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A B S T R A C T 
 
The research aimed to explore the impact of the bureaucratic work environment and employee 

treatment on work engagement. A comprehensive review of existing literature was conducted to 

enhance the understanding of the topic. A descriptive and correlational research design was 

employed, with the study's population consisting of employees from the institution where the 

research took place. Total enumeration was used as the sampling method, and data were collected 

through questionnaires. Descriptive and inferential statistical methods were utilized for data 

analysis. The findings revealed that both the bureaucratic work environment and employees' work 

engagement were high, while employee treatment was moderate. Pearson's r correlation analysis 

showed a significant relationship between the bureaucratic environment and work engagement, but 

no significant correlation was found between employee treatment and work engagement. The study 

acknowledged its limitations due to the restricted population and scope of variables examined. 

Further research is recommended to explore the influence of organizational culture on work 

engagement. .
 

© 2025 by the authors. Licensee DWIJMH. This open-access article is distributed under the 

terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike 4.0 

International License (https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/) 

 

 Introduction 

Organizations today face a range of challenges that extend beyond issues like financial capital, competition, 

knowledge, and skills. One of the most critical yet often overlooked challenges is employee motivation. When 

motivation falters, workers tend to carry out their duties half-heartedly, which can have detrimental effects on 
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achieving organizational objectives (Nadeem et al., 2019). Monitoring employee performance is vital for early 

problem detection and avoiding potential negative consequences (van Helden & Reichard, 2018). Therefore, 

effective management of work performance requires addressing various factors that influence employee engagement. 

Several factors can demotivate employees, such as a work environment that limits autonomy, disrespectful treatment, 

or the perception of workers as mere tools rather than individuals with intrinsic value. These issues can undermine 

performance and, by extension, the overall success of the organization (Wijaya et al., 2021; Mele, 2003). 

 

A bureaucratic work environment presents both advantages and disadvantages. On the positive side, such a system 

can enhance management efficiency (Erkoc, 2023). In a bureaucratic structure, there is a well-defined hierarchy, a 

clear division of labor, and prescribed roles and responsibilities. This organization minimizes overlapping tasks and 

communication breakdowns, improving both efficiency and effectiveness, which ultimately drives performance 

(Abane & Asamoa, 2020). In certain contexts, a bureaucratic environment can also foster continuance and normative 

organizational commitment (Suzuki & Hur, 2019). However, the downside is that excessive bureaucracy can stifle 

employee motivation. According to Matipa (2023), an over-bureaucratized system tends to become self-serving and 

inefficient, ultimately hindering employees’ ability to accomplish the organization's core mission. The rigid structure 

often results in delays in responding to needs and solving problems (Abane & Asamoa, 2020), and in educational 

settings, it can suppress creativity and lead to dissatisfaction (Alanoglu & Demirtas, 2021). 

 

Another crucial factor influencing employee motivation is the way workers are treated within the organization. 

Treatment refers to how employees are treated with fairness and respect by their managers and colleagues, free from 

discrimination based on gender, race, or religion (Spence, 2017). Abun et al. (2020) expand on this by defining 

treatment as the respect for workers' rights, fair treatment, and the fostering of caring relationships. Research has 

consistently shown that how employees are treated directly impacts their motivation, which, in turn, affects both 

individual and organizational performance (Aun et al., 2020; Tran et al., 2024). 

 

This study underscores the importance of both the bureaucratic environment and employee treatment in enhancing 

work engagement. Despite their significance, however, there is a notable gap in research examining the specific 

effects of these two factors on employee work engagement. The goal of this study is to evaluate the extent to which 

the bureaucratic environment and treatment affect employee work engagement. The study is structured into several 

sections: an introduction providing the study's background, a literature review explaining the concepts of 

bureaucratic environment, employee treatment, and work engagement, followed by the research methodology, data 

analysis, and concluding with a discussion and conclusion. 

Literature review 

Bureaucratic management style  

Organizations today face numerous challenges, not only in terms of financial capital, competition, knowledge, and 

skills, but also regarding human motivation. When motivation is low, employees may perform their duties and 

responsibilities half-heartedly, which can be detrimental to achieving organizational objectives (Nadeem et al., 

2019). Monitoring employee performance helps management identify problems early, preventing negative 

consequences (van Helden & Reichard, 2018). Thus, managing work performance requires attention to various 

factors that affect employee engagement. Many issues can demotivate employees, including a work environment 

that limits autonomy, disrespectful treatment that fails to honor human dignity, and treating employees as objects 

rather than subjects. All of these factors can negatively impact both individual and organizational performance 

(Wijaya et al., 2021; Mele, 2003). 

 

A bureaucratic work environment can have both positive and negative effects. On one hand, it can improve 

management efficiency (Erkoc, 2023). In such a system, there is a clear hierarchy of authority, a rigid division of 
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labor, and prescribed rules and responsibilities. This structure helps avoid task overlaps and communication issues, 

which can enhance efficiency and performance (Abane & Asamoa, 2020). In certain contexts, it can also improve 

organizational commitment, particularly continuance and normative commitment (Suzuki & Hur, 2019). On the 

other hand, excessive bureaucracy can hinder employee motivation, as noted by Matipa (2023), who points out that 

excessive bureaucracy makes the organization more self-serving and less able to achieve its core mission. The rigid 

structure can lead to delays in responding to needs and solving problems (Abane & Asamoa, 2020). In educational 

settings, for instance, such a system may stifle creativity and lead to dissatisfaction (Alanoglu & Demirtas, 2021). 

 

Another key factor that can influence employee motivation is treatment. Treatment refers to how employees are 

treated with fairness and respect by their managers and colleagues, without discrimination based on gender, race, or 

religion (Spence, 2017). Abun et al. (2020) define employee treatment as encompassing respect for workers' rights, 

fair treatment, and caring relationships. Studies have shown that treatment significantly impacts employee 

motivation, which in turn affects both individual and organizational performance (Aun et al., 2020; Tran et al., 2024). 

 

This study recognizes the importance of both the bureaucratic environment and employee treatment as significant 

factors in boosting employee work engagement. However, despite the importance of these factors, limited research 

has been conducted on how the bureaucratic environment and employee treatment affect work engagement. The goal 

of this study is to assess the extent to which these variables influence employees' work engagement. The study is 

structured into several sections: an introduction providing the background, a literature review discussing the concepts 

of bureaucratic environment, employee treatment, and work engagement, followed by research methodology, data 

presentation and analysis (results), and finally, the discussion and conclusion. 

Employee treatment 

According to the objectives of this paper, three topics under employee treatment need to be discussed: employee 

treatment according to the Labor Code of the Philippines, respect in the workplace, and caring relationships in the 

workplace. 

Employee Treatment Under the Labor Code of the Philippines in Terms of Workers' Rights 

The Cambridge Dictionary defines treatment as "the way you deal with or behave toward someone or something." 

This definition is similar to that offered by Collins Dictionary, which describes treatment as "the manner of handling 

or dealing with a person or a thing." In relation to this study, treatment refers to how school management or 

administrators interact with or handle employees (Unsal & Rayfield, 2019). In terms of employee treatment, the 

government, through the Department of Labor and Employment, has established laws under the Labor Code of the 

Philippines. The Labor Code has outlined guidelines on how management should treat employees. It includes 

workers' rights, management prerogatives, and a dialogue mechanism between labor and management, known as the 

Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA) (Labor Law PH, 2023). 

 

Under the Labor Code of the Philippines, the government acknowledges management prerogatives, which include 

hiring, firing, promoting or demoting employees, laying off employees, setting policies, discipline, working hours, 

and work structure (Labor Law PH, 2023). Management holds the prerogative power to hire and fire employees who 

do not meet employment standards, promote or demote employees based on performance, terminate employees, 

discipline them, and determine working hours and structures. However, when exercising these prerogatives, 

management must not violate workers' rights (Labor Law PH, 2023). By instituting management prerogatives and 

workers' rights, the government strives to balance the power between labor and management (Jimenez, n.d). In case 

of conflicts between labor and management, the Labor Code provides a mechanism called the Collective Bargaining 

Agreement (CBA), where labor representatives and management can discuss and resolve their differences. 
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Workers' rights under the Labor Code of the Philippines include security of tenure, self-organization, collective 

bargaining, just and humane working conditions, the right to strike, participation in decision-making, a just share of 

the fruits of production, a living wage, labor standards, and CBA rights (Jimenez, n.d). These rights stem from the 

1987 Constitution of the Republic of the Philippines, Article XIII on Human Rights and Social Justice (GOVPH, 

1987). These rules guide management on how to treat employees, and violating these laws is considered illegal. 

 

Security of tenure ensures that employees cannot be dismissed without just or authorized cause, and such dismissals 

must follow due process, including an investigation. This right is specified in Article 294 of the Labor Code, which 

states, "The employer shall not terminate the services of an employee except for a just cause or when authorized" 

(Jimenez, 2002; Calayag, 2018). Following security of tenure, employees also have the right to self-organization, 

which means they can join, assist, or form labor organizations for collective bargaining or mutual aid and protection 

(Jimenez, n.d). This right is outlined in Republic Act No. 875, Section 3 (Republic of the Philippines, 1953). The 

Constitution also empowers employees with the right to bargain collectively. Jimenez and Jimenez (n.d, 2002) argue 

that the right to self-organization leads to collective bargaining, where employees can negotiate for better terms and 

conditions with management. This right is detailed in R.A. 875, Sections 12-14. 

 

Under the Labor Code, employees also have the right to humane working conditions. Management is required to 

ensure that employees work under conditions that are just and humane. This right includes equal pay for equal work, 

and the Department of Labor and Employment sets minimum wage standards, working hours, holiday pay, overtime 

pay, night differential, service incentives, separation pay, 13th-month pay, maternity and paternity benefits, social 

security, employee compensation, PhilHealth, and Pag-Ibig benefits. These protections aim to prevent worker 

exploitation (Jimenez, 2002; Busto, 2013). In addition to humane working conditions, employees also have the right 

to strike and participate in decision-making processes that concern their rights, interests, benefits, and welfare. 

Employees in legitimate labor organizations can strike to strengthen their bargaining power, and the 1987 

Constitution guarantees their right to participate in decision-making processes regarding matters that impact their 

rights and well-being (Jimenez, n.d.; Busto, 2013). Furthermore, the Constitution, as reflected in the Labor Code, 

establishes standards for a living wage, ensuring that wages are commensurate with the cost of living in a particular 

region. 

 

The final two workers' rights relate to a just share of the fruits of production and full employment and equality of 

employment opportunities. These rights emphasize that employees are entitled to a share of productivity, particularly 

incremental productivity arising from their extra efforts (Jimenez, 2002). The 1972 Constitution also provides the 

foundation for employees to claim their right to full employment and equality of employment opportunities, which 

was incorporated into the Labor Code of the Philippines. Under this law, any form of discrimination is illegal 

(Jimenez, n.d.; Busto, 2013). 

 

Implementing the workers' rights specified in the Labor Code provides the legal and moral framework for employer-

employee interactions. These rights form the normative standards for how employers should treat employees and 

can be considered examples of fair treatment. Fair treatment is vital to employees, as they are concerned with how 

they are treated in the workplace. Fair treatment can significantly affect employee well-being, both economically 

and psychologically (Lind & Tyler, 1988; Hassan, 2012). Studies have shown that fair treatment can enhance 

employee trust in management, job satisfaction, work engagement, intrinsic motivation, and can help prevent 

turnover (Choi, 2011; Kim & Rubyanti, 2011; Rubin, 2011 as cited by Hassan, 2012). 

Respect in the workplace  

Parents teach their children to respect others, regardless of who they are. Moreover, respect extends not only to 

human beings but also to all living and non-living things, including the environment (Taylor & Jamieson, 2011). 

Respect for animals is emphasized because they experience pleasure and pain (Singer, 1974, as cited by Cochrane, 
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n.d.). Any sentient being deserves respect and protection due to its capacity to feel pain (Read & Birch, 2023; Whylly, 

2017; Candiotto, 2024). This protection and respect are not based on their usefulness to humans but rather on their 

inherent value (Regan, 1983). Regan (1983), as cited by Cochrane (n.d.), argued that all entities who are "subject-

of-a-life" possess inherent value, meaning they have worth in themselves, independent of their utility to humans. 

Consequently, they deserve respect. Respect, therefore, should not be limited to human beings but extended to all 

beings. 

 

Respect for others is considered a categorical imperative (CI) according to Immanuel Kant (Thiel, 2013). As a moral 

law, all human beings are obligated to uphold it, and failing to do so is deemed immoral (Ross, 2009). This imperative 

represents a universal law that must be obeyed. However, the deeper reason for respecting others lies in shared 

humanity (Aylsworth & Castro, 2024). The principle of humanity encompasses the features that make individuals 

distinctively human, including the ability to engage in self-directed rational behavior and to pursue personal goals 

(Johnson, 2016). This principle asserts that individuals should never treat others merely as means to an end but rather 

as ends in themselves (Hodson, 1983). It cautions against the instrumentalization of human beings, reminding people 

to acknowledge their dignity and intrinsic worth (Johnson, 2016). Human beings are not objects to be used by others; 

they are subjects with dignity and should therefore be respected (Malpas & Lickiss, 2007). Kant argued that all 

persons are owed respect simply because they are persons—free, rational beings with dignity, serving as ends in 

themselves (Dillon, 2018). 

 

The Catholic Church upholds human dignity as the foundation of all its social teachings (Gormally, 2004). According 

to the Church, every human being possesses inherent dignity because they are created in the image and likeness of 

God. This dignity is independent of race, gender, age, religion, color, or ability and is based on the belief that all 

human beings are God’s creation (Gotoh & Richardson, 2004; Hasegawa, 2024; Bayertz, 1996). Therefore, human 

dignity must never be compromised (Caritas Australia, n.d.). The Catholic Church actively promotes social actions 

that restore human dignity through initiatives aimed at integral human development (Development and Peace, 2000). 

The Church's social actions stem from a deep respect for human dignity, and it bears the moral responsibility to 

uphold and restore this dignity (Yuen, 2020). Respect is not merely a choice for the Church; it is a moral obligation—

a categorical imperative that must be fulfilled unconditionally (Schönecker & Schmidtz, 2017). 

 

Research on workplace respect has become increasingly significant, particularly within Catholic education settings, 

as it relates to job satisfaction. Edery (2017), Gurchiek (2016), and Ghaffari and Burgoyne (2017) examined the 

influence of organizational respect on job satisfaction in human service industries. Their findings highlight that 

workplace respect is a key predictor of employee job satisfaction. They confirm that respectful treatment of 

employees at all levels is a crucial factor in overall job satisfaction. Boafo (2018) further reinforced these findings, 

demonstrating that verbal abuse and perceived respect in the workplace significantly impact job satisfaction. 

Unfortunately, respect in the workplace is not always distributed equally. Brooks (2018) conducted a comparative 

study on job satisfaction and respect among able-bodied and disabled individuals. The study found that disabled 

persons received significantly less respect, which negatively affected their job satisfaction. To address this disparity, 

the study recommended implementing disability awareness training for all employees to enhance the respect 

experienced by disabled workers (Brooks, 2018). 

Caring relationships in the workplace 

The philosophical and moral foundation of caring relationships in the workplace is rooted in the ethics of care, 

originally developed by Noddings (1984). This ethical theory argues that moral actions should be based on 

interpersonal relationships (Staudt, 2016), with actions and decisions guided by a commitment to care (Linsley, 

2016). While the ethics of care was initially conceptualized as an approach to education, it has since been applied 

across various aspects of life, including both the home and the workplace, emphasizing that caring is the moral 

foundation of relationships (Haddad, 2015). 
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For Noddings (1984), a caring relationship is a fundamental aspect of education, serving as the moral foundation of 

teaching and the basis for student-teacher interactions, where the teacher assumes the role of the carer and the student 

is the cared-for. The ethics of care, initially used to shape student-teacher relationships, has been extended to all 

forms of human interaction, including workplace relationships (McAuliffe, 2023). Consequently, decision-making 

should be rooted in the ethics of care, with caring serving as the primary basis for such decisions (Smith, 2020). 

Noddings (2002, as cited by Smith, 2020) further argues that care is essential to human life, as all individuals desire 

to be cared for. 

 

Caring inherently involves sympathy, which Burton (2015) defines as a feeling of care and concern for another, often 

someone close, accompanied by a desire to improve their well-being or happiness. In this context, the carer becomes 

deeply involved in the cared-for’s situation, empathizing with their experiences and supporting them in overcoming 

difficulties. To genuinely understand the emotions of the cared-for, the carer must be receptive and attentive to their 

expressions and concerns. Through active listening, the carer can respond in ways that meaningfully support the 

cared-for, who, in turn, feels truly cared for (Smith, 2020). 

 

In the workplace, the manager assumes the role of the carer, while employees are the cared-for. Based on Noddings’ 

(1984, 2002) concept, the carer’s actions and decision-making must prioritize the well-being of the employees. 

Management must demonstrate compassion, understand employees’ emotions, and respond to their needs (Simpson 

et al., 2013). By fostering a culture of care, management expresses empathy toward employees and provides support 

that enhances their overall well-being (van Dijke et al., 2023). A study by Eldor and Shoshani (2016) on the caring 

relationships between school staff and teachers' work engagement found that compassion from colleagues and 

principals positively correlates with organizational commitment and job satisfaction. Similarly, Houston (2020, as 

cited by Moynihan & Pandey, 2008, and Hodson, 2004), argued that positive workplace interactions improve job 

satisfaction and reduce employee turnover. When employees feel supported by leadership, they are more inclined to 

remain loyal to the organization. 

 

Tran et al. (2018) further found that high-quality workplace relationships enhance employees' job performance, 

commitment, and overall well-being while reducing job-related stress. Earlier, Barsade and O'Neill (2014) 

investigated whether employees who feel loved perform better and concluded that they do. Aligning with these 

findings, Rosanne (2014) emphasized that caring relationships are central to organizational success, advocating for 

relationship-based care as an effective model in any organization. Caring in the workplace reflects kindness, 

compassion, and generosity, wherein leadership dedicates time, energy, and effort to connect with employees and 

their teams (Brenner, 2017). 

 

The Mental Health Foundation (2016) highlighted several benefits of fostering caring relationships in the workplace, 

including increased job satisfaction, lower turnover rates, and a more positive and productive work environment. 

Such a workplace culture also promotes employees' mental well-being, leading to reduced absenteeism. It is therefore 

recommended that both management and colleagues remain attentive to the well-being of employees, offering 

support and intervention when needed (Boden-Stuart & Larkin, 2023). 

Work engagement 

Two of the most important objectives of any organization are sustainability and competitiveness (Vargas-Hernandez, 

2021; Wood, 2015; Sharpe, 1997). Organizations strive not only for survival but also for maintaining their 

competitive edge (Rozeman et al., 2023). Competitiveness, in turn, influences sustainability. Achieving these two 

objectives requires management to focus on various aspects of the work environment, including economic and 

human dimensions (Hart & Milstein, 2003; Spreitzer et al., 2012; Florea et al., 2013). Despite the critical role of 

human dimensions, they remain among the most neglected aspects of management, affecting work engagement, 

which is essential for sustainability (Spreitzer et al., 2012; Florea et al., 2013; Kim et al., 2016). 
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Statistics on global employee engagement from Gallup’s 2022 report present a concerning trend. The report indicates 

that only 21% of employees worldwide are engaged at work. Similarly, Heartbeat Consulting Group (2020) 

highlighted a declining trend in employee engagement, particularly in educational institutions and non-profit 

organizations. The report showed that only 39% of employees in educational institutions and the non-profit sector 

are engaged, while the rest are disengaged. This suggests that many employees lack a positive emotional connection 

to their work, as reflected in low dedication and weak focus. 

 

Schaufeli and Bakker (2010) define work engagement as "a positive, affective-motivational state of high energy 

combined with high levels of dedication and a strong focus on work." Similarly, Bakker and Demerouti (2008) 

describe it as a positive emotional state of work-related well-being characterized by vigor, dedication, and 

absorption. Schleupner and Kuhnel (2021) define it as "an affective-motivational state of feeling vigorous, absorbed, 

and dedicated while working." These definitions highlight the significance of work engagement in enhancing 

creativity, task performance, organizational citizenship behavior, and client satisfaction (Bakker et al., 2014, as cited 

by Bakker & Albrecht, 2018). Work engagement also indicates a psychological connection between employees and 

their work (Bakker et al., 2008), characterized by high energy, involvement, and efficacy (Maslach & Leiter, 1997). 

Notably, work engagement is distinct from workaholism (Bakker et al., 2008). 

 

Green et al. (2017) identified three key dimensions of work engagement: (a) a positive emotional state, (b) a sense 

of energy, and (c) behaviors that promote productivity. Kuok and Taormina (2017) further classified work 

engagement into cognitive, affective, and conative elements, suggesting that engagement involves knowledge, 

emotions, and behavior. 

 

Several studies have explored the factors influencing work engagement. While numerous elements contribute to 

engagement, Green et al. (2017) found that the fulfillment of employees' needs is the most significant factor. The 

confirmation or disconfirmation of need fulfillment influences emotional responses and engagement levels. Other 

factors supporting work engagement include collegial and supervisory support, performance feedback, skill variety, 

autonomy, and learning opportunities (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Schaufeli & Salanova, 2007). Positive self-

evaluation, which enhances an individual’s sense of capability, also plays a role (Hobfoll et al., 2003). Additionally, 

Abun et al. (2021) identified different work environments—bureaucratic, humanistic, and entrepreneurial—as 

contributing factors to work engagement. 

 

Work engagement is consistently linked to job performance. Numerous studies have examined this relationship, 

confirming its positive impact. For instance, Kim et al. (2012) and Yao et al. (2022) found that engagement enhances 

individual performance. Earlier, Bakker and Bal (2010) investigated the effect of work engagement on weekly job 

performance, supporting later findings. Wang and Cheng (2020) also emphasized that increased work engagement 

influences employees’ emotional, cognitive, and forward-looking behaviors, ultimately improving job performance. 

Similarly, Bakker et al. (2012) found that work engagement positively affects task performance, contextual 

performance, and active learning. These findings provide strong evidence that work engagement is a critical factor 

warranting management’s attention. 
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Conceptual framework 

.   

 

 

 

 

 Source:  Abun, et al. (2020)                                                 Kuok and Taormina (2017). 

 

Figure 1: The conceptual framework explains the content and purpose of the study. It describes that the bureaucratic 

environment and employee treatment influence the work engagement of the employees.  

Statement of the problems 

The study aimed to examine the extent of the impact of bureaucratic work environment and employee treatment on 

the work engagement of the employees. It specifically answered the following questions: 

 

1. What is the level of the bureaucratic work environment of the institution?  

2. What is the level of employee treatment in terms of: 

a. worker’s rights 

b. respect in the workplace 

c. caring relationship?  

3. What is the level of work engagement of the employees in terms of: 

a. cognitive work engagement 

b. affective work engagement 

c. conative work engagement 

4. Is there a relationship between a bureaucratic work environment on work engagement? 

5. Is there a relationship between employee treatment and work engagement?  

Hypothesis  

Any management or leadership style inevitably influences employee performance to some degree (Hidayah & 

Nazaruddin, 2017; Pizzolitto et al., 2022). Similarly, the way employees are treated also impacts their performance 

(Abun et al., 2023). This study hypothesizes that both a bureaucratic work environment and employee treatment 

significantly affect employees' level of work engagement. 

Scope and delimitation of the study 

While numerous factors can influence employees' work engagement, this study focuses specifically on two predictive 

variables: the bureaucratic work environment and employee treatment. The research is limited to employees of 

Divine Word College of Laoag, Ilocos Norte, and does not extend to other institutions or external factors that may 

also impact work engagement. 

 

Bureaucratic work environment 

Employee treatment: 

Worker’s rights 

Respect in the workplace 

Caring relationship  in the workplace 

Work engagement:  

Cognitive work engagement 

Affective work engagement 

Conative work engagement 
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Research methodology 

In adherence to scientific research standards, this study follows systematic procedures and techniques to ensure 

scientific rigor. The quality and reliability of the study are largely determined by its research methodology 

(Wilkinson & Birmingham, 2003). Therefore, appropriate methodologies were employed, including the selection of 

a research design, data-gathering instruments, target population, study locale, data collection procedures, and 

statistical data analysis.  

Research design         

As a quantitative study, this research employs a descriptive assessment and correlational research design to examine 

the bureaucratic work environment, employee treatment, and their impact on employee work engagement. 

Descriptive research is used to analyze the data collected through questionnaires, which are then processed using 

statistical methods. It provides insights into profiles, frequency distributions, and the characteristics of individuals, 

situations, phenomena, or relationships between variables. In essence, it describes "what is" based on the data 

(Ariola, 2006, cited by Abun, 2019). 

 

Aligned with the objectives of this study, both descriptive assessment and correlational methods were applied. 

Specifically, the research investigates employees' level of trust in management and its influence on work 

engagement. 

The locale of the study      

 The study was conducted in Divine Word College of Laoag, Ilocos Norte. 

Population  

The study population consisted of all employees and faculty members of Divine Word College of Laoag, Ilocos 

Norte. Total enumeration sampling was employed, ensuring that all eligible individuals participated as respondents 

in the study. 

Data gathering instruments  

The study utilized validated questionnaires developed by Abun et al. (2020) to assess the bureaucratic work 

environment and employee treatment, and by Kuok and Taormina (2017) to measure work engagement. 

Data gathering procedures 

During the data collection process, the researcher formally requested permission from the College President to 

distribute the questionnaires within the institution. The researcher personally met with the President and employees, 

seeking their cooperation in completing the survey. The completed questionnaires were collected through 

coordination between employee representatives and the researcher, with the assistance of the college’s faculty and 

staff. 

Ethical approval 

The study underwent an ethical review and was approved to proceed, as it did not involve any sensitive issues.  

 Statistical treatment of data 

In alignment with the descriptive assessment and correlational research design, both descriptive and inferential 

statistics were utilized. The weighted mean was employed to assess the levels of the bureaucratic work environment, 
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employee treatment, and employees’ work engagement, while Pearson’s r was used to determine the correlation 

among these variables.  

 

The following ranges of values with their descriptive interpretation were used:  

Statistical Range             Descriptive Interpretation                       

4.21-5.00                         strongly agree/Very high (SA/VH)                                       

3.41-4.20                         Agree/High (A/H)                                                        

2.61-3.40                         Somewhat agree/Moderate (SWA/M)                                     

1.81-2.60                         Disagree/Low (D/L)                                           

1.00-1.80                         Strongly disagree/Very Low (SD/VL) 

Data presentation and analysis 

The data are presented in alignment with the study's statement of the problem, followed by their corresponding 

interpretations.  

 

Problem 1:  What is the level of the bureaucratic work environment of the institution?  

 

Table 1: Level of the bureaucratic work environment of the institution 

Indicators Mean DI 

1.  Employees here do the same job, in the same way, every day. 3.66 A 

2.  Employees are not allowed to do things on their own  3.95 A 

3. There can be little action taken here until a supervisor approves a decision. 3.76 A 

4. Even small matters have to be referred to someone higher up for a final answer. 3.66 A 

5. In general, a person who wants to make his own decisions would be quickly 

discouraged in this agency. 
3.53 

A 

6. There are so many rules and policies to be followed. 3.77 A 

7. Decisions are always delayed because they have to be going through several 

processes and procedures.  
3.73 

A 

8. Lower-level managers are not free to make decisions. 3.86 A 

9. People are afraid to violate the policies because it means punishment. 3.56 A 

Composite Mean 3.72 A 

Source: Source:  Abun, et al. (2020)                                                  

 

Legend:  

Statistical Range             Descriptive Interpretation                       

4.21-5.00                         strongly agree/Very high (SA/VH)                                       

3.41-4.20                         Agree/High (A/H)                                                        

2.61-3.40                         Somewhat agree/Moderate (SWA/M)                                     

1.81-2.60                         Disagree/Low (D/L)                                           

1.00-1.80                         Strongly disagree/Very Low (SD/VL) 

 

The data in the table show that, overall, the institution's bureaucratic work environment received a composite mean 

rating of 3.72, classified as "agree/high." This rating suggests that the bureaucratic work environment is neither very 

high nor very low, but rather falls within the high category. Even when analyzed separately, all indicators remain 

within the same high mean rating. Employees agree that they are not free to perform their tasks independently but 

must adhere to established rules and procedures, with all decisions referred to higher-ups. Non-compliance with 
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these rules results in punishment. In other words, the work environment is highly controlled and governed by strict 

regulations and procedures (Börnfelt, 2023). 

 

Studies have examined the impact of a bureaucratic environment on employee performance, yielding conflicting 

results. Some findings indicate a positive correlation between a bureaucratic work environment and performance 

(Lesmana et al., 2022; Sanjaya et al., 2024). Conversely, other studies suggest negative effects, such as decreased 

work performance (Buettner, 2017; Wahab & Jawando, 2008), or no significant association at all (Kang et al., 2024; 

Langer et al., 2017). These conflicting findings suggest that the impact of a bureaucratic work environment is 

contingent on contextual factors (Bonsue, 2024). 

 

Problem 2: What is the level of employee treatment in terms of: 

a. worker’s rights  

b. respect in the workplace 

c. caring relationship?  

 

Table 2: Level of employee treatment in terms of workers’ right   

Indicators Mean DR 

1. Security of tenure is followed. 3.45 A 

2. Employees feel secure when they are already employed. 3.24 SWA 

3. The offices are comfortable enough to work. 3.46 A 

4. Employees are allowed to participate in decision-making through their 

representatives. 
3.05 

SWA 

5. Management listens to the ideas of employees through their representatives. 2.91 SWA 

6. Salary is given according to the rank and job grade. 3.22 SWA 

7. Salaries are beyond the minimum wage. 3.21 SWA 

8. Employees’ problems are solved through due process. 2.96 SWA 

9. The employees’ freedom of expression is protected. 3.01 SWA 

10. The employees are allowed to organize themselves. 3.26 SWA 

Composite Mean 3.18 SWA 

Source: Source:  Abun, et al. (2020)     

                                              

      Protecting workers’ rights is a moral imperative that management must uphold (Heiland et al., 1984; Derr et al., 

1985; Lindhouts & Reniers, 2021; Lysova et al., 2023). The data in the table show that employee treatment, 

particularly regarding workers' rights, received a composite mean rating of 3.18, which is interpreted as "somewhat 

agree" or "moderate." This suggests that the treatment of workers' rights is neither very high nor high, but also not 

very low or low—it falls within the moderate range. 

 

Employees somewhat agree that the overall treatment of aspects such as security of tenure, workplace security, 

working conditions, participation in decision-making, consideration of employee views, salary, due process, freedom 

of expression, and the right to self-organization is moderate. This moderate treatment of fundamental moral concerns 

suggests that management does not fully prioritize adherence to moral standards. Insufficient attention to ethical 

issues within an organization can lead to "quiet quitting," where employees limit their efforts to fulfilling only the 

basic requirements of their job descriptions. Beyond this, it may also result in psychological distress among 

employees (Honnet, 1982, 1996). 
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 Table 3  Level of employee treatment in terms of respect in the workplace 

Indicators Mean DR 

1. I feel valued in my institution. 3.48 A 

2.  All employees have equal access to professional development and training 

opportunities. 
3.04 

SWA 

3. The management treats employees with respect.  3.26 SWA 

4. The behavior of the management toward the employees is appropriate and does not 

make fun of employees. 
3.31 

SWA 

5. The management typically welcomes ideas from employees who have different 

views, opinions, and experiences from theirs. 
3.13 

SWA 

6. The management can work with employees coming from different backgrounds. 3.28 SWA 

7. The management can openly discuss any concerns with the employees. 3.14 SWA 

8. Our employees are promoted based on their skills, abilities, and experience, 

regardless of gender, age, ethnicity, sexual orientation, or other unique 

characteristics. 

3.36 
SWA 

9. The management would forgive an honest mistake of employees. 3.41 A 

10. Overall, our institution is a respectful place to work. 3.51 A 

Composite Mean 3.29 SWA 

Source: Source:  Abun, et al. (2020)   

 

Respect is a fundamental moral standard that all individuals should uphold. It serves as a core principle guiding 

ethical behavior and should be practiced in interactions with others (Schroeder et al., 2019; Hodson, 1983; Beach et 

al., 2007). The concept of respect is deeply rooted in human dignity (Andorno & Pele, 2015; Andorno, 2013), which 

asserts that all humans possess inherent worth. To respect someone is to acknowledge their intrinsic value and 

dignity. 

 

The data in the table indicate that employee treatment in terms of respect in the workplace received a composite 

mean rating of 3.29, which is interpreted as "somewhat agree" or "moderate." This suggests that respect in the 

workplace is neither very high nor high, but also not very low or low—it falls within the moderate range. Employees 

somewhat agree that overall treatment in areas such as recognition, equal access, respect for ideas and differences, 

and non-discrimination is moderate. This moderate rating signals a concern, suggesting the need for significant 

improvement in this aspect. A lack of respect in the workplace can have serious negative consequences, including 

decreased job satisfaction, reduced productivity, and heightened stress levels, which may lead to mental health issues 

(Guo et al., 2020; Dåderman et al., 2024). 

                           

Table 4: Level of employee treatment in terms of workplace relationship 

Indicators Mean DR 

1. The management offers help to employees when they are overworked or having 

some difficulties. 
3.11 

SWA 

2. The management looks after the welfare of the employees. 3.18 SWA 

3. The management is very considerate of employees and respects their abilities 

and willingness to learn. 
3.21 

SWA 

4. The management helps employees who have particular problems to overcome. 3.21 SWA 

5. The management respects employees’ limitations and tries to help when they 

ask. 
3.19 

SWA 

6. People feel understood and accepted by the management. 3.18 SWA 

7. Employees can openly discuss and share their ideas with the management. 3.14 SWA 

8. The employees can talk openly to the management about their difficulties 

because employees believe that the management will listen. 
3.08 

SWA 
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9. Employees believe that if they share ideas and task-related problems, their 

management will listen and respond constructively. 
3.14 

SWA 

10. The management and employees trust each other as co-workers.  3.22 SWA 

Composite Mean 3.17 SWA 

 Source: Source:  Abun, et al. (2020)   

 

Workplace relationships are widely recognized as having a significant impact on both individual and organizational 

outcomes (Costa, 2018). Gerbasi et al. (2023) emphasized that positive or negative workplace relationships influence 

individual work performance and attitudes. 

 

The workplace relationship within the institution received a composite mean rating of 3.17, which is interpreted as 

"somewhat agree" or "moderate." This suggests that workplace relationships are neither very high nor high, but also 

not very low or low—they fall within the moderate range. Even when the indicators are analyzed separately, all are 

rated within the same level of mean rating, which is moderate. Employees somewhat agree that management’s 

concern for employees, willingness to help, respect, understanding, and openness to employees’ ideas are moderate. 

This moderate rating suggests that management needs to improve its relationship with employees, as workplace 

relationships can significantly impact employees' motivation and job satisfaction (Liu et al., 2020; Xia & Lin, 2021).  

 

Table 5: Summary of employee treatment 

Indicators Mean DR 

Workers’ Right 3.18 SWA 

Respect in the workplace 3.29 SWA 

 Workplace Relationship 3.17 SWA 

Overall Mean 3.21 SWA 

                

  The employee treatment received a mean rating of 3.21, which is interpreted as “somewhat agree” or “moderate.” 

This suggests that employee treatment is neither very high nor high, but also not very low or low—it falls within the 

moderate range. Even when examined individually, all dimensions of employee treatment are rated at the same 

moderate level. This rating highlights concerns about the work environment, suggesting the need for significant 

improvements to enhance employee well-being and satisfaction. 

 

Problem3: What is the level of work engagement of the employees in terms of: 

a. Cognitive work engagement 

b. Affective work engagement 

c. Conative work engagement 

 

Table 6: Level of work engagement of the employees in terms of cognitive work engagement 

Indicators Mean DR 

1. My mind is often full of ideas about my work  3.79 A 

2. My mind is fully engaged with my work  3.75 A 

3. I have an idea about how to perform my work better. 3.85 A 

4. I search for new ways to improve my knowledge related to my work. 3.79 A 

5. My thoughts are fully focused when thinking about my work. 3.87 A 

Composite Mean 3.81 A 

Source: Kuok and Taormina (2017) 
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Cognitive work engagement is a vital factor in enhancing work performance. Gede and Huluka (2024) emphasized 

that when employees are mentally focused and actively engaged in their tasks, they tend to produce higher-quality 

work and achieve better results. In other words, the more cognitively invested an employee is in their work, the better 

their performance (Turner, 2020). 

 

The data in the table show that employee work engagement, specifically in terms of cognitive engagement, received 

a composite mean rating of 3.81, which is interpreted as "agree" or "high." This suggests that cognitive engagement 

among employees is not at the highest level, nor is it low or moderate—it is consistently high. Even when analyzed 

separately, all individual items fall within the same high range. Employees agree that they frequently think about 

their work and focus their attention and mental effort to accomplish tasks. However, fluctuations in cognitive 

engagement—whether too high or too low—can impact productivity and overall work performance (Gaweda & 

Lynch, 2022; Chi et al., 2018). 

 

Table 7: Level of work engagement of the employees in terms of Emotional work 

engagement 

Indicators Mean DR 

1. I feel very delighted about what I am doing whenever I am working. 3.69 A 

2. I am excited to do my work. 3.74 SWA 

3. I feel good about the work that I do. 3.69 A 

4. I am always very enthusiastic to perform my work. 3.74 A 

5. I feel very happy when I carry out my responsibilities at work.  3.71 SWA 

Composite Mean 3.71 A 

Source: Kuok and Taormina (2017) 

              

 Accomplishing a task requires more than just cognitive engagement—it also demands affective engagement, which 

involves an emotional connection and investment in one’s work. This type of engagement is characterized by 

enthusiasm, vigor, and dedication (Cooper & Feeny, 2017). Chen et al. (2024) highlighted the crucial role of affective 

engagement in enhancing work performance, arguing that when employees feel emotionally connected to their tasks, 

they are more likely to produce high-quality outputs and go beyond their assigned responsibilities. 

 

The data in the table indicate that employee work engagement, specifically in terms of emotional engagement, 

received a composite mean rating of 3.71, which is considered high. This suggests that employees' emotional 

engagement is not at the highest level, nor is it low or moderate—it remains consistently high. Even when analyzed 

separately, all indicators fall within the same high range. Employees agree that they are emotionally invested in their 

work and take satisfaction in fulfilling their duties and responsibilities.      

 

Table 8: Level of work engagement of the employees in terms of Physical work engagement 

Indicators Mean DR 

1. No matter how much I work, I still have a high level of energy. 3.68 A 

2. I have a great deal of stamina for my work. 3.74 A 

3. I have a lot of energy for my work. 3.74 A 

4. I am frequently energized by my work. 3.76 A 

5. Though my work is physically challenging, I am still excited to do it. 3.79 A 

Composite Mean 3.74 A 

Source: Kuok and Taormina (2017) 
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Cognitive and affective engagement alone are not sufficient to support optimal work performance; a behavioral 

dimension—physical engagement—is also essential. Positive thoughts and emotions must be translated into action 

for meaningful impact. Physical engagement refers to the effort and energy employees invest in their tasks, making 

it a critical factor in organizational success (Clack, 2021). Employees who are physically engaged in their work tend 

to perform better in their roles (Tsen et al., 2023). 

 

The data in the table indicate that employees' physical engagement received a composite mean rating of 3.74, which 

is considered high. This suggests that while it is not at the highest level, it is consistently strong rather than low or 

moderate. Even when analyzed separately, all indicators fall within the same high range. Employees agree that they 

are physically engaged in their work, demonstrating high energy, stamina, and a willingness to take on challenging 

tasks.  

 

Table 8: Summary table 

Indicators Mean DR 

1 Cognitive Work Engagement 3.78 A 

2 Emotional Work Engagement 3.50 A 

3  Physical Work Engagement 3.67 A 

Overall Mean 3.65 A 

 

Overall, work engagement received a composite mean rating of 3.65, which falls within the "agree/high" category. 

This indicates that while employee engagement is strong, it is not at the highest level, nor is it low or moderate. Each 

dimension of work engagement, when assessed individually, also falls within the same high range. However, despite 

this positive rating, there remains room for improvement, as organizational performance is heavily influenced by 

employee engagement (Byrne et al., 2011; Harter et al., 2002; Oleivera, 2020). 

 

Problem 4: Is there a relationship between a bureaucratic work environment on work 

engagement? 

 

Table 9: Relationship between bureaucratic work environment and work engagement 

Bureaucratic work 

environment Pearson's      r Interpretation 

p-value/ 

Significance 

Decision 

(Ha) 

 Cognitive engagement 0.234** +Weak Relationship 0.005 Supported 

Emotional engagement 0.034 +Very weak Relationship 0.690 Not Supported 

Physical engagement 0.211* +Weak Relationship 0.012 Supported 

Work Engagement            

As a whole 
0.174* 

+Very Weak Relationship 0.040 Supported 

Note. * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

 

In some contexts, a bureaucratic work environment hinders performance and engagement by limiting creativity, 

fostering dissatisfaction, and demotivating employees (Matjie, 2018). However, in other settings, a well-structured 

bureaucratic system can enhance work engagement by providing clear job descriptions and a sense of security and 

fairness. While structure can be beneficial, excessive bureaucracy often leads to frustration, demotivation, and 

reduced engagement (Koeswayo et al., 2024). In the context of the institution under study, the correlational analysis 

indicates that the bureaucratic work environment significantly influences overall work engagement (r = 0.174, p > 

.04), supporting the hypothesis. However, when examining specific dimensions of work engagement, emotional 
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engagement appears unaffected by the bureaucratic work environment (r = 0.034, p > .690), thus, the hypothesis is 

not supported. 

 

Problem 5: Is there a relationship between employee treatment and work engagement?  

 

Table 11: Relationship between employee treatment and work engagement 

Work Engagement Pearson's r Interpretation 
p-value/ 

Significance 

Decision 

(Ha) 

Employee Treatment             -0.004 -Very Weak Relationship 0.959 Not Supported 

 

While employee treatment often leads to positive outcomes, such as higher job satisfaction and engagement 

(Sypniewska et al., 2023; Mohamed et al., 2024), this is not always the case. Factors such as company culture, 

industry norms, individual personalities, job roles, power dynamics, and specific workplace situations can result in 

varying effects, both positive and negative. In the context of the institution under study, correlation analysis indicates 

no significant relationship between employee treatment and work engagement (r = -0.004, p < 0.959), thus, the 

hypothesis is not supported. 

Results and discussion 

The results of the current study indicate that while both the bureaucratic work environment and work engagement in 

the institution are rated as high, employee treatment is only moderate. However, Pearson r correlation analysis 

reveals that the bureaucratic work environment is significantly correlated with work engagement, whereas employee 

treatment does not show a significant correlation with work engagement. These findings warrant further discussion 

on the positive and negative effects of bureaucracy on work engagement, as well as the impact of employee treatment 

on work engagement. 

 

Existing studies on the effects of bureaucracy on work engagement and performance generally highlight its negative 

impact, such as decreased motivation and job satisfaction, lower productivity due to excessive rules and rigid 

procedures, and limited autonomy that stifles creativity and innovation (Bonsu, 2024; Lesmana et al., 2022). 

Additionally, excessive bureaucracy can reduce employees’ psychological ownership over their work, discouraging 

discretionary effort (Abun et al., 2022). However, other studies suggest positive outcomes, including increased work 

motivation and improved performance in structured environments (Lusiawati et al., 2022; Sanjaya et al., 2024). The 

findings of the current study align with these perspectives, showing that a well-balanced bureaucratic structure can 

enhance employee engagement, while excessive bureaucracy negatively affects productivity and performance 

(Matipa, 2023). Based on the Pearson r correlation results, management should strive to maintain an optimal level 

of bureaucracy to prevent adverse effects. 

 

Regarding the impact of employee treatment on work engagement, numerous studies have reported positive 

associations (Sypniewska et al., 2023; Abun et al., 2023; Unsal & Rayfield, 2020). However, the current study found 

no significant correlation between employee treatment and work engagement. This suggests that high work 

engagement is not necessarily driven by employee treatment alone but may be influenced by other organizational 

factors, such as organizational culture, workplace relationships, and overall organizational climate (Kodden, 2022; 

Jiony et al., 2015; Afrifa et al., 2022).  
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Conclusion   

The study aimed to examine the effects of a bureaucratic work environment and employee treatment on work 

engagement. The results indicate that both the bureaucratic work environment and work engagement in the institution 

are rated as high, while employee treatment is considered moderate. Pearson r correlation analysis reveals a 

significant correlation between the bureaucratic work environment and work engagement; however, no significant 

correlation was found between employee treatment and work engagement. 

 

The study acknowledges its limitations, particularly due to the limited population and scope of variables examined. 

Further research is recommended to explore the effects of organizational culture and organizational climate on work 

engagement. 
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