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Abstract 
Organizational commitment has a significant positive association with em-
ployee work engagement. Comparatively, organizational leaders recognize the 
value and competitive advantage of inspiring employee work engagement for 
sustainability in their industry. Numerous studies confirm that ethical lea-
dership predicts organizational commitment. However, as of 2019, research 
suggested that alternative ethical leadership theories were needed to explain 
the influence on work engagement better. This study aimed to investigate the 
predictive power of Foundational Leadership Theory (FLT) developed by 
Fuller in 2021. FLT is an inward (internal) and outward (employee perceived) 
examination of ethical decisions based on integrity, assurance, and pragmat-
ism. The findings were based on responses from 248 full-time employees 
across various industries in the United States of America. Pearson correlation 
and regression analysis revealed that integrity, assurance, and pragmatism 
predicted positive employee work engagement. FLT is a new theory and ad-
vances our understanding of employee commitment and work engagement in 
an organization. Human resource managers (HRM) recognized that em-
ployee enthusiasm is reflected in their work engagement. Therefore, leaders 
who rely on FLT are more likely to maintain a competitive advantage by 
creating or improving employee enthusiasm and engagement on the job. 
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1. Introduction 

Human resources (HR) and business management scholars recognize “work en-
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gagement” as a primary topic for building an organization (Shuck et al., 2013). 
Work engagement is defined as employees’ motivation and connection to their 
work (Bakker et al., 2013). Previous research suggested that work engagement is 
reflected by enthusiasm and supports organizational commitment (Macey & 
Schneider, 2008). Studies confirmed these findings using the ethics position 
theory and identified that ethical leadership was equally responsible for predict-
ing work engagement (Breevaart et al., 2015; DeCuypere & Schaufeli, 2018). 
However, there is a need for alternative ethical leadership theories to help ex-
plain the connection between work engagement (van Knippenberg & Sitkim, 
2013; Pohan et al., 2019). 

Work engagement has materialized as a valuable competitive advantage for 
organizations (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Enthusiastic employees have high work 
engagement, which inspires coworkers (Bakker & Xanthopoulou, 2009) and im-
proves organizational commitment (Aboramadan et al., 2019). Organizational 
commitment is an “attitudinal” approach and has emerged as the most signifi-
cant predictor of employees’ behaviors and actions (Zimmerman et al., 2020). 
Comparatively, ethical leadership predicts work engagement (DeCuypere & 
Schaufeli, 2018) and organizational commitment (Aboramadan et al., 2020). 
However, there is a gap in the literature on alternative ethical theories on work 
engagement (Pohan et al., 2019). This research aims to introduce an alternative 
ethical theory developed by Fuller (2021) called Foundational Leadership Theory 
(FLT) to explain the ethical connection better to work engagement.  

FLT advances the ethic position theory (EPT) and suggests that ethical leaders 
evaluate decisions based on integrity, assurance, and pragmatism. FLT consisted 
of a 15-item scale and received a previous Cronbach’s alpha score was 0.93 using 
guidelines established by George and Mallery (2018). As a result, FLT signifi-
cantly predicted organizational commitment (Fuller, 2021). Comparatively, FLT 
may further our understanding of work engagement (van Knippenberg & Sitkim, 
2013). Therefore, if integrity, assurance, and pragmatism (FLT) account for eth-
ical leadership, then FLT will positively influence work engagement.  

RQ1: Does FLT have a positive relationship with employee work engagement?  

2. Literature Review 

The foundational leadership theory (FLT) is ethical leadership based on an in-
ward (personal) and outward (employee perception) approach. FLT builds on 
the ethic position theory (Forsyth, 1980), grounded on the works of Kohlberg 
(1976) and Piaget (1932). FLT suggests that employees perceive leaders as ethical 
when decisions have integrity, assurance, and pragmatism (Fuller, 2021). Re-
search confirmed that integrity (FLI), assurance (FLA), and pragmatism (FLP) 
are perceived as ethical and predicted organizational commitment. This investi-
gation previously supported findings that ethical leadership is a significant pre-
dictor of organizational commitment (Aboramadan et al., 2019). Thus, FLT’s 
theoretical framework that predicted organizational commitment (Fuller, 2021) 
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should influence work engagement. 

2.1. Foundational Leadership-Integrity 

Leaders with a high moral self are motivated to act and make ethical decisions 
(Jennings, Mitchell, & Hannah, 2015). Research confirmed that fairness is highly 
associated with integrity and is considered an essential trait of ethical leadership 
(Brown & Trevino, 2005). Nonetheless, there is still a lack of agreement on de-
fining integrity (Leicht-Deobald, Busch, Schank, Weibel, Schafheitle, Wildhaber, 
& Kasper, 2019). Leaders perceived as having integrity are viewed by employees 
as trustworthy, caring, honest, and fair (Jordan et al., 2017) and enhanced fol-
lower perception (Ming et al., 2020). Integrity was confirmed as a significant 
component of leadership (Palanski & Yammarino, 2009) and contributed to 
predicting organizational commitment (Fuller, 2021). FLT measured integrity 
using a 5-item scale which contributed to developing an ethical leader. There-
fore, FLT accounts for integrity and should have a positive association with work 
engagement. 

2.2. Foundational Leadership-Assurance 

Moral sensitivity influences moral stress (Sparks & Hunt, 1998; Reynolds, 2008; 
Daniels, Diddams, & Van Duzer, 2011). Trevino et al. (2003) concluded that 
moral stress produced anxiety and uncertainty among employees. Brown and 
Trevino (2005) suggested that employees can experience different levels of stress. 
Higher stress levels reduced productivity and job performance (Halkos & Bou-
sinkas, 2010; Shahid et al., 2012; Shukla & Srivastava, 2016). FLT suggests that 
leaders who use assurance will account for employee stress and uncertainty 
(Fuller, 2021). This relationship is similar to previous research that revealed or-
ganizational employees perceived ethical leaders as a reflection of moral atten-
tiveness, awareness, and identity (Lützén, Blom, Ewalds-Kvist, & Winch, 2010). 
Therefore, FLT is a suitable alternative for leaders to measure ethical behaviors 
based on assurance to reduce stress and anxiety, which may better explain the 
connection to work engagement. 

2.3. Foundational Leadership-Pragmatism 

The social exchange theory (SET) suggested that a one-size-fits-all approach is not 
productive for organizational leadership and labeled pragmatism as fundamental 
to decision-making (Homans, 1961). Pragmatism is a reflective quality (Jordan, 
2019) and emerges as routine in ethical leadership decision-making (Winter, 
2013). Furthermore, pragmatic forms of leadership are positively related to high 
employee dedication (Anderson & Sun, 2017). FLT advances the social exchange 
theory (SET) through pragmatism. FLP suggests that ethical leaders who routinely 
help employees meet or exceed goals are pragmatic. As a result, FLT predicting 
organizational commitment (Fuller, 2021) by incorporating pragmatism may help 
explain ethical leadership’s influence on work engagement. 
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2.4. Work Engagement 

FLT research was mostly done on organizational commitment. However, work 
engagement is conceptually different from organizational commitment. Work 
engagement overtly refers to an employee’s voluntary behavioral aspects at work 
(De Clercq et al., 2014). Demerouti et al. (2015) suggest that work engagement is 
an intrinsic motivation based on enthusiasm in employee work activities. This 
research confirms Schaufeli et al. (2002) that work engagement is an affective, 
cognitive state that may explain its influence on organizational commitment.  

Studies have shown that work engagement positively influences employee job 
satisfaction, organizational commitment, innovation, and performance (Agar-
wal, 2014; Lu et al., 2014; Yalabik et al., 2015). Additionally, work engagement 
has been shown to influence organizational trust (Ugwu et al., 2014), 
self-regulation behaviors (De Clercq et al., 2014), personality traits (Woods & 
Sofat, 2013), and learning goal orientation (Adriaenssens et al., 2015; Jones et al., 
2017; Matsuo, 2019). Therefore, it is reasonable that ethical leadership may pre-
dict work engagement based on these organizational outcomes.  

Schaufeli et al. (2002) describe work engagement as an employee’s positive, 
fulfilling state of mind, measured by vigor, dedication, and absorption. Schaufeli 
et al. (2002) developed a 17-item Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES). How-
ever, Schaufeli, Bakker and Salanova (2006) shorten UEWS to a 9-item scale, the 
most widely used scale for engagement, has become one of the most acknowl-
edged conceptualizations of work engagement (Saks & Gruman, 2014; Kuli-
kowski & Orezechowski, 2019). The UWES 9-item scale has been validated in 
research by Hewlin, Dumas and Burnett (2017) and Eldor and Vigoda-Gadot 
(2016). Therefore, Schaufeli et al. (2006) 9-item was proven to be an acceptable 
framework to study work engagement. However, more research is needed to re-
veal how other ethical leadership styles may impact employee enthusiasm meas-
ured by work engagement.  

2.5. Leadership Styles on Work Engagement 

Leadership has been shown to encourage positive attitudes from employees 
(Bhal & Ansari, 2007). Leadership is defined as an interpersonal communication 
system that guides employees toward organizational goals (Birasnav, 2014). In-
fluential leaders can influence followers toward achieving organizational out-
comes (Hentrich et al., 2017). Comparatively, leadership traits such as transfor-
mational and transactional compel employees to meet organizational goals and 
predict behaviors (Zigarmi et al., 2004). Transformational and transactional lea-
dership has been some of the most studied leadership theories in organizational 
literature (Woods & King, 2012). However, more research is needed to reveal 
how other ethical leadership styles may impact employee enthusiasm measured 
by work engagement.  

Bakker et al. (2013) defined work engagement as the level of an employee’s 
motivation and positive connection to their work. As a result, much attention 
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has been given to factors influencing work engagement (Aboramadan et al., 
2020; Aboramadan et al., 2019). Comparatively, engagement has been shown to 
increase organizational commitment and improve employee mental health (Ra-
na et al., 2014; Schaufeli, 2014; Robertson & Cooper, 2010). Transformational (Li 
et al., 2018) and transactional leadership (Amor et al., 2020; Ghadi et al., 2013; 
Hawkes et al., 2017) are linked to work engagement. However, Bass (1985; 1998) 
suggests that leaders who lack inspiration but communicate expectations can in-
crease work engagement. Communication is crucial in decreasing employee un-
certainty, stress, and anxiety which degrades job productivity (Shukla & Srivas-
tava, 2016).  

Charismatic leaders inspire, motivate, and intellectually stimulate employees 
(Aboramadan & Dahleez, 2020). Additionally, the leadership type has been 
shown to predict organizational behavior (Lee, 2005; Hassi, 2018) and high job 
performance (Jing, 2018). Transactional leadership sets objectives, defines em-
ployee roles, and promotes achievements through rewards (Kanungo, 2001; 
Deichmann & Stam, 2015). Charismatic and transactional leaders influence or-
ganizational commitment (Jabeen et al., 2015) and organizational effectiveness 
(Bass & Riggio, 2005). FLT has a similar affect on organizational commitment 
(Fuller, 2021). However, more research is needed to determine FLT’s ability to 
explain enthusiasm that inspires employees toward levels of work engagement. 

The social exchange theory (SET) explained the link between transformational 
and transactional leadership on employee behavior and attitudes (Breevaart & 
Bakker, 2018; Buckingham & Coffman, 2014). SET revealed that leadership 
styles improve employees’ dedication to the organization based on pragmatism 
(Anderson & Sun, 2017) and are essential in ethical decision-making (Fuller, 
2021). Theoretical studies support employees who perceive transactional leaders 
as “fair” have positive work-related behaviors and attitudes (Aboramadan & 
Dahleez, 2020). This theoretical study confirmed Brown and Trevino (2005), 
which suggested that fairness is observed as an integrity trait and influenced or-
ganizational commitment (Ming et al., 2020). Because employee behaviors and 
enthusiasm are reflected by work engagement, the FLT theoretical framework of 
integrity, assurance, and pragmatism propose the following hypothesis (Figure 
1). 

H0: FLT has no association with employee work engagement. 
H1: FLT has a positive association with employee work engagement. 

 

 
Figure 1. Foundational leadership and work engagement conceptual model. 
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3. Methodology  

This methodology section describes the overall validity and reliability of the in-
dependent variable (IV) FLT and dependent variable (DV) work engagement. 
This cross-sectional, quantitative study collected and analyzed data to study the 
relationship between FLT and work engagement. The IV is measured using a 
15-item scale by Fuller (2021) and a 9-item scale by Schaufeli et al. (2006). Only 
full-time employee work data was used from the U.S. Department of Labor, cur-
rent as of April 2020. The U.S. workforce is estimated at approximately 136 mil-
lion (not including seasonal or holiday employees). 

Cronbach’s alpha was used to measure the scale reliability of the Likert-type 
scales. Next, Pearson correlation was used to represent relationships between the 
FLT and WE. The results tested the assumptions of normality, homoscedasticity, 
outliers, and regression paths. Since there was only one predictor variable, mul-
ticollinearity does not apply, and Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) were not cal-
culated. Finally, linear regression analysis was used to compare the positive or 
negative strength between the FLT and WE to confirm the measurement model. 

Definition of Terms 

FLT measures perceived integrity, assurance, and pragmatism for ethical leaders. 
Therefore, ethical decisions grounded in FLT will significantly predict employee 
work engagement. FLT consisted of a 15-item scale developed and validated by 
Fuller (2021) on a seven-point Likert typed measurement scale. For example, “I 
trust leadership decisions that promote job security.” Each measurement was 
based on a seven-point Likert-typed scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly 
agree) with a previous Cronbach’s alpha of 0.93.  

Foundational Leadership Integrity. Integrity is perceived fairness and signifi-
cantly correlates with ethical leadership and organizational commitment. Thus, 
FLI is measured using a 5-item scale and indicated their extent of agreement 
with each item on a seven-point Likert-typed scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = 
strongly agree). For example, 1) leadership decisions should NOT be based on 
receiving personal gifts and money. 2) My leader’s decisions should NOT be 
based on unsupported personal opinions. 3) My leader’s decision should NOT 
be based on receiving personal favors in return.  

Foundational Leadership Assurance. FLA measures leadership decisions that 
reassure employees. FLA is measured using a 5-item scale. The respondents in-
dicated their extent of agreement with each item on a seven-point Likert-typed 
scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). For example, 1) I trust leader-
ship decisions that promote job security. 2) I trust leadership decisions that con-
sider the amount of anxiety their decisions may cause. 3) I trust leadership deci-
sions when they are not confusing, unclear, and uncomplicated. 

Foundational Leadership Pragmatism. FLP suggests that leadership decisions 
should be practical, easy to understand and help employees met professional and 
organizational goals. The extent of agreement with each item is based on a sev-

https://doi.org/10.4236/ojbm.2021.95113


L. P. Fuller 
 

 

DOI: 10.4236/ojbm.2021.95113 2142 Open Journal of Business and Management 

 

en-point Likert-typed scale (1 = strongly disagree, 7 = strongly agree). For ex-
ample 1) I believe leadership decisions should help employees meet and/or ex-
ceed organizational goals. 2) I believe leadership decisions should be realistic 
and achievable on the job. 3) I should be able to apply leadership decisions on 
the job. 

Work Engagement. Work engagement was measured using a 9-item scale de-
veloped and validated by the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) (Schau-
feli et al., 2006; Schaufeli, 2014). The UWES assesses work engagement by vigor, 
dedication, and absorption. For example, “At my work, I feel bursting with 
energy” (vigor), “I am proud of the work that I do” (dedication), and “I get car-
ried away when I’m working” (absorption) rated on a seven-point Likert-type 
scale ranging (1 = Never, 7 = Always) with a previous Cronbach’s alpha of 0.87. 
Item scales are found in Table 1.  

Control Variable. Gender differences can affect ethical judgment, decisions, 
behavior (Fuller, 2021). Previous research has shown that gender did not have 
significant correlations with outcome variables. Therefore, this study will repli-
cate Fuller’s (2021) control variable to provide further insight on gender in this 
study. 

4. Method of Analysis 

This quantitative study collected and analyzed data from 289 participants to in-
vestigate FLT and work engagement. The results of this study were based on 249 
completed surveys from full-time employees in the United States. Part-time or 
seasonal employees or self-employed persons did not participate. The survey was 
sent via SurveyMonkeyTM; each participant was randomly selected and required 
to read instructions before responding to the survey. Participants who selected “I 
do not agree” were not given access to the survey and were diverted to a screen 
stating, “Thank you for your participation.” Participants who agreed to partici-
pate were given access to the survey after signed informed consent. Each re-
sponse was given under anonymous conditions, and no personally identifiable 
information (PII) was collected. The survey asked respondents to indicate a level  
 
Table 1. Definition of terms. 

Measurement Definition 

Foundational Leadership-Integrity 
Fairness in decision-making is not based on biases, personal 
favors, gifts, and/or unsupported opinions (Fuller, 2021). 

Foundational Leadership-Assurance 
Leadership decisions reassure employees by promoting job 
security and reducing anxiety/stress (Fuller, 2021). 

Foundational Leadership Pragmatism 
Easy to understand and practical decisions that help  
employees meet/exceed organizational goals (Fuller, 2021). 

Work Engagement 
The level of an employee’s motivation and positive  
connection to their work (Schaufeli et al., 2006; Bakker et 
al., 2013; Schaufeli, 2014) 
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of agreement of FLT based on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = 
strongly agree) and on WE (1 = Never, 7 = Always). Cronbach’s alpha was used 
to validate each scale. Additionally, Pearson correlation was used to recognize 
potential positive relationships between FLT and work engagement. Finally, li-
near regression was used to establish the predictive power of FLT on work en-
gagement.  

5. Results 

Summary statistics were calculated based on responses from 249 participants 
from various industries throughout the US. Participants answered questions to 
measured FLT and Work Engagement. A summary of statistics for FLT (integri-
ty, assurance, and pragmatism) and Work Engagement (vigor, dedication, and 
absorption) can be found in Table 2. 

A Cronbach alpha coefficient was calculated for the FLT and Work Engage-
ment. This was done to ensure that each question effectively measured each 
construct before conducting an overall FLT measurement. The Cronbach’s alpha 
coefficient was evaluated using the guidelines suggested by George and Mallery 
(2018) where >0.9 excellent, >0.8 good, >0.7 acceptable, >0.6 questionable, >0.5 
poor, and ≤0.5 unacceptable. FLI, FLA, and FLP were >0.8 or higher. Table 3 
represents the Cronbach Alpha results. 

FLT 15-items were transformed into FLT and the 9-items into Work Engage-
ment. A Pearson correlation analysis was conducted between FLT. All assump-
tions were met for Pearson Correlation testing per Conover and Iman (1981). A 
significant positive correlation was observed between FLT and Work Engage-
ment (RP = 0.29, p < 0.001, 95% CI [0.17, 0.40]). The correlation coefficient be-
tween FLT and WE was 0.29. This correlation indicates that as FLT increases, 
Work Engagement tends to increase. Table 4 presents the results of the correlation. 

A linear regression analysis was conducted to assess whether FLT significantly 
predicted Work Engagement. All assumptions of normality, homoscedasticity, 
multicollinearity, and outliers were met. The results of the linear regression model 
were significant and indicated that FLT significantly predicted work engage-
ment, B = 0.20, t(246) = 4.77, p < 0.001. This indicates that a one-unit increase of 
FLT will increase the value of work engagement by 0.20 units on average. Table 
5 summarizes the results of the regression model.  

 
Table 2. Summary statistics table for interval and ratio variables. 

Variable M SD n SEM Min Max 

FLI 30.84 6.05 248 0.38 5.00 35.00 

FLA 35.26 6.48 248 0.41 6.00 42.00 

FLP 29.52 5.39 248 0.34 5.00 35.00 

Vigor 13.31 3.81 248 0.24 3.00 21.00 

Dedication 14.46 4.50 248 0.29 3.00 21.00 

Absorption 14.14 3.88 248 0.25 3.00 21.00 
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Table 3. Reliability table for FLT and work engagement. 

Variable Item α Lower Bound Upper Bound 

FLT 15 0.95 0.94 0.96 

Work Engagement 9 0.93 0.91 0.94 

 
Table 4. Pearson correlation results for FLT and work engagement. 

Combination RP 95% CI p 

FLT-Work Engagement 0.29 [0.17, 0.40] <0.001 

 
Table 5. Linear regression results for FLT and work engagement. 

Variable B SE CI β t p 

(Intercept) 23.49 3.92 [15.77, 31.21] 0.00 5.99 <0.001 

FLT 0.20 0.04 [0.12, 0.29] 0.29 4.77 <0.001 

 
Table 6 summarizes the hypothesis testing results for FLT and Work En-

gagement. 
An analysis of variance (ANOVA) was conducted to determine whether there 

were significant differences in work engagement by gender. The ANOVA was 
examined based on an alpha value of 0.05. The results of the ANOVA were not 
significant, F(1, 246) = 1.78, p = 0.184, indicating the differences in work en-
gagement among the levels of gender were all similar (Table 7).  

The main effect, gender, on work engagement was not significant, F(1, 246) = 
1.78, p = 0.184, indicating no significant differences in male and female work 
engagement. The means and standard deviations are presented in Table 8. There 
were no significant effects in the model. As a result, posthoc comparisons were 
not conducted. 

6. Discussion 

This study has two theoretical contributions. First, FLT filled gaps in the litera-
ture on alternative ethical theories that may further explain work engagement 
(Breevaart et al., 2015; DeCuypere & Schaufeli, 2018). FLT builds on EPT by 
predicting work engagement and organizational commitment. This provides a 
better understanding of how ethical leadership influences employee enthusiasm. 
Whereas leadership decision-making grounded in integrity, assurance, and prag-
matism encourages work engagement. Linear regression results indicated that 
leaders who approach ethics using an inward (personal) and outward (employee 
perceived) examination would more likely positively affect employee work 
commitment. 

Furthermore, FLT consist of integrity, assurance, and pragmatism, which 
suggest that leaders will more likely have more committed (Fuller, 2021) and 
enthusiastic employees. Secondly, this study advanced literature on SET. SET  
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Table 6. Hypothesis testing results for FLT and work engagement. 

Variable B SE 

H1:FLT significantly predicts Work Engagement p < 0.001 Accepted 

 
Table 7. Analysis of variance table for work engagement by gender. 

Term SS df F p 2
pη  

Gender 216.82 1 1.78 0.184 0.01 

Residuals 29,996.05 246    

 
Table 8. Mean, standard deviation, and sample size for work engagement by gender. 

Combination M SD n 

Male 42.95 10.85 110 

Female 41.07 11.19 138 

 
suggested that pragmatism is essential in predicting employee behaviors. Prag-
matism is an attribute of FLT and predicted organizational commitment (Fuller, 
2021). Pragmatism is a reflective nature and fundamental in leadership deci-
sion-making (Jordan, 2019). Therefore, pragmatic leadership encourages orga-
nizational commitment (Anderson & Sun, 2017) and explains why FLT pre-
dicted work engagement in this study. Pearson correlation confirmed that in-
cluding pragmatism as an attribute of ethical leadership will significantly and 
positively affect employee work engagement.  

There are practical implications based on this investigation. First, Cronbach’s 
alpha score confirmed previous studies by Fuller (2021) that integrity, assurance, 
and pragmatism effectively measured FLT. Additionally, this study confirmed 
that vigor, dedication, and absorption constructs by Schaufeli et al. (2006) and 
Schaufeli (2014) are still a reliable measurement scale for work engagement. 
Pearson correlation results suggest that employees’ enthusiasm has a positive re-
lationship with employee perception of leadership attributes based on integrity, 
assurance, and pragmatism. This advances our understanding of why employee 
enthusiasm is reflected in work engagement. 

Furthermore, FLT predicted organizational commitment and confirmed that 
similar constructs should influence work engagement (Shuck et al., 2013; Bakker 
et al., 2013). Next, the literature suggested there was a need for alternative theo-
ries to understand work engagement better. FLT significantly predicts work en-
gagement which proposes that leaders who use internal (personal) and external 
(employee perception) evaluation through the ethical lens of integrity, assur-
ance, and pragmatism will likely improve work engagement among employees.  

Finally, FLT confirmed the research on work engagement by van Knippenberg 
and Sitkim (2013), Pohan et al. (2019), Jordan et al. (2017), and Ming et al. 
(2020). FLT findings revealed that fairness is still perceived as integrity and en-
courages positive work engagement. Therefore, ethical leaders promote work 
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engagement (Aboramadan & Dahleez, 2020) and should examine decisions 
through the lens of integrity, assurance, and pragmatism.  

7. Conclusion 

The research findings suggest that HR and business managers should consider 
FLT ethical leadership practices to influence work engagement. The results in-
dicated that FLT has a positive association to work engagement. Additionally, 
linear regression analysis revealed that FLT predicted work engagement. There-
fore, organization leaders can improve organizational commitment and work 
engagement using FLT integrity, assurance, and pragmatism. Organization 
leaders should consider using FLT in addition to relying on other known me-
thods. This ensures that decisions are more likely to increase work engagement 
based on this alternative ethical decision-making approach. 

This research has limitations based on using a cross-sectional study method. 
Therefore, the relationship between FLT and work engagement may change over 
time. The 248 participants in this study might have yielded different ANOVA 
results if race, income level, or time on the job had been used as controls. 
Therefore, these are areas that should be considered in further studies.  

There were possible sample biases in this investigation. First, it was impossible 
to measure the entire population; data were collected from a sample consisting 
of 248 full-time employees to reduce this bias and fall within an acceptable mar-
gin of error. Participants could have rushed or not have answered each question 
thoroughly. To mitigate this possibility, the survey contained only 27 one-sentence 
items to address variables. Furthermore, each item was derived from previously 
validated and accepted studies to decrease survey bias. 

Further research is needed on how FLT may mediate or moderate the rela-
tionship between other ethical leadership practices and work engagement. Addi-
tionally, studies on other alternative ethical leadership styles may contribute to a 
deeper understanding of organizational commitment and WE. Gender was ex-
amined and showed no significant effect. Therefore, more research is needed to 
determine how other demographic categories such as race and income level may 
influence work engagement.  

Shukla and Srivastava (2016) suggest that communication is crucial in de-
creasing employee uncertainty, stress, and anxiety. FLT uses the construct of as-
surance to account for and reduces these factors. Therefore, FLT advanced the 
ethics position theory and revealed that ethical leadership is equally responsible 
for predicting work engagement (Breevaart et al., 2015; DeCuypere & Schaufeli, 
2018). In conclusion, FLT contributed to the need for alternative ethical leader-
ship theories to advance our understanding of the positive association with work 
engagement (van Knippenberg & Sitkim, 2013; Pohan et al., 2019). 
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