & Kang, L. K. (2019). What makes employees cynical in public organizations?
Antecedents of organizational cynicism. Social Behavior and Personality: An International Journal, 47(6), 1-

10. https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.8011

Kolm, S-C. (2006). Introduction to the economics of giving, altruism and reciprocity. S-C. Kolm & J. M. Ythier
(Eds.), Handbook of the economics of giving, altruism and reciprocity foundations (pp. 1-26). Amsterdam:

Elsevier.

Kramer, R. & Tyler, T. (1996). Trust in organizations: Frontiers of theory and research. California: SAGE Pub. Inc.,
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452243610

Kujala, A. & Danielsbacka, M. (2019). Reciprocity in human societies, from ancient times to modern welfare state.

Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-96056-2

Kurtessis, J. N., Eisenberger, R., Ford, M. T., Buffardi, L. C., Stewart, K. A. & Adis, C. S. (2015). Perceived
organizational support: A meta-analytic evaluation of organizational support theory. Journal of Management,

43(6), 1854-1884. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206315575554

Kwantes, C. T. & McMurphy, S. (2021). Contextual influences on trust and trustworthiness: An etic perspective. C.
T. Kwantes & B. C. H. Kuo (Eds.), Trust and trustworthiness across cultures: Implications for societies and

workplaces (pp. 1-15). Switzerland AG: Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-56718-7 1

Lambert, E. G. (2006). 1 want to leave: a test of a model of turnover intent among correctional staff. Applied

Psychology in Criminal Justice, 2(1), 57-83. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1478601x.2010.516533

Lashley, C. (2001). Costing staff turnover in hospitality service organisations. Journal of Services Research, 1(2), 3-

24.

Lawler, E. J. & Thye, S. R. (1999). Bringing emotions into social exchange theory. Annual Review of Sociology, 25,
217-244. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.25.1.217

Lee, T. W. & Mitchell, T. R. (1994). An alternative approach: The unfolding model of voluntary employee turnover.
The Academy of Management Review, 19(1), 51-89. https://doi.org/10.2307/258835

Levinson, H. (1965). Reciprocation: The relationship between man and organization. Administrative Science

Quarterly, 9(4), 370-390. https://doi.org/10.2307/2391032

605



Giiripek, E., Giizel, B. & Uzun Giiripek, C. JOTAGS, 2026, 14(1)

Lodewijkx, H. F. M. (2008). Reciprocity: Norm of. In International encyclopedia of the social sciences (2nd. Ed.,
Vol.7, pp. 107-109). McMillan.

Maikiniemi, J. P., Oksanen, A. & Mékikangas, A. (2021). Loneliness and well-being during the covid-19 pandemic:
The moderating roles of personal, social and organizational resources on perceived stress and exhaustion among
Finnish university employees. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 18(13),

7146. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18137146

Manzoor, M. T., Manzoor, T. & Khan, M. (2020). Workplace incivility: A cynicism booster leading to turnover
intentions. Decision, 47, 91-99. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40622-020-00238-6

March, J.G. & Simon, H.A. (1958). Organizations. New York: Wiley.

Mayer, R. C., Davis, J. H. & Schoorman, F. D. (1995). An integrative model of organizational trust. Academy of
Management Review, 20(3), 709-734.

McFeely, S. & Wigert, B. (2019). This fixable problem costs U.S. businesses $1 trillion. Gallup. Retrieved from:

https://www.gallup.com/workplace/247391/fixable-problem-costs-businesses-trillion.aspx

Meydan, C. H. & Sesen, H. (2015). Yapisal esitlik modellemesi, amos uygulamalar1 (2. Baski). Ankara: Detay
Yayincilik.

Mobley, W. H. (1977). Intermediate linkages in the relationship between job satisfaction and employee turnover.

Journal of Applied Psychology, 62(2), 237-240. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.62.2.237

Mobley, W. H., Horner, S. O. & Hollingsworth, A. T. (1978). An evaluation of precursors of hospital employee
turnover. Journal of Applied Psychology, 63(4), 408—414. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.63.4.408

Mohsin, A., Lengler, J. & Kumar, B. (2013). Exploring the antecedents of intentions to leave the job: The case of
luxury  hotel  staff.  International  Jowrnal  of  Hospitality =~ Management, 35,  48-58.
https://doi.org/10.1016/}.ijhm.2013.05.002

Molm, L. D. (1997). Risk and power use: Constraints on the use of coercion in exchange. American Sociological

Review, 62(1), 113-133. https://doi.org/10.2307/2657455

Miihl, J. K. (2014). Organizational trust, measurement, impact, and the role of management accountants. New Y ork:

Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-04069-1

Oztiirk, M., Eryesil, K. & Bediik, A. (2016). The effect of organizational justice on organizational cynicism and
turnover intention: A research on the banking sector. International Journal of Academic Research in Business

and Social Sciences, 6(12), 543-551. https://doi.org/10.6007/1IJARBSS/v6-i12/2517

Ozdemir, B. (2021). Isyerinde yalmzligin orgiitsel sinizm {izerindeki etkisinde tiikenmisligin araci roliiniin
incelenmesi. Anemon Mus Alparslan  Universitesi  Sosyal ~Bilimler ~Dergisi, 9(5), 1421-1439.
https://doi.org/10.18506/anemon.894333

Park, J. & Min, H. K. (2020). Turnover intention in the hospitality industry: A meta-analysis. /nternational Journal
of Hospitality Management, 90, 1-11. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2020.102599

606


https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-04069-1

Giiripek, E., Giizel, B. & Uzun Giiripek, C. JOTAGS, 2026, 14(1)

Peplau, H. E. (1955). Loneliness. The American Journal of Nursing, 55(12) 1476-1481.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3469548

Perlman, D. & Peplau, L. A. (1984). Loneliness research: A survey of empirical findings. L. A. Peplau & S. Goldston
(Eds.), Preventing the harmful consequences of severe and persistent loneliness (pp. 13-46). Maryland: U.S.

Government Printing Office, DDH Publication No. ADM 84-1312

Polat, S. (2013). The impact of teachers’ organizational trust perceptions on organizational cynicism perception.

Educational Research and Reviews, 8(16), 1483-1488. https://doi.org/10.5897/ERR2013.1529

Porter, L. W. & Steers, R. M. (1973). Organizational, work, and personal factors in employee turnover and

absenteeism. Psychological Bulletin, 80(2), 151-176. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0034829

Price, J. L. & Mueller, C. W. (1981). A causal model of turnover for nurses. The Academy of Management Journal,

24(3), 543-565. https://doi.org/10.2307/255574

Purl, J., Hall, K. E. & Griffeth, R. W. (2016). A diagnostic methodology for discovering the reasons for employee
turnover using shocks and events. G. Saridakis & C. L. Cooper (Eds.), Research handbook on employee turnover

(pp- 213-246). Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Pub. https://doi.org/10.4337/9781784711153

Randall, M. L., Cropanzano, R., Bormann, C. A. & Birjulin, A. (1999). Organizational politics and organizational
support as predictors of work attitudes, job performance, and organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of
Organizational Behavior, 20(2), 159-174. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1379(199903)20:2<159::AID-
JOB881>3.0.CO;2-7

Rockstuhl, T., Eisenberger, R., Shore, L. M., Kurtessis, J. N., Ford, M. T., Buffardi, L. C. & Mesdaghinia, S. (2020).
Perceived organizational support (POS) across 54 nations: A cross-cultural meta-analysis of POS effects. Journal

of International Business Studies, 51(6), 933-962. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41267-020-00311-3

Rotenberg, K. J. (1994). Loneliness and interpersonal trust. Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 13(2), 152-
173. https://doi.org/10.1521/jscp.1994.13.2.152

Rotenberg, K. J., Macdonald, K. J. & King, E. V. (2004). The relationship between loneliness and interpersonal trust
during  middle  childhood. The  Jouwrnal of  Genetic  Psychology, 165(3),  233-249.
https://doi.org/10.3200/GNTP.165.3.233-249

Russell, D. (1982). The measurement of loneliness. L. A. Peplau & D. Perlman (Eds.), Loneliness: A sourcebook of
current theory, research and therapy (pp. 81-104). New Jersey: Wiley Interscience Publication.

Schmitz, M. A., Froese, F. J., & Bader, A. K. (2018). Organizational cynicism in multinational corporations in China.

Asia Pacific Business Review, 24(5), 620—637. https://doi.org/10.1080/13602381.2018.1492203

Schoorman, F. D., Mayer, R. C. & Davis, J. H. (2007). An integrative model of organizational trust: Past, present,
and future. Academy of Management Review, 32(2), 344-354. https://doi.org/10.2307/20159304

Seidenberg, R. (1980). The lonely marriage in corporate America. J. Hartog, J. Audy, & Y. Cohen (Eds.), The

anatomy of loneliness (pp. 186-203). New York: International Universities Press.

607



Giiripek, E., Giizel, B. & Uzun Giiripek, C. JOTAGS, 2026, 14(1)

Seppidnen, R., Blomqvist, K. & Sundqvist, S. (2007). Measuring inter-organizational trust-A critical review of the
empirical  research in  1990-2003.  [Industrial — Marketing  Management,  36(2),  249-265.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2005.09.003

Sezgili, K., & Yilmaz, S. E. (2023). Impact of organizational cynicism on turnover intention: mediation by work
alienation. Cukurova Universitesi Iktisadi ve Idari Bilimler Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 26(1), 17-34.
https://doi.org/10.51945/cuiibfd. 1092973

Shockley-Zalabak, P. S. & Morreale, S. P. (2011). Building high-trust organizations. Leader to Leader, 2011(60),
39-45. https://doi.org/10.1002/1t1.467

Siedlecki, K. L., Salthouse, T. A., Oishi, S. & Jeswani, S. (2014). The relationship between social support and
subjective well-being across age. Social Indicators Research, 117, 561-576. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-013-
0361-4

Singh, J., Verbeke, W. & Rhoads, G. K. (1996). Do organizational practices matter in role stress processes? A study
of direct and moderating effects for marketing-oriented boundary spanners. Journal of Marketing, 60(3), 69-86.
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299606000305

Smith, C. J., Han, Y., Dupré, K. E. & Sears, G. J. (2022). Perceived organizational support and its interaction with
voice on police officers’ organizational cynicism, stress and emotional exhaustion. Policing: An International

Journal, 45(2), 200-217. https://doi.org/10.1108/pijpsm-07-2021-0093

Steel, R. P. & Ovalle, N. K. (1984). A review and meta-analysis of research on the relationship between behavioral
intentions and employee turnover. Journal of Applied Psychology, 69(4), 673-686. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-
9010.69.4.673

Stoica, M., Brate, A. T., Bucuta, M., Dura, H. & Morar, S. (2014). The association of loneliness at the workplace
with organisational variables. Furopean Journal of Science and Theology, 10(5), 101-112.

Sungu, L. J., Weng, Q. & Kitule, J. A. (2019). When organizational support yields both performance and satisfaction:
The role of performance ability in the lens of social exchange theory. Personnel Review, 48(6), 1410-1428.
https://doi.org/10.1108/PR-10-2018-0402

Sungur, C., Ozer, O., Saygili, M. & Ugurluoglu, O. (2019). Paternalistic leadership, organizational cynicism, and
intention to quit one’s job in nursing. Hospital Topics, 97(4), 139-147.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00185868.2019.1655509

Swird, A. (2016). Trust, reciprocity and actions: The development of trust in temporary inter-organizational relations.

Organization Studies, 37(12), 1841-1860. https://doi.org/10.1177/0170840616655488

Sen, C., Mert, I. S. & Abubakar, A. M. (2022). The nexus among perceived organizational support, organizational
justice and cynicism. [International Journal of Organizational Analysis, 30(6), 1379-1396.
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJOA-11-2020-2488

608



Giiripek, E., Giizel, B. & Uzun Giiripek, C. JOTAGS, 2026, 14(1)

Thompson, P. S., Bergeron, D. M. & Bolino, M. C. (2020). No obligation? How gender influences the relationship
between perceived organizational support and organizational citizenship behavior. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 105(11), 1338-1350. https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0000481

Uppal, N. (2015). Antecedents and consequences of intention to quit the organisation and the profession. Journal for
International Business and Entrepreneurship Development, 8(3), 183-201.
https://doi.org/10.1504/JIBED.2015.070795

Uzun, C. (2020). Turizm isletmelerinde inovasyon stratejileri. AHBVU Turizm Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 23(2), 271-294.
https://doi.org/10.34189/tfd.23.02.003

Van den Bos, W., Van Dijk, E. & Crone, E. A. (2012). Learning whom to trust in repeated social interactions: A
developmental  perspective.  Group  Processes &  Intergroup  Relations, 15(2), 243-256.
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430211418698

Wen, J., Huang, S. S. & Hou, P. (2019). Emotional intelligence, emotional labor, perceived organizational support,
and job satisfaction: A moderated mediation model. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 81, 120-

130. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2019.01.009

Wikhamn, W. & Hall, A. T. (2012). Social exchange in a Swedish work environment. /nternational Journal of
Business and Social Science, 3(23), 56-64.

Williams, H. A. (1995). There are no free gifts! Social support and the need for reciprocity. Human Organization,
54(4), 401-409. https://doi.org/10.17730/humo.54.4.w233493122q420v7

Williams, W. C., Morelli, S. A., Ong, D. C. & Zaki, J. (2018). Interpersonal emotion regulation: Implications for
affiliation, perceived support, relationships, and well-being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

115(2), 224-254. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000132

Wright, S. L. (2005). Loneliness in the workplace, Doctoral dissertation, University of Canterbury: Christchurch
New Zeland. http://dx.doi.org/10.26021/8420

Wright, S. L. (2009). In a lonely place: The experience of loneliness in the workplace. R. L. Morrison & S. L. Wright
(Eds.), Friends and enemies in organization. A work psychology perspective (pp. 10-31). Hampshire: Palgrave
Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230248359 2

Wright, S. L., Burt, C. D. & Strongman, K. T. (2006). Loneliness in the workplace: Construct definition and scale
development. New Zealand Journal of Psychology, 35(2), 59-68.

Wu, J. B., Hom, P. W, Tetrick, L. E., Shore, L. M., Jia, L., Li, C. & Song, L. J. (2006). The norm of reciprocity:
Scale development and validation in the Chinese context. Management and Organization Review, 2(3), 377-402.

https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1740-8784.2006.00047.x

Yang, J. T. (2010). Antecedents and consequences of job satisfaction in the hotel industry. International Journal of

Hospitality Management, 29(4), 609-619. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2009.11.002

Yaslioglu, M. M. (2017). Sosyal bilimlerde faktor analizi ve gegerlilik: Kesfedici ve dogrulayici faktor analizlerinin
kullanilmasu. Istanbul Universitesi Isletme Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 46, (Ozel Say1), 74-85.

609


https://doi.org/10.1057/9780230248359_2

Giiripek, E., Giizel, B. & Uzun Giiripek, C. JOTAGS, 2026, 14(1)

You, Y. J. (1996). An empirical test of turnover theory: In the case of Korean hotel employees. 4Asia Pacific Journal

of Tourism Research, 1(1), 50-60. https://doi.org/10.1080/10941669708721963

Zan, S. Y. & Altuntas, S. (2019). The effect of nurses’ perceptions of organizational support on organizational

cynicism. Dokuz Eyliil Universitesi Hemsirelik Fakiiltesi Elektronik Dergisi, 12(2), 100-106.

Zhou, X. (2018). A review of researches workplace loneliness. Psychology, 9(5), 1005-1022.
https://doi.org/10.4236/psych.2018.95064

610



Giiripek, E., Giizel, B. & Uzun Giiripek, C. JOTAGS, 2026, 14(1)

Appendix 1. Ethics Committee Permission

T.C.
TOKAT GAZIOSMANPASA UNIVERSITESI
SOSYAL VE BESERI BILIMLER ARASTIRMALARI

ETIK KURULU KARARLARI
KARAR TARIHI OTURUM NO KARAR SAYISI
26.01.2023 02 01-26

Universitemiz Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Arastirmalar1 Etik Kurulu Bagkan: Prof. Dr.
Eren YURUDUR Bagkanliginda toplandi.

KARAR 02.03- Zile Dingerler Turizm Isletmeciligi ve Otelcilik Yiiksekokulu
Miidiirligiiniin 23.12.2022 tarih ve 242908 sayili yazisi goriistildii.

Asagida bilgileri yer alan arastirmacilarin yapmak istedigi uygulamalarin ve kullanacagi
veri toplama araclarmin etik agidan uygunluguna oy birligi ile karar verildi.

CALISMANIN TURU Ogretim Uyesi Aragtirmast

BASLIK Isyerinde Yalnizlik, Orgiitsel Giiven, Orgiitsel Destek,
Orgiitsel Sinizm ve Isten Ayrilma Niyeti Iliskisi:
Karsililik Normu Yaklagimi

TEZ YORUTUCUSU/ YAZARI | Dog. Dr. Ediz GURIPEK

RAPORTOR GORUSU OLUMLU

KARAR 02.26- Giindemde goriisiilecek baska madde olmadigindan oturuma son

verildi.
Prof. Dr. Eren YURUDUR
Etik Kurul Bagkam
(Imza)
Dog. Dr. Mehmet KARGUN Prof. Dr. Mehmet Serkan UMUZDAS
Baskan Yardimcist Uye
(Imza) (imza)
Dog. Dr. Emine OGUK Dog. Dr. Yiicel EROL
Uye Uye
(Imza) (Imza)
Dog. Dr. Fatih YAZICI Dr. Ogr. Uyesi Sevki BABACAN
Uye Uye
(Imza) (Imza)

611



