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The Mediating Impact of Employee Company Identification on 

Ethical Leadership and Employee Engagement: Moderated by 

Perceived Organizational Politics 

 

Waad Bou Samra 

 

ABSTRACT 
 

This study examines the relationship between ethical leadership and employee engagement in the 

presence of employee company identification, and whether perceived organizational politics have 

a moderating effect on the relationship between ethical leadership and employee company 

identification. To our knowledge, researches that studied these constructs and their relationships 

are scarce, and we expect to fill this gap in the literature. Drawing upon the social exchange, ethics, 

perceived organizational politics theories a conceptual model was developed and empirically 

tested. The study was conducted in Lebanon where questionnaires were collected from employees 

working in different industries. Data were analyzed using SPSS and Smart PLS. 

The results of our study provided support to the direct relationships and indicated that employee 

company identification fully mediated the relationship between ethical leadership and employee 

engagement. In addition, there was no evidence in this study that perceived organizational politics 

have any moderating impact on this relationship. The findings of this study provide theoretical and 

practical contributions.  

Keywords: Ethics, Ethical leadership, Perceived Organizational Politics, Employee Company 

Identification, Employee Engagement.  
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Chapter One 

 

Introduction 

Ethical leadership is one of the most distinctive types of leadership styles that is now strongly 

required in an organization (Den Hartog, De Hoogh & Kalshoven, 2011). Ethical leaders promote 

ethical environment, concern, open communication, implement moral standards, and most 

importantly are fair in their decision-making. (Aryati, A. S., Sudiro, A., Hadiwidjaja, D., & 

Noermijati, N., 2018). Leaders are employees’ role models after all. It is the leader’s primary 

responsibility to make sure employees are treated fairly and just, to create the utmost ethical 

climate and healthy environment, and to increase employees’ involvement and engagement in the 

company.  Happy employee, happy company! Because of their loyalty, employees will care about 

the wellbeing of the organization, thrive to achieve the targets and goals set for them, assist in 

achieving the company’s mission and strategy, and gain competitive advantage (Little and Little, 

2006). This care and effort that employees feel about their organization is actually a state of mind, 

related to employees’ psychology and perceived feelings towards their organization.  (Rodrigo and 

Arenas 2008). This state of mind in the literature is referred to as employee company identification. 

When employees perceive positive behavior from their managers (their role model) they will form 

a sense of identification with their organization, as if feeling proud to belong to such organization 

that promotes ethics through their leaders’ behavior and care about their wellbeing (Ashforth & 

Mael, 1989). Further than that, employees on the other hand find themselves supporting their 

leaders whenever possible, and committing to enhance the company’s performance (Mitchell, 

2005; Ellemers et al., 1997). 

Organizational politics is another important focus of researchers these days. It thrives in an 

organization through the growing need for power, some personal conflicts in particular between 

leaders and decision makers, through fight for resources and information, and also through some 

personal intentions to climb the ladder faster. Usually employees do not feel comfortable when 

they perceive their leaders acting in such political behaviors in the organization. As per some 

researchers, such perceptions often affect the employees’ job satisfaction, their productivity and 

engagement. It also leads to job stress and turnover intentions. (Ferris et al., 1996; Kacmar et al., 

1999). 
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Work engagement is a psychological work-related attitude of employees who demonstrate vigor, 

dedication and absorption towards their job at an organization (Schaufeli et al., 2006). It is found 

to have a motivational impact on employees’ performance. Employees who are engaged in their 

work tend to demonstrate high performance and high level of engagement (Demirtas, 2015).  

Kahn, (1990) was the first to introduce the concept of engagement, when he described it as “the 

harnessing of organization members’ selves to their work roles; in engagement, people employ 

and express themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally during role performances” (p. 

694). Furthermore, he actually described the opposite of employee engagement, employee 

disengagement, as “the uncoupling of selves from work roles; in disengagement, people withdraw 

and defend themselves physically, cognitively and emotionally during role performance” (p. 694). 

So when not engaged, employees are capable of withdrawing themselves emotionally from work 

while still actually working. Imagine the level of performance, commitment, energy that is 

suspected to drop. And isn’t that the opposite of organizations’ focus nowadays? To strongly 

ensure high performance of their talented workforce that will lead to sustain their competitive 

advantage in the market? Leaders who behave in a concerned manner and empower their 

employees, reduces the stress of their employees, whether emotionally, physically or mentally, 

and that in return will increase their engagement in their organization. (Khosa, M., Ishaq, S., & 

Kamil, B. A. M. (2020). A number of studies have examined the antecedents of employee 

engagement, including the latter research which identified psychological empowerment, 

transformational leadership self-efficacy as some antecedents, (Macsinga et al. 2015, Consiglio, 

Borgogni, Di Tecco, & Schaufeli, 2016), as well as leader member exchange (Aggarwal, A., 

Chand, P. K., Jhamb, D., & Mittal, A., 2020), and ethical leadership, our focus in this research. 

Many researches have discussed the effect of ethical leadership on employee engagement, mostly 

in Western societies, such as Ahmad, I., & Gao, Y. (2018), but very few did in developing countries 

such as Lebanon. Also many researchers measured ethical leadership from a subordinate point of 

view (Presbitero, A., & Teng-Calleja, M., 2019),we intend to involve more levels of working 

individuals in our research in order to understand their input in how they view leadership and the 

implications of ethics on their subordinates’ work outcomes. The moderating effect of POP on 

ethical leadership and employee company identification has been examined only recently but 
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limited to a banking sector (Başar, U., Ünsal Sığrı, & Basım, H. N., 2018). We intend to test the 

same relationship but in different industries as well. 

We intend to fill all of these gaps in our study through our research question. And we will offer 

management and HR practitioners tool of evidence to improve their policies and procedures and 

work on enhancing their employees’ well-being and work performance. 

This research will be based on few theories in the literature that strongly adopted our approach, 

such as (a) Ethics Theory, (b) Social Exchange Theory (Blau, 1964), (c) Social Learning Theory 

(Brown and Trevino, 2006) and (d) Social Identity theory (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). These theories 

addresses the behavioral exchange between employees and their managers that should be 

reciprocally, highlights on the importance of Ethics, and other factors that were found having a 

relation with our subject. But we shall go in details about it further, in the hypothesis development 

section in our study. 

So, we will be addressing these theories and these factors throughout our study by starting with an 

overview of what other researchers have found in this regards throughout the years focusing on 

the latest research to identify recent gaps, in our literature review section. This is where we will 

go through the literature of each of our variables that have been studied, discussed, hypothesized, 

and validated in previous literatures by researchers, scholars and/or philosophers. Following that, 

we will link our findings with some previous theories that we found it connected to our topic, and 

accordingly we will develop our hypotheses that will support or not our research question. All will 

be included in our hypothesis development section.  

Following which, we will go through the methodology of our work in the methodology section. In 

this part, we will explain how we are planning to support our hypotheses, using which 

measurement methods. These scales are already been used and validated previously in the 

literature through a high Cronbach alpha. Also in this section we will describe our samples Will 

our findings answer and support our main research question? To answer that, let us start the journey 

of our study. 
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Chapter Two 

 

Literature Review 

Leadership is a pillar construct that any organization grow strong on. As leaders have a direct 

effect on the business, employees, and managers, and are rather responsible for shifting the overall 

performance of any company, by directing effectively its resources in the same direction, towards 

one goal, and that is the strategy of the organization (Wang et al., 2005). 

What if ethics is incorporated in the leadership styles? Ethical leadership style promotes ethical 

behaviors in the organization by creating ethical environment for employees to feel secured, 

treated with fairness and trust (Ahmad, I., & Umrani, W. A., 2019). Ethical behaviors of leaders 

in an organization are contagious. They promote ethical climate and trust among employees, which 

will enhance job satisfaction and trust among them (Bauman and Skitka, 2012). They are the role 

models of individuals working under their supervision. Their ethical behavior will create a sense 

of pride belonging to their organization, and will favor their choices working for their employers, 

when they perceive such trust and fairness. However when organizational politics is strongly 

present and employees perceive such favoritism, and their work status get negatively affected by 

their managers’ decisions, made only for personal benefits and not theirs, will Organizational 

Politics be considered as unethical in this case? And will employees’ perception of such politics 

affect their identification with their organization, and change their relationship with their ethical 

leaders, and affect their work engagement?  

 

2.1 Ethical leadership  

In any organization, a leader is one of the main pillars of management that drives its organization 

to where it is supposed to reach. Many has identified leadership in literature as the art of motivating 

people and direct them through a strategy to reach company goals (Ward, 2020). Sun Tzu, in The 

Art of War (1988), has described leadership as “a matter of intelligence, trustworthiness, 

humaneness, courage, and discipline; when one has all five virtues together, each appropriate to 
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its function, then one can be a leader”. Translating these virtues into appropriate conduct and 

behaviors, leaders will be a role model of ethical guidance to their employees.  

Studies have highlighted on leaders’ motivating, engaging and guiding their employees, to the 

extent of reducing if not eliminating, turnover intentions (Shareef, R.A. and Atan, T. (2019). Other 

studies have even gone beyond examining leaders’ ability to lead effectively, and recognized the 

importance of leaders to be ethical through “ethical leadership” behavior (Brown et al., 2005). 

Ethical leadership affected the morale of individuals in the organization and became one of the 

factors of increasing their performance, loyalty and engagement. Brown et al., defined ethical 

leadership as” the demonstration of normatively appropriate conduct through personal actions and 

interpersonal relationships, and the promotion of such conduct to followers through two-way 

communication, reinforcement, and decision-making” (2005, p. 120). Following this, he also 

identified two components of an ethical leader: the moral person such as the leader being an ethical 

example and treating people fairly, and the moral manager such as the one punishing unethical 

behavior of members.  

Cheng, J., Bai, H., & Yang, X. (2019) argued that there is a negative relationship between ethical 

leadership and unethical behavior; behaviors such as but not limited to; harassment, 

mismanagement, stealing, cyber loafing, and sexual harassment (Near et al. 2004). Thomas et 

al.  (2004) and Detert et al. (2007) discussed the financial implications that might cost the 

organization if acts of unethical behavior are encouraged when coming from the leaders 

themselves, and how it will cost this organization billions of dollars. Not to mention the lawsuits 

that often aren’t in favor of such behaviors and will result to negative reputation and will reduce 

the competitive advantage of the organization in the market. These implications will extend its 

impact on external customers, stakeholders and eventually the image of the organization and its 

competitive advantage. 

Therefore, ethical leaders and their employees are bound to build a positive and quality relationship 

between each other, bond with trust, and support, so that the organization succeeds in achieving 

its strategy (Arshad, M., Abid, G., & Torres, F. V. C., 2021). Indeed, ethical leadership was found 

to have a significant effect on employees’ positive behaviors in the organization (Al Halbusi, H., 

Williams, K. A., Ramayah, T., Aldieri, L., & Vinci, C. P. (2020; 2021). This effect is generated 

through the moral authority leaders have over their subordinates considering them their role model.  

https://www-emerald-com.ezproxy.lau.edu.lb:2443/insight/content/doi/10.1108/IJLMA-03-2017-0053/full/html#ref051
https://www-emerald-com.ezproxy.lau.edu.lb:2443/insight/content/doi/10.1108/IJLMA-03-2017-0053/full/html#ref051
https://www-emerald-com.ezproxy.lau.edu.lb:2443/insight/content/doi/10.1108/MD-08-2017-0721/full/html#ref025
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Tu and Lu (2013) demonstrated that when a leader behaves ethically, this will increase employees’ 

motivation, job satisfaction, and their engagement to their organization through their perception of 

their leaders’ ethical behavior that influences their work performance, and individuals will feel 

secured and trust their leaders’ decision making. Employees perceived it when their leaders 

encourage ethical behavior and correct unethical ones. Furthermore, and in the matter of finding, 

employees seek having their leaders as a role model, and working in an ethical and healthy 

environment. Employees will find themselves identifying with their leaders hence their 

organization (Brown et al. 2005). Brown et al., when describing ethical leadership, emphasized on 

the “two way communication”, that reminds us of two constructs related to this communication 

behavior; the Leader-Member Exchange and the Voice behavior (2015). Some researchers have 

found a strong relation between ethical leadership and these two behaviors. In brief, leaders who 

behave ethically, promote ethical behaviors between their subordinates and team members, such 

as fairness, honesty and trustworthiness and they encourage employees to be honest and speak up, 

they encourage them to voice (Liang, 2014). 

That might lead us to wonder, if voice behavior might be moderated by the type of relationship 

that is between the leader and the member (Wang et al., and Walumbwa et al., 2010). When 

employees look up to their leader as a role model, and are affected by his/her behavior, their 

relationship, the Leader-Member Exchange, will get affected by to which extent the leader 

demonstrates ethics in his/her behavior with his/her team members. The stronger this relation is, 

employees’ behavior will demonstrate high level of quality behavior. This finding has been 

recently supported by studies (Hu, Zhu, Zhou, Li, Maguire, Sun & Wang, 2018; Arshad, Abid, 

Torres, 2020); the more the managers demonstrate ethical behavior the better their employees will 

perform. Ethical leadership is viewed as a constructive leadership form that leads to the 

development of employees’ performance through encouraging a healthy relationship among both 

parties. On the contrary, employees who learn wrong doing and immoral behavior from their 

leaders (in case unethical leadership is being applicable in the organization), will impact negatively 

on the company’s performance as a whole and on its reputation in the marketplace (Javed et al. 

2018). 
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2.2 Employee engagement 

Employee engagement was first introduced by Kahn, (1990) who referred to it as “the harnessing 

of organization members’ selves to their work roles; in engagement, people employ and express 

themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally during role performances” (p. 694). Later, 

Schaufeli et al., (2002) referred to work engagement as being “a positive fulfilling, affective, and 

motivational state of work-related well-being, characterized by the three engines, vigor, 

dedication, and absorption” (p. 74). Vigor as the high resilience to do ones’ job under all 

circumstances and be able to face any difficulties and stress due to his job or work environment. 

Dedication is one’s loyalty, motivation and sense of enthusiasm towards his job. And absorption 

is how individual is engaged, absorbed in his work activities and giving his all to reach his personal 

and organizational goals. Some researchers considered these dimensions separately to understand 

employee engagement however; in our research, we will be studying the construct as a whole, to 

understand its relation with other employees’ behaviors and outcomes. 

It was argued that the style of leadership that empower employees, will lead to their intrinsic 

motivation which increase their level of engagement at workplace (Aggarwal, A., Chand, P. K., 

Jhamb, D., & Mittal, A. (2020). For example, a strong relationship between employee engagement 

and ethical leadership was identified and the effect of such relation on employees’ behaviors and 

attitudes at workplace (Naeem, Weng, Hameed & Rasheed, 2020). Chughtai et al., and Demirtas, 

found that ethical leaders when treating their employees with fairness and equity, they empower 

and motivate them, which is one of the most critical components of employee engagement (2015). 

Not only that, ethical leaders intend to give autonomy to their employees which encourage their 

engagement to their work through dedication (Stander and Rothmann, 2010). In some previous 

researches, such relation is mediated by psychological empowerment, since it increases 

employees’ dedication to their jobs (Macsinga et al., 2015). Leaders empower their subordinates 

which will affect positively their engagement. Kapil and Rastogi, (2019), one of the important 

antecedent to employee engagement is leader member exchange. Employees who interact 

positively with their leaders, experience high level of work engagement, they feel trusted, 

psychologically safe and empowered. (Tabak and Hendy, 2016) 

So when employees are engaged, they tend to stay in their organizations, which increase the overall 

loyalty, productivity and innovation, as well as it saves the management the costs of new hiring 
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and training (Sundaray, 2011). Dedicated and flexible employees are part of the key success to 

competitive advantage in an organization. They put their heart and hands into their work and feel 

accountable for the mission they are asked to fulfill. According to Breevaart et al. (2015, p. 755) 

“Engaged employees have high levels of energy, are enthusiastic about, inspired by, and proud of 

their work, and feel like time flies when they are working”. Furthermore, Rothwell and Arnold 

(2007), employees themselves are concerned in retaining their jobs and be committed to the values 

of their organization, usually cohered with their own. And the way around is also true. Employers 

are as well keen of retaining their high talented employees and not to give them away to 

competitors. Therefore management would support their employees to increase their work 

engagement, through practical programs such as well-being programs, flexible work hours and 

work life balance.  

Rothbard (2001) had conceptualized Kahn’s definition of employee engagement, based on two 

main components, Absorption and Attention. Absorption refers to the intensity employees place 

in their work and how focus they are, and Attention is the amount of time employees spend 

thinking about their job and are available for their work. Usually employees who are engaged are 

hard workers because they enjoy working, whether motivated by performing the work itself or by 

some financial credits, or career advancement. But the vice versa is not entirely true; not all 

employees who work hard are engaged, they may be just workaholic! (Schaufeli, Taris and Bakker 

2006). Recently, engaged employees were found to demonstrate three dimensions; alignment, 

affectiveness and action-orientation (Shrotryia, V. K., & Dhanda, U., 2020). Alignment identify to 

which extent an employee understand his role in the organization, and is aligned with its vision 

and mission. Affectiveness describe the emotional feelings of employees towards their 

organization, and action-orientation discuss how much employees are willing to take actions and 

are proactive to improve the organization’s productivity. 

Furthermore, the level of employee engagement is affected by various factors, for instance the 

work place (Kirkpatrick, 2007), the environment, the culture and the work climate. Messarra 

(2014) argued that employee’s perception of discrimination practices in the organization affects 

their level of engagement. This level is also affected by the work characteristics (Mauno et al., 

2007), for example the type of the job itself, the job stressors and demands. Finally, it is affected 
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by the personal characteristics of employees such as their personalities and their self-efficacy. 

Dagher et al. argued that self-efficacy promotes employee engagement (2015).  

Kim, Shin and Swanger (2009) discussed the connection between work engagement and one of 

the most intriguing personality types among the Big Five personality traits, the conscientiousness 

personality. Employees with this type of personality show achievement orientation, dependability 

and orderliness. These traits promote persistence, need for achievement, hardworking, well 

organization and self-control, which impacts positively work engagement. 

 

2.3 Employee company identification 

Where employee engagement is defined as to which extent employees are engaged in the work 

and their role in the company, and how much they identify with the organization, employee 

company identification is expressed by engagement to the organization and commitment. Research 

argued that both employee company identification and employee engagement lead to the same 

psychological attachment and commitment to organizations (Bhattacharya and Sen, 2003; Lee et 

al., 2008). So it is safe to base our assumptions on previous literature that employee company 

identification leads to employee engagement and vice versa! 

Employee company identification was defined by Dutton et al. (1994) as the “employees’ 

perceptions about their organization’s defining attributes to be similar to their own”. Then, Collier 

and Esteban, (2007) went beyond this definition and described how employees attain the 

identification to their organizations, in two means; the “self-evaluation” and that is to which extent 

employees feel personally attracted to certain attributes of the company, such as good 

compensation system or work-life balance, and the “reflected evaluation” which is defined as when 

employees feel proud being part of their organization, and identify with it when they see other 

stakeholders expressing their positive perception towards the company. Companies started to 

recognize the importance of encouraging and boosting employee company identification due to its 

role in increasing their competitive advantage (Cardador and Pratt, 2006). Therefore management 

work on increasing the employees’ level of identification with the company to preserve the 

company’s investment in the workforce (Gupta, M., 2017). Employees’ identification with their 
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organization even affect their decision making to be tailored to the values and the culture of the 

organization as if employees and organization are one (Tompkins and Cheney, 1983). 

Few factors might play a role in affecting employee company identification, such as 

communication and behavior of management, which have a strong impact on the level of 

identification employees might feel towards their organization. (Smidts et al., 2001). The more 

effective and reliable is the communication, and the more leaders and managers listen to their 

employees and promote trust, the more employees identify to their organization (Fiol, 2002).  

How well managers listen to their employees reminds us of ethical leadership, which is another 

factor affecting employee company identification. Studies found that employees’ perceptions of 

how much their leaders act ethically in the organization impacts positively their employee 

company identification (Valentine et al., 2014). We see examples of such identification when 

employees defend their organization whenever someone criticizes it. In such a way, they feel part 

of this company, they are affiliated with it, are connected to its values and they consider it as their 

own. However other researchers highlighted on the risk that very strong identification with the 

company might cause employees to engage themselves into unethical behaviors, while expressing 

their good intentions to help the organization effectively or its members, and that is called unethical 

pro-organizational behavior (UPB) (Umphress and Bingham (2011). 

Trust is a main factor that increase the level of employee company identification. Leaders who 

behave in an ethical manner create trust among their employees that automatically increase their 

identification with the organization (Erkutlu, H., & Chafra, J., 2016). The same study found that 

perceived organizational politics may shake the trust among employees and their leaders, which 

will automatically decrease the level of their organizational identification. 

Employee company identification have an impact in developing positive outcomes in an 

organization, such as employee engagement (ElKassar, Yunis, & El-Khalil, 2017). Also 

employees value their belonging to their organization when they see that they share the same 

values and beliefs with the organization where they will develop a sense of pride. Not to forget to 

mention the impact that an organization has on employee company identification when it engages 

in Corporate Social responsibility, one of the additional findings that the latter research have found. 

The more employees perceive their organization to play a positive role in the society, and promote 

good will, the more their pride and identification will increase (El Kassar et al., 2017). In that, we 
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can understand the importance of positive factors in an organization to create and enhance 

employee company identification. 

 

2.4 Perceived organizational politics 

In a recent research by Landells EM & Albrecht SL (2019), the discussion was to identify how 

perceived organizational politics affects the outcomes in an organization. Surely the negative use 

of authority, misuse of resources and abuse of decision making and relationships, will impact 

negatively employees’ performance as it questions their work meaningfulness and put them under 

stress. Employees create a relationship with their leaders such as leader member exchange, and 

each party benefits from the other through a social exchange approach, where the exchange in any 

form that comes in, should be viewed as equitable, profitable and valuable to both parties (Wang 

& Cheng, 2010). 

Ferris, Russ, Fandt, (1989), defined perceived organizational politics when employees plan and 

act within an organization for their own benefits and personal gains, without considering the 

benefits of the organization as a whole, nor the harm that it might affect it due to these actions 

taken. This is why organizational politics are being a great focus for researchers and practitioners 

nowadays, because it was found to negatively affect some employees’ outcomes such as job 

satisfaction, performance, and stress and eventually might lead to employees’ turnover intentions. 

These outcomes were mentioned by Ferris (1989) and later by Vigoda-Gadot 2007, as well as some 

antecedents that might play a role in encouraging employees in engaging themselves in 

organizational politics such as monetary benefits, and maybe position status temptations.  

This construct is clearly perceived by employees through managers (usually of power status), or a 

group of individuals, who communicate and act with the members of the organization in an 

aggressive, favoritism and using ways, to gain personal benefits for their own or for their groups. 

And usually these benefits are at the expenses of the organization’s benefits if not contradicts its 

goals. We often find employees in fear and maybe hostile in such negative environment, they 

intend to climb the ladder in conformity and using destructive ways (Khanipour, H., & Fathi, E., 

2020). 
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In view of that, some researchers found it very important to highlight the personality traits of 

employees and their impact on their level of perceived organizational politics.  To master 

Organizational Politics, one needs to have specific skills, called Political Skills. Ferris, Treadway 

et al., (2005) defined political skill as “The ability to effectively understand others at work, and to 

use such knowledge to influence others to act in ways that enhance one’s personal and/or 

organizational objectives” (p. 311). When individuals use these skills to achieve organizational 

objectives, they tend to be positively related to organizational commitment, self-efficacy and work 

performance (Munyon, Summer, Thompson & Ferris, 2015). However when individuals have a 

Machiavellian need to achieve personal gain at the expense of other employees’ and the whole 

organization’s benefits, this will result in a negative effect of such unusual skills on the 

organization’s environment and culture (Duan, J., Xu, Y., Wang, X., Wu, C., & Wang, Y., 2021). 

In a meta-analysis study by Atinc et al., (2010), some antecedents of perceived organizational 

politics were discussed throughout the literature, such as organizational influences including 

procedural justice, span of control, hierarchal level and centralization (Landells and Albrecht, 

2015, Fedor et al., 2008), Job and work environment influences such as Leader member exchange, 

employees participation in decision making, and autonomy. And finally, personal influences has a 

role in leading to POP, naming a few such as Gender, age, Machiavellianism, external locus of 

control and tenure (Adams et al., 2008). 

More often, when organizational politics is very high in an organization, and specially within lower 

level management where employees might be working almost at the same level, a dominant group 

is most likely to be formed, and uses a vertical political behavior directly up to their direct manager, 

often bypassing the usual chain of commands (Rathore, K., & Qaisar, A., 2019). This group 

controls decision making, performance evaluation, succession plans and monetary payments, and 

usually pushes the rest of the employees to a form of conformity to their authority and power 

(Ferris & Kacmar, 1992). This by itself will decrease the level of creativity, perceived social status 

and hence lower the work engagement of individuals within the organization (Cooper-Thomas, 

Xu, & Saks, 2018). 

Landells and Albrecht (2016), have aligned and added to previous researches, by focusing on five 

dimensions of POP, fulfilling positively or negatively to the organization’s general outcome; 
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“Building and using relationships, building personal reputation, controlling decisions and 

resources, influencing decision-making, and the use of communication channels”.  

Furthermore, and since organizational politics in this context is linked to perception (how 

individuals interpret incoming information through their own senses), employees tend to view 

organizational politics as negative or positive, depending on their personalities and how or whether 

they are able to accept or participate in such political behaviors. These perceptions will influence 

their performance and overall job satisfaction (Hassan, H., Tong Mei Hwee Vina, & Ithnin, N. S., 

2017). When employees perceive that their compensation system is affected by certain political 

behavior of some dominant group in the organization, their performance will diminish and their 

engagement questionable. For example, some employees with certain personality traits are not 

bothered by organizational politics, and their performance is not affected as they don’t mind 

politics in the organization (Judge T.A., Heller D., Mount M.K., 2002). 

Of course how the organization is treating its employees is crucial in this perception, but how does 

employees actually perceive their organizational politics? For them, it is rather a reflection of an 

environment that is powered with favoritism, personal gains, and self-centered behaviors and 

activities that is the focus of one’s benefits and not the group. (Hall et al., 2004). 

It is logical to think that the more Ethical leaders are, the less they will encourage political 

behaviors in the organization. In fact a study done by Tan, L.P., Yap, C.S., Choong, Y.O., Choe, 

K.L., Rungruang, P. and Li, Z. (2019), argued the fact that ethical leadership actually restrain the 

negative effect of perceived organizational politics in the work environment. Previous researchers 

also based their studies on this logic. For example Ferris & Kacmar 1992, pointed out that the 

higher employees perceive organizational politics, the lesser they perceive justice and fairness. So 

in this context, we ask again, is perceived organizational politics considered an unethical behavior? 

Vigoda in his studies back in 2001 and 2007 discussed this question and found that employees 

perceive politics in organization as an act of manipulation, for the sake of personal benefits of one 

individual or a group but not for the benefits of the employees’ themselves. Such unethical 

behavior results in lower performance and lessens the identification of these employees with their 

organization. Başar, U., Ünsal Sığrı, & Basım, H. N. (2018), indicated that the more employees 

perceive organizational politics in an organization the less they are likely to identify with such 

organization.  
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Landells EM & Albrecht SL (2019) in their research found a negative relationship between 

perceived organizational politics and employee engagement. Indeed, employee engagement is 

most likely to be negatively affected when employees perceive unpleasant behavior in their 

leaders, such as injustice, favoritism, abusing authority, and manipulating others (Crawford et al. 

2010). 

Recently Duan, J., Xu, Y., Wang, X., Wu, C., & Wang, Y., argued that perceived organizational 

politics trigger self-interest voice, which is the behavior of employees’ voicing only to subjects 

that are relative to their own interests (2021).  This new pairing of both variables will lead to 

Supervisors’ negative behavior and reduce their supervisory responsibilities in favor of self-

interested voices (Ferris et al., 2019). 
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Chapter Three 

 

Hypothesis Development and Conceptual Framework 
 

3.1 Theoretical background and Hypothesis development 

Employees who perceive ethics in their work environment tend to be more engaged and tend to 

identify with their organization (Erkutlu, H., & Chafra, J., 2016). It is very important for leaders 

to behave ethically, since it affects the morale of employees in the organization and leads to their 

engagement (Brown et al., 2005). It is actually based on John Stuart Mill in the 1800’s and his 

Utilitarian theory of ethics, whereas per him, behaviors and decisions are considered ethical if they 

provide happiness to a greater number of people affected by these decisions. Employees who are 

treated ethically in the organization, tend to trust their leaders’ decision-making (Tu and Lu, 2013). 

Therefore, when employees perceive that their leaders are treating them with fairness and equity, 

they then will perceive them as ethical and are about their wellbeing and “happiness”. This will 

positively influence their performance and behavior. This is supported by our second theory in this 

study and that is the Social Exchange Theory. It was Blau (1964, p. 91) who defined best this 

theory as “voluntary actions of individuals that are motivated by the returns they are expected to 

bring and typically do in fact bring from others”. Saks, (2006, p. 602) linked this theory to 

employee engagement through defining it as “the construct which consists of cognitive, emotional 

and behavioral components associated with individual role performances” This exchange when 

positive and equitable, will result in employees’ motivation and job satisfaction.  

Recently Naeem, Weng, Hameed & Rasheed, (2020) found a strong relationship between ethical 

leadership and employee engagement. Leaders are bound to treat their employees with fairness, 

just and respect. Such ethical behaviors will positively influence their employees’ engagement. 

Ethical leaders showing care and concern towards their employees through attention and constant 

motivation, increase their dedication towards their work, hence their work engagement (dedication 

being one of the main components of employee engagement (Ko et al, 2018). As a result and 

following prior researches, we develop our first hypotheses; 
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H1: Ethical leadership has a positive impact on employee engagement 

Employees who identify with their organization, experience a psychological attachment to it. This 

happens when they believe they are sharing similar values and beliefs with their organization. 

(Bhattacharya and Sen (2003); Lee et al., 2008). This idea is strongly linked to the social identity 

theory; employees usually attach and identify themselves to group of individuals they belong to, 

and in our context, being attached to the workplace, the organization, especially when sharing the 

same values and beliefs of the workplace (Ashforth & Mael, 1989). Both employee company 

identification and employee engagement lead to engagement and commitment to the organization, 

and they are both positive outcomes leading to high performance  (ElKassar, Yunis, & El-Khalil, 

2017). The more employees identify themselves with their organization the more they will likely 

be engaged and committed (Lee et al., 2008). Therefore, it is safe to assume the following 

hypothesis in our model; 

H2: Employee company identification is positively related to employee engagement 

A study by Peng, A. C., & Kim, D. (2020), proved that employee company identification partially 

mediated ethical leadership and organizational citizenship behavior, considered to be a positive 

outcome in the organization same as employee engagement. According to (Valentine et al., 2014), 

employees who perceive their leaders as behaving in an ethical manner, and making sure they are 

heard and their wellbeing is looked after, tend to identify with their organization, and feel proud 

to of belong to such ethical organization. Brown et al. (2005) also discussed how employees 

increase their identification with their company, when they perceive their leaders acting ethically 

and promoting ethical behaviors within the organizational culture. We can then deduce how ethical 

leadership leads to employee company identification. Based on the aforementioned, and further 

adding to our H1 and H2, and to our theoretical perspectives and findings of the positive impact 

of employee company identification on employee engagement (ElKassar, Yunis, & El-Khalil, 

2017), we recommend our following hypothesis; 

H3: Employee company identification mediates the relationship between ethical leadership 

and employee engagement 
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Erkutlu, H., & Chafra, J. (2016) found that perceived organizational politics, when present in an 

organization, would lead employees to decrease their Identification with their company, because 

their values no longer match the ones of the organization. Therefore perceived organizational 

politics has a negative impact on employee company identification. Furthermore, employees tend 

to identify with their leaders, as discussed previously, and will improve their behavior when they 

perceive ethical behaviors in their leaders. Henceforth, and based on the social learning theory, 

that suggests that individuals through experience and through watching others, leading with ethics 

becomes critical especially that employees tend to learn from their leaders, which, as we mentioned 

before, are their role models. Therefore ethical leadership will have an impact on employees’ 

outcome (Brown and Trevino, 2006). How will the relationship between ethical leadership and 

employee company identification survive when employees perceive organizational politics in their 

company? Will this construct change the positive relationship between the other two?  

Actually, Başar, U., Ünsal Sığrı, & Basım, H. N. (2018) were the latest researchers to find 

perceived organizational politics moderating the relationship between ethical leadership and 

employee company identification. They found that when employees are exposed to organizational 

politics in the workplace, they tend to perceive their leaders as less ethical and therefore their 

identification with the organization will be negatively affected. However this study was conducted 

in a banking environment, and in one single organization. We intend to explore whether this 

relationship holds in multi industries environment, and different organizations. Therefore we 

propose adding to the literature thought our last hypothesis; 

H4: Perceived organizational politics moderates the relationship between ethical leadership 

and employee company identification 

 

3.2 Conceptual framework 

 

Our literature findings, relationships, theories and hypotheses have formed together the below 

conceptual framework in Fig.1; 
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Our model suggests that employee company identification mediates the relationship between 

ethical leadership and employee engagement. Furthermore, perceived organizational politics 

moderates the relationship between ethical leadership and employee company identification. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Fig.1 Conceptual model 
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Chapter Four 

 

Methods 

To test our hypothesis and the strength of our conceptual framework, we have conducted a study 

by collecting data from 131 working individuals, both females and males, and working in various 

sectors.   

 

4.1 Sample  

Questionnaires were collected from 131 working individuals, full timers, both females and males, 

working in various sectors. Since data collection took place, during Corona epidemic restrictions 

in Lebanon, no interviews or face to face meeting were conducted with the participants. Hence, 

questionnaires were distributed to participants via online links of Google forms. Targeted 

participants included non-managerial levels, managerial levels such as Supervisors and/or first line 

managers, and top-level managers including CEOs and senior directors. We adopted this method 

of sampling for it is more flexible and suitable for the pandemic situation and the restrictions that 

prevented any other methods containing humans’ contacts.  

In addition, this method ensured full anonymity since no e-mail addresses or participants’ 

information were saved. Due to the critical subject we are studying and the involvement of a 

sensitive topic such as ethics and leadership, we did our best to comfort the participants and 

guarantee their anonymity to safeguard their employment and not expose them to the questioning 

of their leaders. We included a detailed information of our research purpose in the introductory 

consent letter, along with our confirmation that no link to their personal info will be shared. They 

were free to decide to participate or not in this research. Demographics information were collected 

from the participants such as the age, the level of education, the size of the organization, the years 

of employment with the organization.  
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4.2 Measures 

The study used measures already validated in the literature. Ethical leadership was measured using 

the 10 items of Scale ELQ, (Mayer et al, 2012) (e.g. “My manager disciplines employees who 

violate ethical standards” and “My manager asks “what is the right thing to do?” when making 

decisions” using 5 points likert scale (1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree).  

Employee engagement was measured using EWE scale (Schaufeli, W.B. and Bakker, A.B. 2003), 

composed of 9 items (e.g. “At my work, I feel bursting with energy” and “I get carried away when 

I’m working” using seven-points likert scale: (1) never, (2) almost never, (3) rarely, (4) sometimes, 

(5) often, (6) very often, (7) always. 

Employee company identification was measured with five items of ECI scale (Homburg, C., 

Wieseke, J., & Hoyer, W. D. 2009). (e.g. “I feel good to be an employee of this company” and 

“This Company fits me well”. using five-points likert scale: (1) strongly disagree, (2) slightly 

disagree, (3) neither agree nor disagree, (4) slightly agree, (5) strongly agree. 

Perceived organizational politics was measured using 15 items of POP scale (Landells EM and 

Albrecht SL. 2019) (e.g. “People use their position to influence decisions to benefit themselves” 

and “People build up resources to increase their personal power, not to benefit the organization”, 

using seven-point scale: (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) somewhat disagree, (4) neither 

agree nor disagree, (5) somewhat agree, (6) agree, (7) strongly agree. 

SPSS and PLS were used to analyze the data collected, and examine the proposed relationships. 
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Chapter Five 

 

Data analysis and Results 
 

Throughout this section, the data collected from our respondents were analyzed, and the outcomes 

will be discussed. Smart PLS was used to analyze our data and hypotheses, based on our conceptual 

model. Throughout our analysis and while sharing the results, we will refer to EL to indicate ethical 

leadership, ECI to indicate employee company identification, EWE for employee engagement and 

POP to indicate perceived organizational politics. 

 

5.1 Descriptive Analysis 

The characteristics of our sample of 131 respondents are as follows: 61% females and 38.9% 

males, and the majority of our sample 53.4% was single and 64.2% of our sample age lies between 

25-40 years old. Moreover, respondents were mainly Lebanese (81.7%). Most of the participants 

in our sample held a full time job (86.3%) and only 18 held a part time job (13.7%). As to the level 

of position, the distribution of our participant was as follows: 41.2% worked in non-managerial 

positions, 26% held managerial position and 25.2% supervisory, and the rest 7.6% were top level 

managers (7.6%). Furthermore, our respondents represented different industries, 16.8% retail and 

construction, 10.7% education sector, 9.2% hospitality & tourism, 6.9% hospital & health field, 

6.1% banking, 6.1% government & public services, 2.3% finance & insurance. A comprehensive 

information related to our sample is provided in Table 1 below. 

 

Table.1: Demographic descriptive analysis 

Characteristic Description n Percent (%) 

Gender Female 80 61.1 

 Male 51 38.9 

    

Marital Status Single 70 53.4 

 Married 54 41.2 
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 Divorced 5 3.8 

 Widowed 2 1.5 

    

Nationality Lebanese 107 81.7 

 Jordanian-Palestinian-Tunisian--Syrian-Egyptian-French-

Canadian-USA-Filipino-Indian-Kenyan-Brazilian-German-

Croatian 

24 18.3 

    

Age 21-24 14 10.7 

 25-40 84 64.2 

 41-56 23 17.6 

 57-75 10 7.7 

    

Contract  Full t ime 113 86.3 

 Part  t ime 18 13.7 

    

Level of position Non-managerial 54 41.2 

 Supervisory Level 33 25.2 

 Managerial Level 34 26.0 

 Top Level Manager 10 7.6 

    

Industry Retail 22 16.8 

 Hospitality & Tourism 12 9.2 

 Banking  8 6.1 

 Information & Technology 2 1.5 

 Finance & Insurance 3 2.3 

 Construction 22 16.8 

 Education 14 10.7 

 Government & Public Services 8 6.1 

 Hospital & Health 9 6.9 

 Wholesale Trade 1 .8 

 Manufacturing 2 1.5 

 Real estate, Rental & Leasing 2 1.5 

 Transportation 1 .8 

 Others 25 19.1 

    

Education High school or less 1 0.8 

 Baccalaureate of Technical (BT -TS) 5 3.8 

 University/BA/BS Degree 56 42.7 

 Master's Degree 69 69 
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Type of Organization Family 30 22.9 

 Non-family 101 77.1 

    

Size of organization Less than 100 employees 29 22.1 

 101-500 employees 28 21.4 

 501-1,000 employees 17 13 

 More than 1,000 employees 57 43.5 

    

Work experience Less than 3 yrs 48 36.6 

 3-6 yrs 42 32.1 

 7-10 yrs 21 16 

 11-15 yrs 13 9.9 

 More than 15 yrs 7 5.3 

 

5.2 Outer loading and construct reliability & validity 

To test the proposed model included in Fig.1, we calculated the constructs’ reliability and validity, 

through outer loading analysis. Data showed in Table.2 a very high Cronbach alpha for all 

variables, above 0.7, (ECI=0.869, EL=0.944, EWE=0.888), and this provides support for the 

reliability of the constructs (Hair et al., 2014). Average variance extracted for our constructs, ECI, 

EL and EWE showed 0.660, 0.671 and 0.533 respectively and they scored above 50%, which 

conforms achieving the average variance extracted. 

 

Table.2: Reliability and Validity 

Variables 
Variables 

Lables 

Standardized 

loading 

Cronbach's 

Alpha 

Composite 

Reliability 

Average Variance 

Extracted (AVE) 

Employee company 

identification 

ECI1 0.785 0.869 0.905 0.660 

 ECI2 0.886    

 ECI3 0.625    

 ECI4 0.857    

 ECI5 0.878    

Ethical leadership EL1 0.747 0.944 0.953 0.671 

 EL10 0.869    

 EL2 0.720    
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 EL3 0.669    

 EL4 0.812    

 EL5 0.888    

 EL6 0.866    

 EL7 0.834    

 EL8 0.905    

 EL9 0.846    

Employee 

engagement 

EWE1 0.576 0.888 0.909 0.533 

 EWE2 0.652    

 EWE3 0.883    

 EWE4 0.628    

 EWE5 0.774    

 EWE6 0.735    

 EWE7 0.830    

 EWE8 0.864    

 EWE9 0.543    

 

Moreover, we tested the validity of our scales by conducting a discriminant validity analysis. The 

results are provided in Table 3 below; the values are scarcely increasing diagonally and slightly 

decreasing at the EWE level, which supported the validity. 

 

Table.3: Discriminant validity  

  ECI EL EWE 

ECI 0.812     

EL 0.483 0.819   

EWE 0.454 0.302 0.730 

 

 

5.3 Inner loading analysis of the model 

We used Smart PLS to test the proposed relationship in our model. The results indicated a 

significant relationship between EL and EWE with a path coefficient of 0.302, and a P-Value of 
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0.000, which indicates a significant relationship between ethical leadership and employee 

engagement (see Table.4). This finding supports the literature and our first hypothesis “H1: Ethical 

leadership has a positive impact on employee engagement”  

Examining the relationship proposed in hypothesis 2, data indicated as shown in Table.4 if we look 

at the t-statistics of ECI-EWE=7.892, that there is a strong relation between these two constructs, 

EWE and ECI. Therefore our second hypothesis, “H2: Employee company identification is 

positively related to employee engagement”, was strongly supported in our sample. To test the 

mediation effect of ECI on EL and EWE. In other words, we aim to demonstrate that ECI (the 

mediator) is influenced by the independent, EL and has in return a significant influence on the 

dependent, EWE.  On the other hand, if we examine to what extent the relationship between EL 

and EWE weakens and becomes rather insignificant with P-value=0.266(>0.000), in the presence 

of ECI, we conclude that this relationship between EL and EWE showed insignificance due to the 

presence of ECI see Table.4. This leads us to the conclusion that ECI fully mediates the 

relationship between EL and EWE. 

Table.4: Path coefficient, direct and indirect effect of mediation 

  Original Sample (O) Sample 
Mean 
(M) 

Standard 
Deviation 
(STDEV) 

T Statistics 
(|O/STDEV|) 

P Values 

Direct effects      

ECI -> EWE 0.402 0.411 0.088 4.592 0.000 

EL -> ECI 0.483 0.492 0.061 7.892 0.000 

EL -> EWE 0.108 0.112 0.097 1.113 0.266 

      

Indirect effects      

ECI -> EWE           

EL -> ECI           

EL -> EWE 0.194 0.202 0.049 4.001 0.000 

      

Total effects      

ECI -> EWE 0.402 0.411 0.088 4.592 0.000 

EL -> ECI 0.483 0.492 0.061 7.892 0.000 

EL -> EWE 0.302 0.313 0.086 3.513 0.000 

 

This finding is clearly referred in Fig.2 where we can see the results of the path coefficient and t-

value of EL-ECI=7.892, 0.483 respectively, ECI-EWE=4.592, 0.402 and EL-EWE=1.113, 0.108 
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which confirms again the fully mediation of ECI on EL and EWE. These findings supported our 

third hypothesis “H3: Employee company identification mediates the relationship between ethical 

leadership and employee engagement”.  

 

Fig.2: Mediation analysis results 

 

As for testing our moderation model, we found a negative influence of POP on ECI, as shown in 

Table.5 below, with a path coefficient of -0.035. Furthermore, the moderating effect of POP 

between EL and ECI was not found significant, with the P-value of 0.627 (>0.000). This finding 

is referred to in Fig.3 where we can see the relationships between the variables. Results of the path 

coefficient and t-value of ECI-EWE=4.636, 0.402 respectively, EL-ECI=5.618, 0.475, EL-

EWE=1.139, 0.108. As for ELxPOP-ECI=0.487, -0.038, and POP-ECI=0.372, -0.035, we can 

confirm the non-significant influence of POP on EL and ECI. These findings did not support our 

hypothesis “H4: Perceived organizational politics moderates the relationship between ethical 

leadership and employee company identification”. The moderation effect of perceived 

organizational politics was not significant on ethical leadership and employee company 

identification. This finding by itself might be impacted due to the small sample size of this study, 
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where we strongly recommend in the future studies to test this model in a larger sample. We will 

be discussing further in our upcoming chapters. 

 

 

 

 

Table.5: Path coefficient, direct and indirect effect of moderation 

  Original 

Sample (O) 

Sample Mean 

(M) 

Standard Deviation 

(STDEV) 

T Statistics 

(|O/STDEV|) 

P Values 

Direct effect      

ECI -> EWE 0.402 0.415 0.087 4.636 0.000 

EL -> ECI 0.475 0.477 0.084 5.618 0.000 

EL -> EWE 0.108 0.109 0.095 1.139 0.255 

ElxPOP -> ECI -0.038 -0.034 0.078 0.487 0.627 

POP -> ECI -0.035 -0.050 0.095 0.372 0.710 

Indirect effect      

EL -> EWE 0.191 0.197 0.054 3.529 0.000 

ElxPOP -> EWE -0.015 -0.015 0.034 0.446 0.655 

POP -> EWE -0.014 -0.021 0.041 0.348 0.728 

Specific indirect effects      

POP -> ECI -> EWE -0.014 -0.021 0.041 0.348 0.728 

ElxPOP -> ECI -> 

EWE 

-0.015 -0.015 0.034 0.446 0.655 

EL -> ECI -> EWE 0.191 0.197 0.054 3.529 0.000 
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Fig.3: Moderation analysis results  
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Chapter Six 

 

Discussion 

Our findings showed that employee company identification has a positive impact on employee 

engagement. This is consistent with ElKassar, Yunis, & El-Khalil, (2017), who also discussed the 

impact employee company identification has on employee engagement; employees express a 

positive attitude when they identify themselves to the organization and tend to engage more with 

their organization, which is an important pillar to achieving competitive advantage. This 

relationship is also supported by the Social identity theory that argued employees who demonstrate 

high identification with their organization tends to increase their engagement towards their 

institution. The findings of this study provide additional support to the literature; the more leaders 

behave ethically, the more employees look up to them, which will increase their identification with 

them, hence with the organization.  

Furthermore, one of the important findings of our study revealed that employee company 

identification fully mediates the relationship between ethical leadership and employee 

engagement. Thus, we may conclude that employee company identification is an antecedent of 

employee engagement. This finding is in line with previous studies such as Peng, A. C., & Kim, 

D. (2020), who highlighted the mediating effect of employee company identification on ethical 

leadership and positive employees’ outcomes.  

Finally, as to the moderating effect presented in hypothesis 4 “Perceived organizational politics 

moderates the relationship between ethical leadership and employee company identification” , no 

significant interaction effect was found. Therefore, our assumption will be placed on hold for 

future investigation with a different and larger sample. Thus, our finding did not support our 

hypothesis and the study by Başar, U., Ünsal Sığrı, & Basım, H. N. (2018), who found perceived 

organizational politics to moderate the relationship between ethical leadership and employee 

company identification. A question might arise why perceived organizational politics did not 

moderate the relationship between ethical leadership and employee engagement in our context. 
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6.1 Managerial implications  

Ethics is considered one of the most controversial topics in today’s business among researchers, 

practitioners, and HR professionals. It is a concept very much discussed and formulated by the 

grand theories of Aristotle, Kant, and Mill. However, when ethics is correlated with businesses, it 

raises the question of how much practitioners, HR professionals, and leaders can face complex 

morally loaded judgment, using such elegant and beautiful concepts that might not often reflect 

the messiness and the reality of everyday work.  

Throughout our study, we have emphasized the importance of how leaders opt to manage their 

employees in an organization. Choosing a leadership style is very much important but what is more 

mandating is having ethical leaders manage employees. The study showed the impact of ethical 

leadership style on employees’ psychological behavior and especially on the employees’ 

identification with their organization. The more leaders behave ethically with their employees and 

care for their wellbeing, the more employees will identify with these ethical behaviors and their 

engagement level will increase. We suggest management strengthen their existing organizational 

culture by increasing employees’ involvement in promoting ethical values in their daily operation 

and when dealing with external customers. Moreover, a strong ethical culture will be developed, 

to maintain the company’s stability and to increase employees’ perception of security and 

engagement (Sarwar, H., Ishaq, M. I., Amin, A., & Ahmed, R. 2020). 

Evidence suggests that certain individual factors, organizational cultures, and situations will create 

breeding grounds for organizational politics. Examples of individual factors include internal locus 

of control and high Machiavellianism, while, organizational factors include, low trust, role 

ambiguity, self-serving leaders, and reward allocation practices. Thus, it is recommended that 

managers and HR practitioners pay more attention to the environment and the circumstances that 

employees find themselves working in, and reduce organizational political behaviors that are not 

to favor of the employees’ wellbeing nor to the benefits of the organization.  

Although we could not statistically support the moderating effect of perceived organizational 

politics on the relationship between ethical leadership and employee company identification, 

nevertheless previous literature repeatedly stressed the importance of decreasing organizational 

politics and encouraging ethical behaviors, especially leaders’ behaviors. Although, management 

may not be able to eliminate organizational politics, however, it can minimize its negative 
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influence. This process can be achieved by promoting ethical principles in the organization through 

such actions as code of conduct, ethical training, counseling and coaching, and designing processes 

and systems that encourage ethical behaviors and discourage unethical behaviors. Through such 

acts, employees will identify more with their organization and increase their employee engagement 

accordingly. 

 

6.2 Limitations & Future research 

Apart from our findings and the contribution to the literature, there are some limitations in this 

study that we believe need to be highlighted that will provide opportunities for future studies. One 

of the limitations is that data collected were self-reported leading participants to provide a 

favorable image of themselves, thus incorporating socially desirable responses. To prevent this 

type of bias, future studies can conduct a longitudinal survey and seek responses from both 

employees and leaders to minimize the bias in the results. Another main limitation in this study is 

the small sample size, which we believe might have had an impact on our findings, especially 

while studying the moderating effect of perceived organizational politics on ethical leadership and 

employee company identification. Future studies should collect from a larger sample. Moreover, 

conducting this study during the covid-19 pandemic might have skewed the results. We 

recommend future studies to collect data after the pandemic when organizations are back to normal 

operations and activities. Finally, we suggest future research to examine additional moderating 

variables such as voice behavior and examine its relation to perceived organizational politics in a 

culture like Lebanese and/or the MENA region. We also recommend incorporating demographic 

variables in the analysis such as age, to examine the generational differences in how to perceive 

organizational politics and political behavior.  
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Appendix A 

 

Consent to participate in a Survey/Questionnaire 

If you are currently working, or previously been employed in an organization, then I would like to invite 

you to participate in a research project by completing the following survey. I am a student at the Lebanese 

American University and I am completing this research project as part of my master’s degree thesis.  The 

purpose of this survey aims to examine the influence of Employee Company Identification on Employees’ 

Outcomes   

There are no known risks, harms or discomforts associated with this study beyond those encountered in 

normal daily life. The information you provide will be used to enhance and improve the understanding of 

the effect of Employee Company Identification on Employees’ Outcomes. You will not directly benefit from 

participation in this study. The study will involve around 300 participants.  Completing the survey will take 

10 minutes of your time.  

By continuing with the survey, you agree with the following statements: 

1. I have been given sufficient information about this research project.  

2. I understand that my answers will not be released to anyone and my identity will remain anonymous. 

My name will not be written on the questionnaire nor be kept in any other records.  

3. When the results of the study are reported, I will not be identified by name or any other information 

that could be used to infer my identity. Only researchers will have access to view any data collected 

during this research however data cannot be linked to me.  

4. I understand that I may withdraw from this research any time I wish and that I have the right to skip 

any question I don’t want to answer.   

5. I understand that my refusal to participate will not result in any penalty or loss of benefits to which I 

otherwise am entitled to. 

6. I have been informed that the research abides by all commonly acknowledged ethical codes and that 

the research project has been reviewed and approved by the Institutional Review Board at the Lebanese 

American University  

7. I understand that if I have any additional questions, I can ask the research team listed below.  

8. I have read and understood all statements on this form.  

9. I voluntarily agree to take part in this research project by completing the following survey.  
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If you have any questions, you may contact:  

Waad Bou Samra +961 3 849014 waad.bousamra@lau.edu 

 

If you have any questions about your rights as a participant in this study, or you want to talk to someone 

outside the research, please contact the: 

Institutional Review Board Office, 

Lebanese American University  

3rd Floor, Dorm A, Byblos Campus 

Tel: 00 961 1 786456 ext. (2546) 

irb@lau.edu.lb  

This study has been reviewed and approved by the LAU IRB: LAU.SOB.GD1.18/Feb/2021 

 

 

Demographics 

1- What is your Age? ___________years old 
 

2- What is your Nationality?  ______________ 

 

3- What is your Gender 

 Male  Female 
 

4- Which of the following describes your marital status 

 Single  Divorced 
 Married  Widowed 

 

5- What is your level of education 

 High school or Less   University/BA/BS Degree 
 Baccalaureate of Technical (BT-TS)  Master's Degree  
   Others: ___________ 

 

6- What type of organizations are you working in 

mailto:irb@lau.edu.lb
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 Family business   
 Non-Family Business   

  
7- Which of the Industries the organization falls under  

 Agriculture  Education  Hospital & Health  Manufacturing  Transportation 

 Banking  Finance & 
Insurance 

 Hospitality & 
Tourism 

 Real estate, 
Rental & Leasing 

 Wholesale 
Trade 

 Construction  Government & 
Public Services 

 Information & 
Technology 

 Retail  Others 

 

8- How many employees exist in your organization 

 Less than 100 Employees  501-1,000 Employees 

 101-500 Employees  More than 1,000 Employees 
 

9- What is the nature of your contract 

 Full Time   Part Time 
 

10- For how long have you being working for this organization 

 Less than 3 yrs  7-10 yrs 

 3-6 yrs  11-15 yrs 
   More than 15 yrs 

 

11- What level of position are you currently holding 

 Non-managerial position  Managerial Level Manager 
 Supervisory Level Manager  Top Level Manager 

 

Ethical leadership scale (ELQ) 

Responses to each item are measured on a five-point scale with the anchors labeled: (1) strongly 

disagree, (2) disagree, (3) neither agree or disagree, (4) agree, (5) strongly agree.  

My department manager. . . 

1. Listens to what department employees have to say. 

2. Disciplines employees who violate ethical standards. 

3. Conducts his/her personal life in an ethical manner. 

4. Has the best interests of employees in mind. 

5. Makes fair and balanced decisions. 

6. Can be trusted. 
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7. Discusses business ethics or values with employees. 

8. Sets an example of how to do things the right way in terms of ethics. 

9. Defines success not just by results but also the way they are obtained. 

10.  Asks “what is the right thing to do?” when making decisions. 

 

Employee Engagement (EWE) 

The following statements are about how you feel at work. Please read each statement carefully and 

indicate how often you feel it by crossing the number (from 1 to 7) that best describes how 

frequently you feel that way. (1) Never, (2) almost never (A few times a year or less), (3) rarely 

(Once a month or less), (4) sometimes (A few times a month), (5) often (Once a week), (6) very 

often (A few times a week), (7) always (Every day). 

1. At my work, I feel bursting with energy* (VI1) 

2. At my job, I feel strong and vigorous (VI2)* 

3. I am enthusiastic about my job (DE2)* 

4. My job inspires me (DE3)* 

5. When I get up in the morning, I feel like going to work (VI3)* 

6. I feel happy when I am working intensely (AB3)* 

7. I am proud on the work that I do (DE4)* 

8. I am immersed in my work (AB4)* 

9. I get carried away when I’m working (AB5)* 

 

Employee company identification (ECIS) 

Please respond to each statement, by marking the response that best describe your agreement by 

filling in the circle on your answer sheet that best represents your point of view about your 

organization.  Responses to each item are measured on a five-point scale with the anchors labeled: 

(1) strongly disagree, (2) slightly disagree, (3) neither agree nor disagree, (4) slightly agree, 

(5) strongly agree.  
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1. I strongly identify with the company 

2. I feel good to be an employee of this company 

3. I like to tell you that I am an employee of this company 

4. This Company fits me well 

5. I feel attached to this firm 

 

Perceived organizational politics (POP) 

Please indicate the degree of your agreement or disagreement with each statement by filling in the 

circle on your answer sheet that best represents your point of view about your organization.  

Responses to each item are measured on a seven-point scale with the anchors labeled: (1) strongly 

disagree, (2) disagree, (3) somewhat disagree, (4) neither agree nor disagree, (5) somewhat 

agree, (6) agree, (7) strongly agree.  

1. People ingratiate themselves to other people to achieve the outcomes they desire. 

2. People improperly use their relationships to bypass organizational processes  

3. People cultivate relationships in order to get personal benefits 

4. Gossip drives the way that people interpret what goes on in this organization  

5. Gossip is the primary way in which information is shared 

6. Rumors are central to people’s understanding of what is happening in this organization 

7. Individuals stab each other in the back to make themselves look good 

8. People try to make themselves look good by making others look incompetent 

9. People undermine others’ credibility behind their backs 

10.  People use their position to influence decisions to benefit themselves 

11.  People abuse their authority by making decisions that benefit themselves 

12.  People pretend to consult and invite input even though decisions have already been made 

13.  People build up resources to increase their personal power, not to benefit the organization 

14.  Too often, people unfairly obtain resources that could be better used elsewhere 

15.  Resources are unfairly allocated based on individual influence rather than organizational 

priorities 

 




