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A B S T R A C T 

 
The study sought to explore how bureaucratic and humanistic work environments impact 

employee work ethics. To delve deeper into these concepts, extensive literature review was 

conducted. Employing an assessment and correlational research design, the study focused on 

the employee population of Divine Word College of Laoag. Validated questionnaires were 

utilized for data collection, and data analysis involved the calculation of weighted mean and 

ANOVA. 

 

Results revealed that the bureaucratic work environment in the institution outweighed the 

humanistic one. Additionally, the work ethics of employees were found to be notably high. 

Surprisingly, upon examining their correlation, it was discovered that there exists no significant 

relationship between the work environment and employee work ethics. This suggests that 

variations in work ethics may not be directly influenced by the work environment but could 

potentially stem from other individual or organizational factors. 

 

Hence, the study recommends further investigation, particularly focusing on the impact of 

individual work values on employee work ethics. Exploring these factors in depth could provide 

valuable insights for fostering a more conducive work environment and enhancing overall work 

ethics among employees.
 

© 2024 by the authors. Published by Divine Word International Journal of Management and 

Humanities under the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike 4.0 International 

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

 

Introduction 

Organizational success hinges on various factors beyond financial and human resources, including work 

relationships, treatment of employees, and organizational dynamics (Zhenjing et al., 2022; Tran et al., 
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2018; Abun et al., 2020; Hagenimana, 2018). Research indicates that a conducive work environment 

fosters positive behaviors and enhances performance (Ashkanasy et al., 2014), shaping employee 

attitudes and behaviors (Cherian et al., 2021), and influencing ethical conduct (Wu & He, 2021; Limone 

& Toto, 2022). 

 

Different management styles, such as bureaucratic and humanistic, yield distinct outcomes on employee 

values and behavior (Feeney DeHart-Davis, 2008). Bureaucratic control can lead to varied employee 

responses, including reduced effort or creativity (Alanoğlu & Demirtaş, 2021), while humanistic 

management fosters motivation and job satisfaction, ultimately enhancing organizational success 

(Daley, 1986). A combination of both management styles is advocated for optimal results (Mele, 2016). 

 

Although previous research has explored the impact of management styles on employee performance 

(Alanoğlu & Demirtaş, 2021; Kean et al., 2017; Daley, 1986; Pirson, 2017), limited attention has been 

paid to their influence on work ethics, except for Zimmerman (2001). This study aims to address this 

gap by investigating the effect of bureaucratic and humanistic environments on employee work ethics. 

 

The study comprises several sections: a rationale providing background information, a literature review 

elucidating relevant theories, a research methodology detailing the study design and procedures, data 

presentation and analysis, and finally, results, discussions, and conclusions, contributing to existing 

literature and theories. 

Literature review 

The literature review centers on comparing distinct work environments, specifically, bureaucratic and 

humanistic settings. Additionally, it delves into the philosophy of work and work ethics, serving as the 

theoretical bedrock of the study.  

Work environment 

The work environment is a critical aspect of organizational management, with a healthy environment 

facilitating the achievement of objectives (Zhenjing et al., 2022; Kodarlikar & Umare, 2020; Bulti & 

Gopal, 2021; Lindeberg et al., 2022). Management should prioritize (Zainol, 2020) creating such an 

environment to ensure positive working conditions, as emphasized by Razak et al. (2016). However, 

various definitions exist for the term 'work environment,' highlighting the need for clarity. For instance, 

Salunke (2015) emphasizes its physical aspect, affecting job satisfaction and productivity, while Kohun 

(1992) views it as the interface between employees and the workplace, encompassing situational factors 

influencing job performance. Raziq and Maulabakhsh (2015) describe it as the interpersonal dynamics 

among employees, and Balzer and Burnfield (2004) see it as a factor shaping feelings of boredom. 

Research consistently indicates that a positive work environment enhances employee performance 

(Shammout, 2021; Zhenjing et al., 2022; Saidi et al., 2019; Al-Omari & Okasheh, 2017; Alemu, 2022; 

Suryani et al., 2022), underscoring the importance for management to prioritize its improvement to 

enable employees to fulfill their roles effectively and achieve organizational goals.  
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Bureaucratic management shapes bureaucratic environment   

Bureaucratic management, pioneered by Weber (1966), prioritizes efficiency and rationality in 

organizational governance, relying on established rules, procedures, and hierarchical structures (CEoPedia, 

2019; Howard, 2012; Mulder, 2017; Swedberg & Agewal, 2005). It encompasses characteristics such as 

formal authority, rule dependence, division of labor, performance-based promotion, efficiency, and 

impersonality (Reynolds, 2018; Barnet and Finnemore, 2004). While lauded for efficiency, it has drawbacks 

including bloating, friction, insularity, disempowerment, risk aversion, inertia, and politics (Hammel & 

Zanini, 2017). This approach can lead to a bureaucratic environment characterized by inflexibility, limited 

autonomy, routine tasks, and excessive paperwork (Langer et al., 2017; Wright & Davis, 2003; Bozeman 

& Feeney, 2011).     

Scientific management 

Scientific management, pioneered by Frederick Winslow Taylor (1911), aims to enhance economic 

efficiency and productivity by replacing subjective decision-making with data-driven analysis 

(Mitcham, 2005). Taylor observed issues like "soldiering" among workers, attributed to factors such as 

employee assumptions, non-incentive wage systems, and reliance on rules of thumb (NetMBA, n.d.). 

He advocated for decision-making based on statistical data and research, exemplified in his pig-iron case 

study (Wrege, 1991). Taylor emphasized standardization, wage incentives based on output complexity, 

and the division of labor to optimize performance (Solomos, 2012). While Taylor's approach 

revolutionized management practices (Von Berg, 2009)criticisms emerged regarding its focus solely on 

efficiency and productivity at the expense of quality and employee satisfaction (Deming, 1991). Drury 

(1918) criticized Taylor for dehumanizing work processes and advocated for job enlargement and team 

incentives as alternatives. 

Humanistic management creates humanistic environment  

Humanistic management, emerging in the early 20th century, offers an alternative to mechanistic 

approaches like bureaucratic and scientific management, prioritizing people over processes (Mele, 

2016). Unlike Taylor's scientific management, which views management as a science, proponents of 

humanistic management see it as an art (Lilienthal, 1967). Advocates include Maslow, Rogers, 

Moustakas, Follett, and Mayo, who emphasize human needs and values as central to organizational 

success (Adaui, 2013; Thompson, 2019; Wright,2002;  Kerstein, 2019). While profit remains important, 

humanistic management places human well-being above economic objectives, critiquing approaches that 

prioritize profit maximization (Humanistic Management Center, 2018). Key tenets include prioritizing 

employee motivation, satisfaction, and relationships to enhance productivity (Swart, 1973), alongside a 

commitment to unconditional respect for human dignity (Gabelli School of Business, n.d.). Practicing 

humanistic management fosters a supportive environment characterized by dignity and a focus on human 

needs (Langer et al., 2017 Von Kimakowitz, et.al.,2011). 
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Work ethics 

The philosophy of work   

Understanding work ethics requires delving into the philosophy of work, which examines one's attitude 

towards work. Work ethics are closely tied to the philosophy of work, which dictates how we perceive 

and approach work. Dictionaries define work as mental or physical effort directed towards achieving a 

purpose or result, highlighting its dual nature involving both mental and physical activities (Britannica, 

2020). Philosophers offer varying perspectives on the purpose of work. Plato viewed work as essential 

for societal improvement and personal development, with individuals contributing to both societal 

welfare and personal growth through work (Cholbi, 2022; Ward & King, 2017). Conversely, 

totalitarianism and capitalism view work to serve the community or accumulate wealth, respectively 

(Little, 1948). This contrasting view leads to unnatural working conditions and job dissatisfaction 

(Schwartz, 2022). Little (1948) presents a nuanced view of work, defining it as both manual labor and 

deliberate production aimed at changing matter for human benefit. He emphasizes that work serves not 

only societal or financial ends (Nesterak, 2020) but also the perfection of the self, aligning with human 

nature's inclination towards productive activity (Little, 1948; Sharma & Rai, 2015). This holistic 

perspective challenges contemporary notions of work solely tied to employment and monetary gain, 

highlighting its intrinsic value beyond external rewards (Cholbi, 2022; Clark, 2017). Aristotle 

underscores the connection between work and human rationality, suggesting that work is an expression 

of human intellect and an avenue for personal development (Elster, 1989; Sayers, 2005). 

The concept of work ethics 

Understanding work ethics is intricately linked to comprehending the philosophy of work, which views 

work not merely as an obligation or means of earning a living but as a pathway to self-perfection (Little, 

1948). Work ethics, defined by Bazzy (2018) as "an individual’s attitude toward work and effortful 

activities," encompass various perspectives (Miller, 2002) on the purpose and significance of work 

(Bouma, 1973; Nelson, 1973). While some emphasize work's intrinsic value and importance (Bouma, 

1973; Nelson, 1973), others view it as a relentless pursuit of economic roles (Lessnoff, 1994), aligned 

with the concept of "homo economicus" (Petrovic, 2008; Efeoğlu & Çalışkan, 2018). However, these 

perspectives are not necessarily contradictory to the philosophy of work, as it serves as an avenue for 

human creativity and self-realization (Petrovic, 2008). Studies by Bazzy (2016), Mudrack (1997), and 

Marri et al. (2012) suggest a positive correlation between strong work ethics and job performance, 

commitment, and satisfaction. Despite differing views on the dimensions of work ethics (Van Ness et. 

al. 2010), Sharma and Rai (2015) propose a single-dimensional construct comprising work centrality, 

moral approach, and intrinsic motivation, aligning with the secular nature of work ethics and devoid of 

religious bias (Sharma & Rai, 2015). Hence, the study adopted Sharma and Rai's (2015) 10-item Work 

Ethics Scale, reflecting the philosophy of work and validated through rigorous testing. 
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Conceptual framework 

 Independent variables                                         Dependent variable 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: Langer, et.al. (2019), Salkind (2010),          Yukl, et.al. (2013).       

 

Figure 1: The conceptual framework explains the relationship between work environment and work 

ethics. It indicates that the work environment can affect the work ethics of the employees. 

Statement of the problems   

The study examined the effect of the work environment on the work ethics of employees. It specifically 

answered the following questions:  

 

1. What is the work environment of the Divine Word College of Laoag in terms of: 

a. bureaucratic work environment 

b. humanistic work environment?  

 

2. What is the work ethics of employees?  

 

3. Is there a relationship between the work environment and the work ethics of employees?  

Assumptions 

The study assumes that the behavior of employees is influenced by the social work environment. Moral 

values and work ethics are influenced by the social work environment and it can be measured.  

Hypothesis  

Bureaucratic and humanistic management styles produce different results in terms of employees' 

behavior and performance (Feeney DeHart-Davis (2008). The study by Zimmerman (2001) also 

suggested that the work environment affects the work ethics of employees. Based on these studies, the 

current study hypothesizes that there is a relationship between the work environment and the work ethics 

of employees.   

Scope and delimitation of the study  

The study limits its investigation to the effect of work environments specifically bureaucratic and 

humanistic work environments on the work ethics of employees. The population of the study is limited 

to the employees of the Divine Word College of Laoag.    

 

Work Environment:  

Bureaucratic environment 

Humanistic environment 

Work ethics 
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Research methodology   

This section delineates the methodology employed for conducting the investigation. Adhering to the 

principles of scholarly inquiry, the study meticulously outlines its research design, selection of data 

collection tools, identification of the study population, delineation of the study locale, specification of 

data collection procedures, deployment of appropriate instruments for data gathering, and application of 

statistical analyses for data interpretation and inference. 

Research design of the study         

The study employed a descriptive assessment and correlational research design to assess the levels of 

bureaucratic and humanistic work environments within Divine Word College of Laoag (DWCL) and to 

analyze their impact on work ethics. Ariola (2006) argued that a descriptive correlation study aims to 

elucidate relationships among variables without attempting to establish causal connections. Descriptive 

research, on the other hand, serves the purpose of depicting populations, situations, or phenomena. It is 

utilized to outline profiles, frequency distributions, and characteristics of individuals, circumstances, or 

occurrences. In essence, descriptive research addresses questions pertaining to what, when, how, and 

where, rather than why (McCombes, 2020).   

The locale of the study      

The locale of the study was Divine Word of Laoag, Ilocos Norte, Philippines. 

Population  

The survey respondents comprised faculty and staff members of the Divine Word College of Laoag. The 

study employed a total enumeration sampling method, involving all 176 faculty and employees as 

participants in the research. 

Data gathering instruments  

The study adapted validated questionnaires of Langer, et.al (2019) on Routine and Centralized Work 

Environment questionnaires and Salkind (2010 (n.d) on humanistic work environment and Yukl (2013) 

on work ethics.  

Data gathering procedures 

Prior to distributing the questionnaires, the researcher sent a formal letter to the President of the Divine 

Word College of Laoag, requesting permission to administer the surveys within the institution. During 

the data collection phase, the researcher enlisted employees' representatives to facilitate the retrieval of 

data from individual employees before it was submitted to the researcher. 

Ethical procedures 

The study was undertaken after the approval of its content by the research ethics committee, ensuring 

adherence to ethical standards and affirming the absence of any potential harm to human life or the 

environment. 
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Statistical treatment of data 

To analyze the data, descriptive and inferential statistics were used. The weighted mean was used to 

determine the level of work environment of the school and work ethics and the ANOVA was used to 

measure the correlation between work environment and work ethics.   

 

The following ranges of values with their descriptive interpretation will be used:  

Statistical Range             Descriptive Interpretation                      

4.21-5.00                         Strongly agree/Very High 

3.41-4.20                         Agree/High          

2.61-3.40                         Somewhat agree/Moderate      

1.81-2.60                         Disagree/Low 

1.00-1.80                         Strongly disagree/Very Low 

Data presentation and analysis 

 Empirical data and analysis 

The data that were gathered through research questionnaires are presented below. The data presentation 

follows the statement of the problems of the study.  

 

Problem 1: What is the bureaucratic work environment of Divine Word College of Laoag in terms of 

bureaucratic and humanistic environment? 

 

Table 1: Bureaucratic environment 

Indicators Weighted 

mean 

Descriptive 

interpretation 

Employees are always doing the same job and the same way every day  3.67 A/H 

All employees are encouraged to follow the established rules and 

procedures  

3.90 A/H 

There is little action taken until a supervisor or the higher-up approves 

a decision.  

3.78 A/H 

Even small matters have to be referred to someone higher up for a final 

answer  

3.68 A/H 

In general, a person who wants to make his/her own decisions would 

be quickly discouraged  

3.56 A/H 

Employees are always monitored closely by their higher-up  3.73 A/H 

Doing your job well means you have to follow the rules and procedures  3.70 A/H 

Communications, decisions, and proceedings are put in writing for 

future references  

3.83 A/H 

Everyone has to conform to the rules and procedures because violation 

means punishment.  

3.61 A/H 

Employees are expected to respect the chain of command  3.67 A/H 
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Composite Mean 3.71 A/H 

Source: Langer, et al. (2019).  

 

Legend:  

Range of Mean Values  Descriptive Interpretation  

4.21-5.00                     Strongly agree/Very High 

3.41-4.20                     Agree/High          

2.61-3.40    Somewhat agree/Moderate      

1.81-2.60                     Disagree/Low/High 

1.00-1.80                    Strongly disagree/Very Low/Very High 

 

The table data indicates a composite mean of 3.71 for the bureaucratic environment, classifying it as 

"agree/high." This suggests a moderate level of bureaucracy, where employees consistently perform 

tasks according to established rules and procedures, with strict supervision and adherence to the chain 

of command. Abun et al. (2021) highlight that bureaucracy prioritizes efficiency over employees' 

personal needs, while Ritzer (2004) critiques it as fostering impersonal, rule-based control. 

 

Table 2: Humanistic environment 

Indicators Weighted 

mean 

Descriptive 

interpretation 

The management puts the employees first before the work 3.31 SWA 

Employees are rewarded for giving new ideas on how to solve their 

problems  

3.30 SWA 

 The management considers the ideas of employees when making 

decisions  

3.26 SWA 

The management always tries their best to serve the needs of employees  3.23 SWA 

The management listens to the employees when they employees counter 

problems in their work.  

3.23 SWA 

The management respect and treat the employees as human beings with 

dignity  

3.24 SWA 

The management recognizes the good efforts of the employees to help 

the institution  

3.26 SWA 

There is an open communication between employees and management  3.15 SWA 

Composite Mean 3.25 SWA 

Source: Salkind, (2010).  

 

The table data shows a composite mean of 3.25 for the humanistic environment, indicating a "somewhat 

agree/moderate" interpretation. This suggests a moderate level of human-centric practices within the 

institution. Employees somewhat agree that management prioritizes their well-being, rewards innovative 

ideas, and considers their input in decision-making. Mele (2016) argues that humanistic management 
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values people as essential assets and aligns profit motives with human welfare, fostering employee 

motivation and dignity.   

 

Problem 2: What are the work ethics of the employees? 

 

Table 3. Work ethics of the employees of Divine Word College of Laoag (n=150) 

 Work ethics  Weighted 

mean 

Descriptive 

interpretation 

A. The ATW     

1. I consider my occupational career to be one of the most important 

activities in my life   

4.11 A/H 

2. I believe that a person is known in society by the work he does  3.87 A/H 

3. I believe that one’s work provides the best source of achieving 

perfection in life  

4.08 A/H 

4. Even if I don’t have to work to earn a living, I would still prefer 

to continue working.  

4.22 A/H 

5. I believe that work provides a powerful channel to express one’s 

knowledge, ability and creativity.  

4.29 A/H 

 Composite Mean  4.12 A/H 

B. The MAW    

1. Even in this fast-changing world, sincerity, hard work and 

integrity continue to be the golden keys to success in one’s work 

life.  

3.80 A/H 

2. I feel a moral obligation to give a full day’s work for a full day’s 

pay.  

4.12 A/H 

3. I believe that one should never be last for work unless there is 

some real emergency  

4.20 A/H 

 Composite Mean  4.04 A/H 

C. The Work Motivation (WM)   

1. I believe that a job well done is a reward in itself  4.37 A/H 

2. I welcome jobs that involve greater responsibility and challenge 

as they contribute to my learning and growth.  

4.35 A/H 

 Composite Mean 4.36 A/H 

 OVERALL MEAN  4.17  

Source: Sharma and Rai (2015).  

 

The table data reveals a mean rating of 4.17 for employee work ethics, indicating an interpretation of 

"agree/high." This suggests a high level of work ethic among employees. They prioritize their work, 

viewing it as integral to personal fulfillment and self-expression, while upholding sincerity, integrity, 

and a sense of moral obligation. Additionally, they find intrinsic reward in job performance and value 
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opportunities for learning and growth. Bazzy (2016) underscores that high work ethics lead to success, 

satisfaction, and engagement in work, consistent with findings by Mudrack (1997). 

 

Problem 4 Is there a relationship between the work environment and their work ethics?  

 

A. Work environment and the ATW 

The linear regression analysis revealed that the work environment of DWCL such as the bureaucratic 

work environment and humanistic work environment taken together could not predict the ATW, F 

(2,147) = .084, p > .05 with .01 per cent overlap between the predictor variables. Hence, the differences 

in the work ethics of the employees in terms of the ATW are not attributed to the work environment. 

 

The work ethics of the employees in the ATW remains the same regardless of the work environment at 

DWCL.  

 

Model Summary 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

2, 147) = 

1 
.034a .001 -.012 .52503 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Humanistic Environment, 

Bureaucratic Environment 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

1 

Regression .046 2 .023 .084 .920b 

Residual 40.522 147 .276   

Total 40.568 149    

a. Dependent Variable: ATW 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Humanistic Environment, Bureaucratic Environment 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 4.209 .322 
 13.08

8 
.000 

Bureaucratic 

Environment 
-.003 .073 -.004 -.044 .965 

Humanistic 

Environment 
-.024 .060 -.033 -.401 .689 

a. Dependent Variable: ATW 
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B. Work Environment and the MAW 

 

When the bureaucratic environment and humanistic environment are taken together, they could not 

significantly predict the employees’ work ethics in terms of MAW, F (2,147) = .560, p > .05, with .08 

per cent overlap between the predictor variables. Therefore, the observed variations in the employees' 

MAW are not attributed to the work environment. The employees' MAW remains similar regardless of 

the levels of work environment in the institution.  

 

Model Summary 

Mode

l 

R R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

1 .087a .008 -.006 .49040 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Humanistic Environment, 

Bureaucratic Environment 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

1 

Regression .269 2 .135 .560 .573b 

Residual 35.352 147 .240   

Total 35.621 149    

a. Dependent Variable: MW 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Humanistic Environment, Bureaucratic Environment 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 3.971 .300  13.219 .000 

Bureaucratic environment -.030 .068 -.036 -.436 .663 

Humanistic environment .056 .056 .082 .999 .319 

a. Dependent Variable: MW 

C. Work environment and the MAW 

 

The bureaucratic and humanistic work environment at DWCL, when considered together, could not 

significantly predict the employees' work ethics in terms of work motivation, F(2,147) = 1.297, p ..05, 

with 0.17 per cent overlap between the two predictor variables. Thus, the variations noted in the 

employees' work motivation are not due to the work environment in the institution. The work motivation 

of the employees does not vary regardless of the levels of work environment that prevail in the 

institution.   
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Model Summary 

Model R R 

Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of 

the Estimate 

1 .132a .017 .004 .58359 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Humanistic Environment, 

Bureaucratic Environment 

ANOVAa 

Model Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Sig. 

1 

Regression .884 2 .442 1.297 .276b 

Residual 50.065 147 .341   

Total 50.948 149    

a. Dependent Variable: Work Motivation 

b. Predictors: (Constant), Humanistic Environment, Bureaucratic Environment 

Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 

1 

(Constant) 4.549 .357  12.727 .000 

Bureaucratic environment .041 .081 .042 .511 .610 

Humanistic environment -.104 .067 -.129 -1.568 .119 

a. Dependent Variable: Work Motivation 

Results and discussions 

The study finds that the institution exhibits a higher preference for bureaucratic practices over humanistic 

ones, with the bureaucratic environment rated higher than the humanistic environment, which remains 

at a moderate level. However, despite this disparity, employees' work ethics are rated high across three 

dimensions: attitude toward work, moral attitude toward work, and work motivation. Surprisingly, the 

analysis reveals no correlation between the work environment and work ethics. Thus, the variances in 

work ethics cannot be attributed to the institution's work environment, suggesting that management 

should explore other individual and organizational factors influencing work ethics. It's recommended to 

investigate the impact of employees' individual work values, as suggested by Arciniega et al. (2019) and 

Arieli et al. (2018).   

Conclusion  

The study explored how bureaucratic and humanistic work environments influence employee work 

ethics. While the institution leans more towards bureaucracy than humanism, there's no correlation 

between these environments and employees' work ethics. This suggests that work ethics are not 

determined by the work environment. Instead, other individual and organizational factors may be at play. 
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It is recommended that future research examine the impact of individual work values on employee work 

ethics. 

 

Authors’ contribution: Conceptualization: F.P.J…, E.R.C., K.O.M., G.J.Q.B. Methodology: F.P.J., 

G.J.Q.B., Data collection: K.O.M., E.R.C. Formal Analysis: F.P.J., G.J.Q.B., E.R.C., K.O.M., G.J.Q.B. 

Writing-Review and Editing: F.P.J., K.O.M. E, R.C.  

 

 All authors have read and agreed to the published final version of the manuscript 

 

Institutional review board statement: Ethical review and approval were waived for this study, due to 

the research does not deal with vulnerable groups or sensitive issues. 

 

Data availability statement: the data presented in this study are available on request from the 

corresponding author. Data are not publicly available due to privacy. 

 

Conflict of interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest 

 

Funding: the study is privately funded 

References 

Abun,D., Calamaan, S.M.T., Magallanes, T., Encarnacion, M.J. & Sallong, M. (2021). Bureaucratic 

management style and workplace well-being of the Divine Word Colleges. International Journal 

of Business and Social Science,10(3), 477-489.   

 

Abun, D. Ranay, F.B., Magallanes, T., Encarnacion, M.J. & Alkalde. F. (2020).  Employee treatment 

and work engagement: The Philippines context. Proteus-Cahiers des théories de l’art, 11 (10), 

153-175. https://doi.org/10.37896/PJ11.10/017  

 

Adaui, C.R.L. & Habisch, A. (2013). A social capital approach towards social innovation. In: Osburg, 

T., Schmidpeter, R. (eds) Social innovation. Springer. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-36540-

9_6 

 

Aflah, K. N., Suharnomo, S., Mas’ud, F., & Mursid, A. (2021). Islamic work ethics and employee 

performance: The role of Islamic motivation, affective commitment, and job satisfaction. The 

Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business, 8(1), 997–1007. 

https://doi.org/10.13106/JAFEB.2021.VOL8.NO1.997 

 

Alanoğlu, M. & Demirtaş, Z. (2021). The effect of bureaucratic school structure on teachers' job 

satisfaction: The mediator role of the organizational justice. Research in Educational 

Administration & Leadership, 6(2). 

 

https://doi.org/10.37896/PJ11.10/017
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-36540-9_6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-36540-9_6
https://doi.org/10.13106/JAFEB.2021.VOL8.NO1.997


Abun et al.,Divine Word  International Journal of Management and Humanities 3(1)(2024) 771-790 

784 
 

Alemu, K.A. (2022). Effect of workplace environment factors on performance of employees: empirical 

study on Wollo University staff. Research Square, 2(3). https://doi.org/10.21203/rs.3.rs-

1560832/v1  

 

Al-Omari, K. & Okasheh, H. (2017). The influence of work environment on job performance: A case 

study of engineering company in Jordan. International Journal of Applied Engineering Research, 

12(24), 15544-15550.  

 

Arciniega, L. M., Stanley, L. J., Puga-Méndez, D., Obregón-Schael, D., & Politi-Salame, I. (2019). The 

relationship between individual work values and unethical decision-making and behavior at work. 

Journal of Business Ethics, 158(4), 1133–1148. http://www.jstor.org/stable/45181090 

 

Arieli, S., Sagive, L. & Roccas, S. (2018). Values at work: The impact of personal values in organizations. 

Applied Psychology, 69(2).  https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12181 

 

Aron, R. (1994). The stages of sociological thinking. Publica Coes Dom Quixote.  

 

Ashkanasy, N.M., Ayoko, O.B., & Jehn, K.A. (2014). Understanding the physical environment of work 

and employee behavior: An affective events perspective. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 

35(8). https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1973  

 

Athar, M.R., Shahzad, K., Amad, J. & Ijaz, M.S. (2016). Impact of Islamic work ethics on organizational 

commitment: mediating role of job satisfaction. Journal of Islamic Business and Management, 

6(1).  

 

Balzer, W.K. & Burnfield, J.L. (2004). Boredom. In Encyclopedia of Psychology. Elsevier.  

 

Barnett, M. & Finnemore, M. (2004). Rules of the world: international organizations in global politics. 

Cornel University Press, 17-18.  

 

Bazzy, J. D. (2016a). Work ethic dimensions as predictors of ego depletion. Current Psychology, 37, 

198-206. https://doi:10.1007/s12144-016-9503-6 

 

Bazzy, J.D. (2018b). Work ethic dimensions as predictors of ego depletion. Current Psychology, 37, 

198–206. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-016-9503-6 

 

Bouma, G.D. (1973). Beyond Lenski: A critical review of recent ‘Protestant ethic’ research. Journal for 

the Scientific Study of Religion, 12(2), 141–155.  

 

Bozeman B., Feeney M. K. (2011). Rules and red tape: A prism for public administration theory and 

research. Sharpe. 

 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/45181090
https://doi.org/10.1111/apps.12181
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1973
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-016-9503-6


Abun et al.,Divine Word  International Journal of Management and Humanities 3(1)(2024) 771-790 

785 
 

Mihretu, S. & Gopal, M. (2021). Effect of work environment on organizational performance: A 

comparative study on Arjo Dedessa and Finchaa sugar factory. International Journal of Industrial 

Engineering & Production Research, 32(4).    

 

CEOPedia (2019). Bureaucratic leadership. CEOPedia Management Online. https://ceopedia.org  

 

Cherian, J, Gaikar, V, Paul, R, & Pech, R. (2021).  Corporate culture and Its impact on employees’ 

attitude, performance, productivity, and behavior: An investigative analysis from selected 

organizations of the United Arab Emirates (UAE). Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, 

Market, and Complexity, 7(1):45. https://doi.org/10.3390/joitmc7010045 

 

Cholbi, M. (2022). Philosophical approaches to work and labor. Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy.  

Retrieved February 10, 2024 from https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/work-labor/    

 

Clark, S. (2017). Good work.  Journal of Applied Philosophy, 34, 61–

73.  https://doi.org/10.1111/japp.12137 

 

Daley, D. M. (1986). Humanistic management and organizational success: The effect of job and work 

environment characteristics on organizational effectiveness, public responsiveness, and job 

satisfaction. Public Personnel Management, 15(2), 131–

142. https://doi.org/10.1177/009102608601500204 

 

Deming, W.E. (1991). Quality, Productivity, and competitive position. Quality Enhancement Seminars, 

Inc. 

 

Drucker, P. (1950). The New Society: The anatomy of industrial order. Harper & Brothers.  

 

Drucker, P. (1990). The new realities. Mandarin  

 

Drury, H. B. (1918). Scientific management: A history and criticism. Internet Archive Book Reader. 

https://www.arcvive.org  

 

Efeoğlu, I.E. & Çalışkan, Y. (2018).  A brief history of homo economicus from the economics Discipline 

perspective. Adana Alparslan Türkeş Science and Technology University Journal of Social 

Science, 2(1), 28-36.  

 

Elster, J. (1989). Self-realisation in work and politics.  In J. Elster and K.O. Moene (eds.). Alternatives 

to capitalism. Cambridge University Press, 127–158. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0265052500000327 

 

Feeney, M.K. & DeHart-Davis, L. (2008). Bureaucracy and public employee behavior: A case of local 

government. Review of Public Personnel Administration 29(4). 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X09333201 

https://ceopedia.org/
https://plato.stanford.edu/entries/work-labor/
https://doi.org/10.1111/japp.12137
https://doi.org/10.1177/009102608601500204
https://www.arcvive.org/
https://philpapers.org/go.pl?id=ELSSIW&proxyId=&u=https%3A%2F%2Fdx.doi.org%2F10.1017%2Fs0265052500000327
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/Review-of-Public-Personnel-Administration-0734-371X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0734371X09333201


Abun et al.,Divine Word  International Journal of Management and Humanities 3(1)(2024) 771-790 

786 
 

 

Gabelli School of Business (n.d). Centre for Humanistic Management. Fordham University Press.  

 

Giddens, A. (1997). Sociologia (Sociology). Funda Cao Calouste Gulbenkian. 

 

Hagenimana, T., Ngui, T. & Mulili, B. (2018). Influence of employee Relations on organizational 

performance: The case of Nyamasheke District, Rwanda. Journal of Human Resource & 

Leadership, 2(3).  

 

Hammel, G. & Zanini, M. (2017). Assessment: Do you know how bureaucratic your organization is? 

Harvard Business Review. https://hbr.org   

 

Howard, P.K. (2012). To fix America’s education bureaucracy, we need to destroy It. The Atlantic. 

Retrieved January 12, 2024 from https://www.theatlantic.com 

 

Humanistic Management Center (2018). The Three-stepped approach to humanistic management. 

Humanistic Management. Retrieved January 15, 2024 http://humanisticmanagement.org 

 

Kean, T.H., Kannan, S., & Piaw, C.Y. (2017). The effect of school bureaucracy on the relationship 

between principals’ leadership practices and teacher commitment in Malaysia Secondary Schools. 

Malaysian Online Journal of Educational Sciences, 5(1).  

 

Kerstein, S. (2019). Treating persons as means. Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. 

https://plato.stanford.edu 

 

Kodarlikar, M. & Umale, V. (2020). A healthy workplace environment: impact on employee and 

organizational performance. IRE Journals, 4(2).  

 

Kohun S (1992). Business environment. University Press Kyko OC 

 

Langer, J., Feeney, M.K., & Lee, S.E. (2019). Employee fit and job satisfaction in bureaucratic and 

entrepreneurial environments. Review of Public Personnel Administration, 39(1), 135-155. 

 

Leo XIII (1891). Encyclical-letter “Rerum Novarum”. The Holy See. https://www.vatican.va 

 

Langer, J., Feeney, M. K., & Lee, S. E. (2019). Employee fit and job satisfaction in bureaucratic and 

entrepreneurial work environments. Review of Public Personnel Administration, 39(1), 135–

155. https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X17693056 

 

Lessnoff, M.H. (1994). The spirit of capitalism and the Protestant ethic: An enquiry into the Weber 

thesis. E. Elgar. 

 

https://hbr.org/
https://www.theatlantic.com/
http://humanisticmanagement.org/
https://plato.stanford.edu/
https://www.vatican.va/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X17693056


Abun et al.,Divine Word  International Journal of Management and Humanities 3(1)(2024) 771-790 

787 
 

Lilienthal, D.E. (1967). Management: A humanist art. Carnegie Institute of Technology.  

 

Limone P and Toto GA (2022). Origin and development of moral sense: A systematic review. Frontier 

in Psychology, 13, 887537. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.887537 

 

Lindeberg, P., Saunila, M., Lappalainen, P., Ukko, J. and Rantanen, H. (2022). The relationship 

between physical, digital and social work environments changes with the development of 

organizational performance in the activity-based work environment. Facilities, 40(15/16), 72-

88. https://doi.org/10.1108/F-07-2021-0061 

 

Little, A. (1948). The Philosophy of work. The Irish Monthly, 76(896), 56–65. 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/20515765 

 

Mele, D. (2016). Understanding humanistic management. Humanistic Management Journal, 1, 33-55.  

 

Miller, M.J., Woehr, D.J., & Hudspeth, N. (2002). The meaning and measurement of work ethic: 

Construction and initial validation of a multidimensional inventory. Journal of Vocational 

Behavior, 60(3), 451–489. https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.2001.1838 

 

Mitcham, C. & Adam, B. (2005). “Management”, encyclopedia of science, technology, and ethics. 

McGraw-Hill, Inc.   

 

Mudrack, P. E. (1997). Protestant work-ethic dimensions and work orientations. Personality and 

Individual Differences, 23(2), 217–225. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(97)00041-X 

 

Mulder, P. (2017). Bureaucratic theory by Max Weber. Toolshero. https://www.toolshero.com 

 

Nelson, B. (1973). Weber’s Protestant ethic: Its origins, wanderings, and foreseeable future. In C. Glock 

& P. Hammond (Eds), Beyond the classics (pp. 71–130). Harper & Row. 

 

Nesterak, E. (2022). Incorrect ideas about "why we work" warp our organizations…and our views of 

human nature. Behavioral Scientist. https://behavioralscientist.org/    

 

NetMBA (n.d). Frederick Taylor and scientific management. Net MBA. http://www.netmba.com 

 

Petrovic, G. (2008). Mas as economic animal and mas as praxis an interpretation of Marx. An 

Interdisciplinary of Philosophy, 6(1-4). https://doi.org/10.1080/00201746308601366 

 

Pirson, M. (2017). Humanistic management: protecting dignity and promoting well-being. Cambridge 

University Press 

 

https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Peter%20Lindeberg
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Minna%20Saunila
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Pia%20Lappalainen
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Juhani%20Ukko
https://www.emerald.com/insight/search?q=Hannu%20Rantanen
https://www.emerald.com/insight/publication/issn/0263-2772
https://doi.org/10.1108/F-07-2021-0061
http://www.jstor.org/stable/20515765
https://doi.org/10.1006/jvbe.2001.1838
https://psycnet.apa.org/doi/10.1016/S0191-8869(97)00041-X
https://www.toolshero.com/
https://behavioralscientist.org/
http://www.netmba.com/
https://doi.org/10.1080/00201746308601366


Abun et al.,Divine Word  International Journal of Management and Humanities 3(1)(2024) 771-790 

788 
 

Razak, N., Ma’amor, H., & Hassan, N. (2016). Measuring reliability and validity instruments of work 

environment towards quality work life. Procedia Economics and Finance. 37, 520- 28. 

 

Reynolds, L. (2018). Six Characteristics of bureaucracy. Bizfluent. https://bizfluent.com 

 

Richard. A. (1998). Work, philosophy of. Routledge Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Taylor and Francis. 

https://www.rep.routledge.com/articles/thematic/work-philosophy-of/v-1. 

https://doi.org/10.4324/9780415249126-S068-1 

 

Ritzer, G. (2004). Enchanting a disenchanted world: revolutionizing the means of consumptions. Pine 

Forge Press.   

 

Saidi, N.S.A., Michael, F.L., Sumilan, H. & Izhar, A. & Ahmad, A. (2019).  The Relationship between 

working environment and employee performance. Journal of Cognitive Sciences and Human 

Development 5(2),14-22. https://doi.org/10.33736/jcshd.1916.2019 

 

Salahudin, S.N., Baharudin, S.S., & Safizal, M. (2016). The effect of Islamic work ethics on 

organizational commitment.  Procedia Economics and Finance, 35, 582-590. https://doi.org/ 

10.1016/S2212-5671(16)00071-X 

 

Salahudin, M.M. (2011). Generational difference impact on leadership style and organizational success. 

Journal of Diversity Management, 5(2). https://doi.org/10.19030/jdm. v5i2.805 

 

Salkind, N.J. (2010). Independent variable, in Encyclopedia of Research Design. Sage Research 

Method.  https://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781412961288.n184  

 

Salunke, G. (2015). Work environment and its effect on job satisfaction in cooperative sugar factories 

in Maharashtra, India. Abhinav. International Monthly Refereed Journal of Research in 

Management & Technology. 4(5), 21-31. 

 

Sayer, A. (2005). Class, moral worth and recognition. Sociology, 39(5), 947–

963. https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038505058376 

 

Schwartz, B. (2022). Why we work. Simon & Schuster, Inc 

 

Serpa, S. & Ferreira, M. (2019). The concept of bureaucracy by Max Weber. International Journal of 

Science Studies, 7(2). 

 

Sharma, B. R., & Rai, S. (2015). A study to develop an instrument to measure work ethic. Global 

Business Review, 16(2), 244–257. https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150914564417 

 

https://bizfluent.com/
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780415249126-S068-1
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/Journal-of-Cognitive-Sciences-and-Human-Development-2550-1623
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/Journal-of-Cognitive-Sciences-and-Human-Development-2550-1623
http://dx.doi.org/10.33736/jcshd.1916.2019
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/Procedia-Economics-and-Finance-2212-5671
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S2212-5671(16)00071-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.19030/jdm.v5i2.805
https://dx.doi.org/10.4135/9781412961288.n184
https://doi.org/10.1177/0038038505058376
https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150914564417


Abun et al.,Divine Word  International Journal of Management and Humanities 3(1)(2024) 771-790 

789 
 

Sharma, B. R., & Rai, S. (2015). A study to Develop an instrument to measure work ethic. Global 

Business Review, 16(2), 244–257. https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150914564417 

 

Sharmout, M. (2021). The impact of work environment on the employee performance. International 

Journal of Modernization in Engineering Technology and Science, 3(11).  

 

Solomos, D.K. (2012). Taylor’s scientific management. Review of General Management, 16(2), 150. 

 

Suryani, N.K., Prasiani, N.K. & Lestari, P. A. (2022).  Does the workplace environment impact 

employee performance? International Journal of Management and Commerce Innovations, 10(1), 

241-254.  https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.6619418 

 

Swart, J.C. (1973). The worth of humanistic management: some contemporary examples. Business 

Horizons, 16 (3), 41-50.  

 

Swedberg, R. & Avegal, O. (2005). The Max Weber dictionary: key words and central concepts. 

Stanford University Press 

 

Taylor, F.W. (1911). The principles of scientific management. Norton 

 

Thompson, S. (2019). Challenges of humanistic management. Management. https://bizfluent.com   

 

Tran, K. T., Nguyen, P. V., Dang, T. T. U., & Ton, T. N. B. (2018). The impacts of the High-Quality 

Workplace Relationships on Job Performance: A Perspective on Staff Nurses in 

Vietnam. Behavioral sciences (Basel, Switzerland), 8(12), 109. 

https://doi.org/10.3390/bs8120109 

 

Ud Din, M., Khan, F., Khan, U., Kadarningsih, A., & Darmi, S. (2019). The Effect of Islamic work 

ethics on the job performance: mediating role of intrinsic motivation. International Journal of 

Islamic Business Ethics 4(2), 676. https://doi.org/10.30659/ijibe.4.2.676-688 

 

Udin, U., Dananjoyo, R., Shaikh, M., & Vio Linarta, D. (2022). Islamic work ethics, affective 

commitment, and employee’s performance in family business: testing their relationships. SAGE 

Open. https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440221085263 

 

Van Ness, R.K., Melinsky, K., Buff, C. & Seifert, C.F. (2010). Work ethic: do new employees mean 

new work values? Journal of Managerial Issues, 22 (1), 10-34.  

 

Weber, M. (1966). Os fundamentos da organização burocrática: Uma construção do tipo ideal [The 

basics of bureaucratic organization: A construction of the ideal type]. AAVV. Sociologia da 

Burocracia.  

 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150914564417
https://bizfluent.com/
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/International-Journal-of-Islamic-Business-Ethics-2502-0633
https://www.researchgate.net/journal/International-Journal-of-Islamic-Business-Ethics-2502-0633
http://dx.doi.org/10.30659/ijibe.4.2.676-688
https://doi.org/10.1177/21582440221085263


Abun et al.,Divine Word  International Journal of Management and Humanities 3(1)(2024) 771-790 

790 
 

Ward S. J., King L. A. (2017). Making sense: Meaning in life in a cognitive context. In Robinson M. D., 

Eid M. (Eds.), The happy mind: Cognitive contributions to well-being (pp. 409–425). Springer. 

 

Wrege, C.D. (1991). Frederick W. Taylor: The Father of scientific management. McGraw-Hill Inc. 

 

Wright, R. G. (2002). Treating persons as ends in themselves: the legal implications of Kantian Principle. 

University of Richmond Law Review,36(1).  

 

Wright B. E., Davis B. S. (2003). Job satisfaction in the public sector the role of the work 

environment. The American Review of Public Administration, 33, 70-90 

 

Wu, C., & He, X. (2021). Environmental aesthetic value influences the intention for moral behavior: 

changes in behavioral moral judgment. International Journal of environmental research and 

public health, 18(12), 6477. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph18126477 

 

Von Berg, A. (2009). Humanisierung der Arbeit. Neue Formen der Arbeitsgestaltung als Determinante 

von Arbeitszufriedenheit am Beispiel teilautonomer Arbeitsgruppen.  Georg- August 

Universität, 1–2.  

 

Von Kimakowitz, E., Pirson, M., Dierksmeier, C., Spitzeck, H. & Amann, W. (2011). Introduction to 

humanistic management in practice. Fordham University Press 

 

Zainol, N., Abdullah, D., Rozali, A.R.A. Bahari, K.A., & Mohd Kamal, S.B. (2020). Issues on job 

mobility in restaurant industry: study on salary, work environment and promotions. Jurnal Intelek, 

15(2).  

 

Zhenjing G, Chupradit S, Ku KY, Nassani AA and Haffar M (2022). Impact of employees' workplace 

nvironment on employees' performance: A multi-mediation model. Frontier in Public Health 10, 

890400. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpubh.2022.890400 

 

Zimmerman, J. (2001). The Effects of bureaucratization on corruption, deviant and unethical behavior in 

organizations. Journal of Managerial Issues, 13(1), 119–128. http://www.jstor.org/stable/40604337 
 

Publisher’s Note: DWIJMH stays neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations. 

 

 

 

© 2024 by the authors. Published by Divine Word International Journal of Management and Humanities 

under the Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike 4.0 International License 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/ 
 

   CC BY-NC-SA 4.0 

Attribution-NonCommercial-ShareAlike 4.0 International 

 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-sa/4.0/

