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Abstract
Bringing democracy to the workplace has gained researchers’ attention during the last few years. In addition to
its proorganizational outcomes, democratization at the workplace also helps to eradicate organizational negativ-
ities. The present study investigates these claims by empirically examining the relationship between organiza-
tional democracy, perception of politics, and workplace incivility. A sample of 300 full-time employees
working in fifteen different banks in the district of Gujrat Pakistan was obtained. The structural equation mod-
eling technique was used to test the proposed hypotheses. The results indicated that workplace democracy is
negatively associated with the perception of organizational politics and workplace incivility. Nevertheless,
when there is organizational democracy with a supportive environment, it further reduces its incivility and pol-
itics. The study provides empirical evidence to managers and organizational decision makers in developing
democratic workplaces to promote participative culture and eradicate organizational negativities. More studies
on democratic practices with different contexts and factors are discussed and proposed for future studies.

Keywords: organizational democracy; workplace incivility; perception of organizational politics; perception of organizational
support

Introduction

Twentieth-century organizations seek to learn new and alternative ways of operating and managing affairs
compatible with growth and development.1 One alternative form of management is to bring democratic
practices to the workplace.2 Over the past fifteen years (since the 2003 conference of the Academy of
Management in Seattle with the theme of democracy in knowledge economic), investigations on organi-
zational democracy (OD) have intensified.3 To date, most democracy researchers have tried to address the
understanding of deployment of organizational practices or conditions preventing democratization in the
workplace.4 A recent review5 debate on workplace democracy to date is inconclusive, confirming that OD
needs further investigations especially from empirical narratives. According to Literature6, democracy at
the workplace is commonly associated with its systems, processes, and related institutions including the
ability to strike, worker-controlled businesses, employee representation at the board level, health and
safety representatives, negotiations, information and consultation, workplace meetings, autonomy,
comanagement, the presence of trade unions, collective bargaining, direct participation, financial partic-
ipation, and a host of other things. All these processes are closely related to how the historical and cultural
contexts of each country have shaped the relationships between capital and labor. In a nutshell, workplace

© The Author(s), 2023. Published by Cambridge University Press on behalf of V.K. Aggarwal. This is an Open Access article, distributed under the
terms of the Creative Commons Attribution licence (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted re-use, distribution
and reproduction, provided the original article is properly cited.

1Handy (2015).
2Geckil and Tikici (2018); Safari et al. (2018).
3Nadesan and Cheney (2017).
4Parker et al. (2014).
5Frega et al. (2019); Geçkil (2022).
6Pot (2021).
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democracy tools seek to increase workers’ control over capital, resulting in more democratic enterprises
with group decision making. Therefore, it suggests that managers’ and shareholders’ scope of action will
be limited and that the democratization of labor cannot be effectively pursued without a redistribution of
power in favor of workers, enforced by the law and/or enforceable agreements. If this doesn’t happen, the
organizational disturbances are created resulting in violence, stress, and incivility.7

Incivility includes disrespecting and disregarding others, using humiliating language, gossiping, or
threatening coworkers. In a broader and more generic context, incivility stands for violating mutual
respect,8 causing emotional harm, and a sense of injustice among and between employees.9 These inci-
vilities resulted in the erosion of dignity for thousands of people, ultimately raising the likelihood of
reduced performance. Thus, workplace incivility (WI) management is essential for employee well-
being and workplace improvement.10

Unlike democracy and incivility, perception of organizational politics has been extensively
researched to demonstrate its detrimental effects on the individual, team, and organizational out-
comes,11 including negative feelings about the job, loss of strategic power and credibility, decreased
job performance, guilty feelings, and stress.12 Studies have different opinions about its outcomes; how-
ever, adverse effects are highlighted more. It is strongly linked with justice and fairness, increasing or
decreasing employee satisfaction levels.13

Organizational negativities have always been a source of stress to managers. Over the decades, indus-
trial researchers have searched for the ideas that not only promote its effectiveness but also prosper their
employee’s health. The idea of this study was to build, propose, and support the democracy narrative,
which is now gaining momentum. The literature widely claims its benefits and outcomes toward orga-
nizations but same remain either untested or neglected.14 Thus, the purpose/idea of this study was to
provide some evidences to literature on empirical outcomes of this yearly old construct. Based on argu-
ments, the present study has been undertaken with some specific objectives, including (1) to build empir-
ical evidence for its proemployee benefits using literature evidence, (2) to investigate the relationship of
OD with negatively argued organizational constructs, that is, incivility and politics, (3) to investigate the
role on supportive workplace environment between democracy, incivility, and politics, and (4) to provide
arguments to industrial managers regarding promotion of democratic environment in their operations to
minimize the associated adverse outcomes, for example, incivility and organizational politics.

Literature review and hypotheses development

Organizational democracy

The evolution of democracy as a construct was not new nor straightforward. The concept of democracy
within the state is not new. In fact, it is as old as human history and took centuries to get to the point it is
today. From politics to economies and then to organizations made this concept completely different from
the earliest version of Plato’s and Aristotle.15 The ideas of managing economies with democratic princi-
ples raised the essence of creating the same level of participation and involvement in corporations and
workplaces.16 According to Nadesan and Cheney,17 OD is essential in theoretical and practical domains.
Still, it can entail political, social, and economic dimensions of business and organizational life that have
not yet been answered. According to Nadesan and Cheney,18 a comprehensive and accurate comparison

7Fenton (2012); Gunn (2011).
8Hodson (2001).
9Roscigno et al. (2009).
10Clay-Warner et al. (2005).
11Landells and Albrecht (2013).
12Vigoda (2002).
13Saleem (2015).
14Battilana et al. (2018).
15Kerr (2004).
16Butcher and Clarke (2002).
17Nadesan and Cheney (2017).
18Vopalecky and Durda (2017).
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between democratic and traditional firms to assess profitability and other features as well. They also
added survey-based research in traditional management companies to examine whether employees are
willing to choose an alternate system. Due to globalization, technological advancement, and emerging
labor movements, it is necessary to abandon the old management practices of the industrial age19 and
adopt new business models that are more engaged, responsive, efficient, and innovative to succeed in
this new age.20 Battilana et al.21 proposed that more and more organizations should follow the democratic
model because it can better integrate and represent different and competing practices in decision making
than hierarchical models. Harrison and Freeman22 asserted the potential benefits of bringing democratic
practices to organizations and giving employees freedom.

Workplace incivility

WI is a sign of disrespect and disregard for others. In the words of Laschinger et al.,23 incivility in the
workplace means displaying uncivilized, discourteous, and rude attitudes and behaviors. Evidence of
positive linear relationships between counterproductive behavior and incivility was found.24 In addition,
it was also suggested that incivility is associated with higher stress levels, anger, low retention, and burn-
out.25 It’s a kind of low-level social stressor that can impair an employee’s psychological well-being,26

suggesting negative correlations with psychological, occupational, and organizational outcomes and sev-
eral physical health issues. This negativity may also lead to stress, crime, emotional exhaustion, and
seclusion,27 thus reducing employee creativity, satisfaction, and overall performance.28 Another study
by Reio and Trudel29 showed that incivility in organizations results in less commitment, more employee
turnover, and, ultimately, poor contextual performances. Several pieces of evidence declared that the
supervisor or manager could not be the only source of incivility. Various other stakeholders, including
customers, subordinates, and peers, may act/misbehave, increasing employee anxiety, nervousness, sad-
ness, and depression.30

Additionally, coworker’s incivility includes nasty comments, abusive conversations, dirty looks, disre-
spectful attitude, and so on. Rosen et al.31 stated that purposeful noncivil behavior might result in iniqui-
tousness, perception of loss, and bias. To a lesser extent, the same is correct for a coworker’s incivility as it
disturbs the worker’s daily life but does not interfere with their career. But in both cases, employees suffer
from negative and harmful consequences.32 Both coworkers’ and supervisors’ incivility were accounted for
this work, as they both tend to influence noncivil behavior in most organizational settings.33

Perception of organizational politics

Ferris et al.34 were the earliest explaining politics and in the last three decades it has received immense
intentions from researchers from both applied and basic perspectives.35 Tang and colleagues36 shared

19Slater and Bennis (1964).
20Awan et al. (2018); Fenton (2012).
21Battilana et al. (2018).
22Harrison and Freeman (2011).
23Laschinger et al. (2016).
24Bibi and Karim (2013).
25Welbourne et al. (2015).
26Cortina et al. (2001)
27Schaubroeck and Jones (2000).
28Welbourne et al. (2016).
29Reio and Trudel (2014).
30Zia-ud-Din et al. (2017).
31Rosen et al. (2016).
32Montgomery et al. (2004).
33Rosen et al. (2016).
34Ferris et al. (1989).
35Khan et al. (2019).
36Tang et al. (2021).
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the politics in organization is an evaluation of the extent to which political tactics, such as coalition
building and backstabbing, exist in the work environment. These responses created political behavior
among employees resulting in an overall decrease in performance. Elbanna37 considers politics in orga-
nizations a source for gaining benefits through misuse of power and taking illegitimate benefits, includ-
ing timing fluctuations, agenda control negotiations and bargaining, abuse of resources, promotions,
and information manipulation. Employees form coalitions groups to support their preferences and
remain powerful over others and to influence critical organizational affairs.38 It was argued that politics
in the organization extensively deal with employees’ stake, especially those who came under direct con-
sequences, either materially or reputational. Although employee politics is usual in organizations
mainly in south Asian countries, a realistic picture of its effects may forestall its harmful impacts.
Organizational politics arises from the workforce’s different interests and ideas, as every organization
possesses its features.39 It lies in the eyes of the beholder. Perception of organizational politics also
involves attributions to the self-serving behavioral intentions of members of the organization and
other people’s mental feelings about these behaviors.40 These and many other studies suggest that pol-
itics should be considered a subjective evaluation rather than an objective fact.41 It plays an essential
role in impacting the key organizational policies and processes, altering several work-related attitudes
and behaviors.

Perceived organizational support

Amah and Okafor42 defined the perception of organizational support as “employees’ perception that the
organization values their contribution.” A high-level perception of organizational support can be created
by the organizational environment, leadership style, and coworkers’ attitude. It relates to firm’s readiness
to increased reward-related work efforts and to confirm socioemotional needs.43 The literature widely
supports that managerial support perceptions affect employee job performance, including work atti-
tudes.44 It not only improves the commitment level of the employees but also reduces the turnover inten-
tions and stressful environment.45 A supportive environment creates a sense of satisfaction in employees’
minds, motivating them to remain committed and loyal. Therefore, the mentioned employees feel obliged
to make a more discretionary effort for the organization’s benefit like motivation and collaborations.46 In
other words, the perception of organizational support is the relationship of social exchange between the
employer and the employee. Scholars have identified the perception of organizational support as an
essential construct due to its practical and significant impact on the level of employee’s commitment,47

turnover intentions,48 deviant behavior,49 and change of readiness and trust.50 Shantz et al.51 found that
organizational support moderates the relationship between employee engagement and intentions to leave
the organization because the perception of organizational support increases employees’ morale to stay in
the organization. The literature has also justified that organizational support’s perception also strengthens
the social exchange processes that provide the basis for knowledge exchange.52

37Elbanna (2016).
38Stone (2002).
39Ferris et al. (2002).
40Kacmar and Baron (1999).
41Gandz and Murray (1980).
42Amah and Okafor (2008, 492–501).
43Go and Jung (2022)
44Eisenberger et al. (1986).
45Suárez-Albanchez et al. (2022).
46Allen et al. (2003); Awan and Sroufe (2020); Nguyen et al. (2021).
47Kinnunen et al. (2008); Talat et al. (2013).
48Colbert et al. (2004).
49Baran et al. (2012).
50Gigliotti et al. (2019).
51Shantz et al. (2016).
52Neves and Eisenberger (2014).
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Organizational democracy and workplace incivility

Democratization in the workplace is considered a source of building mutual trust, freedom, and
respect. Its dynamic structure will help eradicate incivilities, for example, demeaning, derogatory,
and violent interactions.53 It will also help develop or promote a sense of self-absolution and achieve-
ment among workers.54 As workplaces exhibit ongoing development to remain stable and constructive
over time, normative violations may erode the potential to change. Democracy in the workplace creates
civic norms by bringing about the principles of justice, fairness, and accountability.55

Though OD has numerous positive influences in the workplace, its significant impact on the indi-
vidual’s well-being and participative control remains influential. In such organizations information is
shared, and everyone is treated fairly with equal rights, sovereignty, and respect.56 The effects of nor-
mative violations create a sense of decreased violent interactions and shared injustice.57 Chen58 claimed
that OD makes employees more responsible for their work and tasks as they take ownership of the
work, thus reducing the probability of misconduct. Han and Garg59 stated that when workers in dem-
ocratic organizations perceive the democratic environment, they associate themselves with higher per-
sonal powers that limit them to remain positive and behave civilly with peers, subordinates, and
supervisors. Thus, instigating democratization promotes goal orientation by identifying and enhancing
the employee’s self-esteem and self-worth.60 Based on the previous discussion, it is proposed that the
adoption/implementation of democratic practices in the workplace can lead to reduced WI, which nar-
rates the first hypothesis of the study.

H1: Organizational democracy is negatively related to workplace incivility.

Organizational democracy and perception of organizational politics

Carr and Mellizo61 claimed that democratization in the workplace is a mode of governance in which the
people involved in the organization’s performance govern its affairs. The basic principle in this governance
is to ensure harmful practices and perceptions that deteriorate the constructive workplace environment.
Organizational politics refers to the unnecessary use of organizational resources.62 Specific accountability
mechanisms in democratic institutions denote eradicating these illegitimate power or resources usage.
Hence, both OD and organizational politics are inversely related. Dahl63 suggested that democratization
in the workplace can transform employees into becoming more politically aware. They can feel negative
vibes appearing against them or their organizations. Rousseau and River64 explored the literature to find
how organizational politics enact democratic practices and reduce their likelihood.

The introduction of democratization in the workplaces increases employees’ decision making and
participation,65 making them more responsible and autonomous. These responsible employees don’t
interfere or don’t use unfair means to gain substantial benefits that go behind the talent. Butcher
and Clarke66 explained how these responsible mindsets reinforce democratic practices across organi-
zational boundaries. Accordingly, in this context, OD should be translated into a means by which a

53Geckil and Tikici (2018).
54Bolton (2007).
55Ahmed et al. (2019).
56Fenton (2012).
57Safari et al. (2018).
58Chen (2013).
59Han and Garg (2018).
60Hatcher (2007).
61Carr and Mellizo (2015).
62Ferris et al. (1989).
63Dahl (1985).
64Rousseau and Rivero (2003).
65Meekers (1998).
66Butcher and Clarke (2002).
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better quality of life and a restricting opportunity for unfair material benefits got achieved. Based on
the literature, the second hypothesis of the study is developed and narrated as follows:

H2: Organizational democracy is negatively related to the perception of organizational politics.

Organizational democracy and perception of organizational support

Heller67 argued that employees perceive a structurally supportive work environment if democratic
practices are fully present in organizational systems. Currently, practitioners and academics68 consider
supporting workplaces as a source of competitive advantage and ongoing success achieved through
alternative management practices.69 Main principles of democracy, including participation, justice,
and equality, lead to the perception among employees that the organization provides a platform for
their simultaneous functioning and progress. Weber et al.’s70 recent meta-analysis claims that democ-
ratization in the workplace creates and contributes to an egalitarian, supportive, respectful, and coop-
erative environment between and among leaders and coworkers. However, very few studies had
empirically confirmed this relationship between democratic principles and the supportive environ-
ment.71 In short, the perception of democratic practices helps build supportiveness among employees.
Accordingly, the third hypothesis of this study is presented as follows:

H3: Organizational democracy is positively related to the perception of organizational support.

Perception of organizational support, perception of organizational politics and workplace
incivility

Cropanzano et al.72 considered organizational support and political perceptions the opposite end of the
single continuum. They also believe them as essential constructs that describe the attributes of the social
marketplace. Most of the data on support and politics predict individual evaluations of their work instead
of going at the organizational level. Studies have narrated that the organization’s supportive environment
helps eradicate the adverse impacts of undergoing mistreatment.73 The feeling of being supported by
organizations eradicates the adverse well-being outcomes associated with organizations’ violent behavior
targets.74 A study conducted by Schat and Kelloway75 showed employees working in a supportive envi-
ronment enjoy greater psychological well-being and less stress resulting in deceased physical health prob-
lems than those who did not. Based on this evidence, we developed the following hypotheses.

H4a: Perception of organizational support is negatively related to workplace incivility.

H4b: Perception of organizational support is negatively related to the perception of organizational
politics.

Perception of organizational support as a mediator

Recent literature has shown the utility of conceptualizing the perception of organizational support as a
mediator among and between several dependent and independent variables.76 Allen et al.77 found

67Heller (2003).
68Wagenet and Pfeffer (2007).
69Han and Garg (2018).
70Weber et al. (2020).
71Theorell (2003).
72Cropanzano et al. (1997).
73Denney and O’Beirne (2003); Schat and Kelloway (2003).
74Swanberg et al. (2007).
75Schat and Kelloway (2003).
76Hochwarter et al. (2003).
77Allen et al. (2003).
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support as a mediator between turnover and organizational politics. Lips-Wiersma and Hall78 showed
that individual career development increases in a supportive organization. Wang et al.79 claimed that
today’s employees work in more complicated work settings; hence they need a supportive environment
to perform their job duties better. Eisenberger et al.80 found that the perception of organizational sup-
port mediates positively between procedural justice and supervisory support with a commitment to
reducing turnover intention. Under the theory of organizational support, recognizing and investing
in employees results in improved organizational care and appreciation along with long-term profes-
sional and personal growth.81 Based on the evidence, the following hypotheses arise.

H5a: Perception of organizational support mediates the relationship between workplace incivility
and OD.

H5b: Perception of organizational support mediates the relationship between perception of poli-
tics and OD.

Methodology

This study follows a positivism philosophy with an explanatory research design. A nonprobability pur-
posive sampling technique was used, and 500 self-administered questionnaires were distributed to
employees working in fifteen different banks (including commercial, specialized, and Islamic) of
Pakistan located in district Gujrat. Out of 500 invited respondents, 300 usable questionnaires were
returned with a response rate of 60 percent. Most of the rejected questionnaires were either not prop-
erly filled or half filled. Also, there were some questionnaires that remain completely unfilled. Due to
the prevailing COVID-19 pandemic, strict Standard operating procedures were followed before visiting
any branch. Formal approval was sought from each bank’s regional/zonal office in the sample loca-
tions. Owing to this fact, the majority of questionnaires were collected through emails and postal ser-
vices. In some cases, questionnaires were also collected through personal visits. Due to the
predominantly male population, 69 percent of respondents were male, while 31 percent were female.
Of these, almost 80 percent of the respondents had minimum bachelor’s qualifications, confirming
that they had enough knowledge to understand the questions they were responding. The sample
had an average of three to five years’ experience and a maximum of twenty-four years’ experience.
Besides, 58 percent of respondents served at different designations, including cash officers and general
banking officers, and 42 percent were senior managers, branch managers, and area managers.

The measures

Except for other cases mentioned here and following studies, employees answered questions about OD,
perception of organizational politics, and perception of organizational supports using the 7-point
Likert scale in the range of 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. For OD, measures suggested
by Ahmed and Ahmed82 in their recent studies were adopted. Eisenberger et al.83 developed the
scale with eight items, and the political perceptions of the measures developed by Ferris and
Kacmar84 were used for the perception of organizational support ten items adopted. For WI, ten-item
measures developed by85 were used. Scoring was done on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from 1 = once
or twice a year to 5 = every day.

78Lips-Wiersma and Hall (2007).
79Wang et al. (2005).
80Eisenberger et al. (2001).
81Tan (2008).
82Ahmed and Ahmed (2022).
83Eisenberger et al. (2001).
84Ferris and Kacmar (1992).
85Cortina et al. (2001).
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Results

Descriptive and correlation matrix

Table 1 shows the measures’ descriptive and construct validity (discriminant and convergent).
Convergent validity was assessed using average variance extracted (AVE) and composite reliability
(CR). The values for CR range from 0.91 to 0.89 while the values for AVE range from 0.84 to 0.71,
respectively, which are significantly higher than the threshold criterion.86 Similarly, discriminant valid-
ity was confirmed from diagonal values (square root of AVE) above the preceding ones. Hence, the
results show the reliability adequacy, that is, convergent and discriminant.87

Confirmatory factor analysis

A series of confirmatory factor analyses were performed to examine the construct distinctiveness of
OD, support, organizational politics, and WI. The baseline model 1 in Table 2 was a four-factor
model, including the perception of OD, perception of organizational support, WI, and perception
of organizational politics. All three other models include two, three, and single factors to compare
the model fitness. As shown in Table 2, the four-factor baseline model fits the data well (χ2/df =
1.98, CFI = 0.934, GFI = 0.944, TLI = 0.933, RMR = 0.054, RMSEA = 0.065). We then compared the
results with alternative models. All other alternative models exhibited a weaker fit than the baseline
models. Thus, the four-factor model hypothesized was the most appropriate representing factor struc-
ture of items. Finally, we developed an additional model to compare with the baseline model to check
the common method’s potential variance as all the rating sources were the same.88 As evident in
Table 2, the one-factor model had a poor model fit with all items loaded on a single factor.

Hypotheses testing

The structural equation modeling method was used to test the proposed hypotheses, and their
significance got tested using the critical ratio and p-value. Table 3 shows the results of direct effects
between the investigated variables. Accordingly, OD has the significant relationship with the
organizational support (β = 0.309, p < 0.01) and a negative relationship with the politics perception
and WI (β = –0.211, p < 0.05; β = –0.019, p < 0.05) respectively. The results confirm our first three
hypotheses of the study, that is, H1, H2, and H3. Furthermore, perception of organizational support

Figure 1. Conceptual framework.

86Hair et al. (1998).
87Abell et al. (2009).
88Cheung and Lau (2008).
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showed negative relationships with the perception of organizational politics and WI (β = –0.237,
p < 0.05; β = –0.011, p < 0.05), confirming H4 (a) and (b).

Table 4 represents the indirect relationships between OD, support, politics, and WI. As evident,
support between OD and the perception of organizational politics was also found because the
upper and lower bounds didn’t contain zero,89 confirming the mediation between the two.
Similarly, the results also support the mediating relationship between OD, organizational support,
and WI.

Discussion and conclusion

The agenda for considering democratization at workplace is not new neither unknown. Though it’s
popularity or existence is not much common in organizational investigators, yet in few years’ major
developments on this construct occurred. A recent meta-analysis by Geckil90 shared some useful
insights on its conceptual, theoretical, and practical understandings. The present was conducted
based on historical evidence from literature about OD, which has long been claimed for its positive

Table 1. Correlation matrix.

Variables
Cronbach
alpha AVE CR

Correlation
1 2 3 4

1. OD 0.91
0.84

0.95 0.769

2. POS 0.89
0.74

0.91 0.549 0.685

3. POP 0.88
0.71

0.90 –0.317 –0.09 0.419

4. WI 0.90
0.78

0.93 –0.389 –0.07 0.392 0.553

5. Mean 5.84 5.89 2.17 2.224

6. SD 1.52 1.19 1.02 1.05

Note: OD = organizational democracy, POS = perception of organizational support, POP = perception of organizational politics, WI = workplace
incivility.

Table 2. Model fit indices.

Models χ2/df CFI GFI TLI RMR RMSEA

Four-Factor Model
(OD, POS, POP, WI)

1.98 0.93 0.94 0.93 0.054 0.065

Three-Factor Model
(OD, POS, POP+WI

3.89 0.82 0.85 0.83 0.09 0.10

Three-Factor Model
(OD+POS, POP, WI)

3.88 0.81 0.82 0.80 0.089 0.14

Two-Factor Model
(OD+POS, POP+WI)

5.66 0.58 0.56 0.57 0.98 0.58

One-Factor Model 13.90 0.39 0.41 0.40 0.29 0.38

89Ibid.
90Geçkil (2022).
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effects on the individual and institutional levels. However, previous empirical evidence on OD91 advo-
cates its impact on positive outcome variables such as justice, satisfaction, commitment, and so forth,
but the study with negatively perceived variables remains limited. Prima facie, the study will be an
important addition to support earlier claims of democratic practices and strongly suggest that democ-
ratization at the workplace would facilitate developing more civilized workplace environments.

The findings of this study are neither surprising nor new and are also consistent with earlier studies.
A similar type of results was obtained by Ahmed et al.92 while investigating the impact of workplace
democracy on organizational commitment. Turabik and Baskan93 establish a negative and weak rela-
tionship between democracy at the workplace and the frequency of encountering political
behaviors. Han and Garg 94 explored the relationship between psychological capital and OD, sharing
that creating democracy at the workplace offers substantial benefits for HR practitioners and manage-
ment. They further added that building democratic culture means promoting harmony and reducing
negatives at workplaces. The results indicated that though democratization in the workplace makes the
workplace nonpolitical and more civilized, this relationship is even stronger if combined with a sup-
portive work environment. According to Feldgberg and Glenn,95 democracy at the workplace trans-
forms organizations’ performance based on a more equitable distribution of power. People interact,
share their problems and ideas, gain support, and interact for overall gain.96 It also helps them have
a vital insight into complex organizational processes and structures, which improves their ability to
make long-term decisions more accurately.

Participation rights, freedom at work, self-determination, and professional justice are basic human
aspirations at workplaces. Yet, the majority of employees suffer from alienation at their work under
capitalistic regimes. Improved insights also facilitate bringing employees closer together, thus eradicat-
ing differences or grievances personally, rather than making problems for top management.97

Therefore, because of this fairness in the system, employees respect others’ rights and reward, ulti-
mately creating a peaceful workplace. The present study advocates implementing democratic practices
in the workplace because this type of practice could be one of the ways to minimize organizational

Table 3. Hypotheses confirmation.

Hypotheses Path Coefficient CR Result

H1 OD ➝ WI –0.211** 2.087 Supported

H2 OD ➝ POP –0.198** 2.873 Supported

H3 OD ➝ POS 0.309*** 3.016 Supported

H4a POS ➝ WI –0.237** 2.008 Supported

H4b POS ➝ POP –0.191** 2.807 Supported

*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.05.

Table 4. Indirect effect.

Hypotheses Path Coefficient Lower Bound Upper Bound Result

H5a OD ➝ POS➝ WI 0.705 –3.339 –3.914 Supported

H5b OD ➝ POS ➝ POP 0.334 –2.089 –1.993 Supported

91Luhman (2006); Verdorfer and Weber (2016).
92Ahmed et al. (2019).
93Turabik and Baskan (2020).
94Han and Garg (2018).
95Feldberg and Glenn (1983).
96Safari et al. (2018).
97Bakan et al. (2017).

62 Kaleem Ahmed, Alia Ahmed and Shahzada Adeel

https://doi.org/10.1017/bap.2022.25 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/bap.2022.25


politics and incivility. A core finding of this study was the role of a supportive culture in the workplace.
With democracy, employees who perceive an organization as supportive may feel less harmful. This
attenuation in negative perceptions may result in a healthier workplace and overall employee well-
being. As argued by Battilana et al.,98 despite the increasing number of organizations (social or corpo-
rative) engaging in hybrid organizing or pursuing the triple bottom line, the ultimate model that is a
better fit seems to be a democratic one. It is the best time to widely advocate these democratic models
in organizations so as to polish and nurture the participative and representative workplaces.

Implications of the study, limitations, and future avenues

The present study will be a worthy addition to the literature on management, human resource, and
organizational behavior in global and national contexts. In Asian countries like Pakistan, where achiev-
ing democracy at the organizational or political level is a dream, this study will provide evidence of the
importance of implementing democracy in the workplace, which later brings democracy to societies.
Moreover, it will also motivate the behavioral and management researchers to focus their investigations
on this crucial organizational construct that can remove institutional negativity. In addition to its the-
oretical contributions, the study also found the work environment created by managers or top man-
agement to develop a nonpolitical and civilized workplace. As per results, in bank branches where
managers involve their subordinates in branch affairs and decision making, they negatively affect polit-
ical behavior and incivility.

Limitations and future avenues

Although the study purports many contributions, it also has several limitations. First, generalizability,
that is, the study was only conducted on small samples from a few bank branches. Hence, it’s recom-
mended that future researchers work with a large sample selection from other industries. Secondly,
quantitative research methods were only employed. In the future, a more detailed analysis can be per-
formed using a qualitative approach or both research methods. Third, this study deployed only two
outcome variables. Researchers can use other important organizational and employee outcome vari-
ables to find empirical evidence with OD in future studies. Finally, insufficient evidence is available
to force organizational managers and decision makers to adopt this phenomenon.
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