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ABSTRACT:
The study aimed to assess the level of public service motivation, psychological capital, job satisfaction, and work engagement of the non-teaching personnel among 400 employees in State Universities and Colleges in the CARAGA Region. A quantitative non-experimental research design using correlational approach was also utilized to determine the significant relationship between public service motivation, psychological capital, job satisfaction, and work engagement of employees in State HEIs. Correlational research design examines the relationship between or among two or more variables in a single group, which can occur at different levels. In analyzing the data, mean, Pearson-r, Multiple Regression Analysis, and Structural Equation Modeling were used. Result reveals a positive relationship among public service motivation and work engagement, another, psychological capital and work engagement were discovered to be associated; and, finally, an association between job satisfaction and work engagement was observed.  Furthermore, the most sparing model (Model 3) conveyed a generalized new idea that the endogenous variable, work engagement of employees of higher state institution, was significantly best anchored to public service motivation, which was grounded in terms of commitment to the public interest, civic duty and attraction to policy making, and was reinforced by psychological capital defined by its indicators; resilience, hope and work self-efficacy, and was further significantly reinforced by the third exogenous variable, job satisfaction. Finally, the final model demonstrated direct causal links between public service motivation, psychological capital, and job satisfaction, and was shown to be the best fit model on work engagement among non-teaching personnel.
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INTRODUCTION
Around the globe, employees with high engagement have seen to be very low, which is less than 25% of the total working population (Sudibjo & Riantini, 2023). In addition, up to 85% of the number of employees are not engaged at work (Oehler & Adair, 2019). Work engagement is fulfilling when employees put effort and dedication into completing their tasks. It becomes positive and a success when all have high levels of energy and resilience, vitality and flexibility, and are eager to do their responsibilities despite the challenges they encounter in their work. Moreover, employees become more engaged by having a higher energy level and being very optimistic and excited to do work.
Additionally, employees will be deeply involved and never know that time flies (Sittar, 2020). Furthermore, when employees get frustrated, it can result in work goals being followed by feelings of emptiness, disappointment, and demotivation (Vansteenkiste & Ryan, 2013). Hence, disengaged employees become disconnected from their jobs and conceal their fundamental identities and ideas, leading to negative emotions during the performance of duties (Lovina, Genuba, & Naparota, 2020).
Employees working in the education and training process affect student achievements and the whole society, including parents and stakeholders. Employees in the education institutions may have a positive working environment if they feel comfortable and ensure that they are willing and embraced for their work and think their work is meaningful. In order to ensure that they will not encounter negative experiences, they should be given opportunities to increase their performance and efficiency. These opportunities will enable them to perform their jobs with love and desire and make their working environment favorable for work (Nanto & Ozan, 2020).
Investigating which model best predicts the relationship between public service motivation, psychological capital, job satisfaction, and work engagement will open different significant insights, specifically in Higher Education Institutions. Predicting which models best fit will reveal the complex interplay between factors and their combined impact on employee wellbeing, performance, and student outcomes. Higher Education Institutions can tailor their interventions to improve motivation, morale or productivity and promote an excellent institution environment where both employers and employees thrive through identifying the main drivers of engagement. This research is not only beneficial for state universities but also contributes to a wider understanding of the work experience in a unique organizational context, which leads to more informed human resources management and policy development throughout the sector.
In addition, investigating a model that explores how public service motivation, psychological capital, and job satisfaction influence employee work engagement is significant for achieving Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), particularly on Decent Work and Economic Growth. High work engagement leads to a more productive, innovative, and stable workforce. This translates to better public service delivery, improved efficiency, and a stronger economy. Engaged employees are also more likely to find solutions to complex challenges, contributing to advancements in areas like sustainable cities and communities.
Enhancing employees’ engagement is one of the concerns of the government, specifically in the education sector. It is shown that employee engagement is important for an organization’s performance (Wilson, et.al., 2020). According to Bongcayat & Guhao, (2020), when nonteaching employees are highly engaging in the workplace, it will develop a strong and vigorous feeling at their jobs. Moreover, they will find their job meaningful and purposeful. Nonteaching personnel become more energetic, focused, and have the motivation and capacity to perform their responsibilities in their work.
There are various studies conducted on the area of work engagement. Investigations include work engagement positively impacting different aspects of individuals, families, and organizations related to job satisfaction (Faskhodi & Siyyari, 2018). Further, work engagement captures other ideas that include different kinds among individuals and the extent to which they put effort and dedication to complete their work. They posited that job performance would increase with work engagement. When the job demands are high, the resources of the job will become interpreters of the work engagement. When employees are engaged and have high levels of wisdom, strength, and active relations with different work activities, they consider themselves capable of dealing with the other requirements of their job (Sittar, 2020).
There are several attempts to measure work engagement and employ different approaches. A study claimed that work engagement is related to job satisfaction (Faskhodi & Siyyari, 2018). Another study posited that work engagement is related to job performance (Sittar, 2020). It is asserted that work engagement is a significant indicator of the occupational wellbeing of workers and the organization's occupational health. Moreover, work engagement is associated with the job and personal resources, including social support from coworkers and supervisors, performance feedback, a variety of skills, autonomy, and learning opportunities (Buron & Lassibille, 2018). The researchers have not investigated which variable influenced the work engagement of employees in State Universities and Colleges. Therefore, to add to the body of knowledge and a model for work engagement, the researcher will investigate which variables, namely: public service motivation, psychological capital, and job satisfaction significantly influenced the work engagement, and which model fits the work engagement.
On Kahn’s Theory of Employee Engagement, it is posited that employees should be seen as the real partners. This means that employees need to participate in the dialogues and processes that include job roles, and task and working relationships. Khan (1990) explained that leaders need to create a safe environment where their employees can express their experiences openly. Khan’s theory further discussed that one of the practices for employees is to ensure that employees have all they need to get the job completed and are given a working environment to work independently and collaboratively. That is why it is good to practice teamwork, peer relationships, and good management practice.

Khan’s work engagement has three dimensions that involve one’s cognitive, emotional, and physical states. These three dimensions were based on the theoretical idea that affect, cognition, and observable behaviors are the three dimensions of affect. The three dimensions of work engagement include Cognitive Work Engagement, Emotional Work Engagement and Physical Work Engagement. Cognitive work engagement means that when employees are cognitively work engaged would have more positive thoughts about and pay more attention to their work. Emotional work is involved in regulating one’s feelings at work. Physical work engagement means people exert physical effort to finish their jobs (Kuok & Taormina, 2017).
In addition, Job Demands-Resources Theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007) posited that when there is a good balance between job demands, which include workload and pressure, and job resources, including support and autonomy, employees are more likely to become engaged at work. Moreover, it is also suggested that when there is an increase in positive personal resources and job resources, organizational outcomes and job performance will likely be enhanced. It is also stated in the theory that the positive wellbeing of employees, regardless of their occupation, will be improved if there is a combination of high resources and low job demands. This will also improve the performance of the employees (Lee, 2018).
The conceptual framework or the hypothesized models were treated for best fit in this study that may contribute to the work engagement among non-teaching personnel in Caraga Region. The first conceptual paradigm demonstrates the exogenous variables' direct influence: public service motivation, psychological capital, and job satisfaction towards the endogenous variable, work engagement as supported by theories and studies. Each latent construct is linked to numerous measures or observed variables.
The first exogenous variable is the public service motivation measured by attraction to policy making, commitment to the public interest, social justice, civic duty, compassion, and self - sacrifice (Perry & Wise, 1990; Perry, 1996). According to Downs (1967) attraction to public policy can be exciting and dramatic and can reinforce one’s image of self-importance.  Commitment to public interest is the desire to serve public interest. Public service ethic involves a unique sense of civic duty (Mosher’s, 1968). Social justice involves activities intended to enhance the well- being of minorities who lack political and economic resources. Compassion is the central motive for civil servants should be the patriotism of benevolence (Frederickson & Hart, 1985).  Self-sacrifice is the willingness of public servants to forego financial rewards for the intangible rewards they received from serving the public (Macy, 1971).
On the other hand, the second latent variable, psychological capital measured by work self-efficacy, optimism, hope, and resilience (Sapyaprapa, Tuicomepee & Watakakosol, 2013). Work self-efficacy refers to how confident teachers are in assessing a long-term problem, finding a solution, and working under pressure. According to Lin, Hong, Lin, Lu, Chen and Lee (2018), it is confident in their ability to meet employment objectives. Optimism is defined as a teacher's belief that every problem has a solution and that the current effort will be successful in the future. Enthusiastic about their future professional possibilities while concentrating on the objective (Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017). Then there is the Hope, which manifests as teachers aggressively pursuing work goals, setting goals, and planning to work while focused on achieving them. Setting precise goals and being willing to work (Ziyae, Mobaraki & Saeediyoun, 2015; Tang, 2020). Finally, employee resilience is demonstrated by their ability to cope with stressful situations at work and manage issues somehow. They usually solve with work problems in some form (Williams, Gruber, Sutcliffe, Shepherd, & Zhao, 2017; Stoverink, Kirkman, Mistry & Rosen, 2020).
Finally, the third latent variable, job satisfaction, has eight observed variables: authority, supervision, policies and facilities, my work itself, interpersonal relationship, commitment, salary, and workload (Al-Rubaish, Rahim,Abumadini and Wosornu, 2011). Authority refers to the sense of encouraging competitive spirit in performing a job. Supervision refers to how the immediate supervisor treats the teacher fairly, trusts, and lacks administrative tension. They can also rely on their immediate supervisor (Omisore, 2014; Stouten, Rousseau & De Cremer, 2018). Policies and facilities are defined as the work area is comfortable and safe, and the number of personnel is sufficient to run the work. The teachers should not overwork to finish the goals (Tayan, 2017). My work is well-defined as having the freedom to decide how to accomplish my assigned work. Job satisfaction can also be manifested by having the freedom to choose how to do their assigned task (Vuong, Tung, Tushar, Quan & Giao, 2021). Interpersonal relationships refer to a sense of friendship and team spirit with colleagues and appreciated, as well as effective interpersonal communication and collaboration (Afsar & Badir, 2017; Agbozo, Owusu, Hoedoafia, & Atakorah, 2017). Commitment is stated as the readiness to put extra effort into accomplishing work. Likewise, they were eager to go above and beyond to finish their assignment (Wang et al., 2018). The salary is referred to as fair and sufficient (Chan, & Ao, 2019; Sudiardhita, Mukhtar, Hartono, Sariwulan & Nikensari, 2018). Lastly, the workload refers to the capability to complete work. While additionally giving them with the knowledge required to do their work (Lambert, Keena, Leone, May, & Haynes, 2020).
	The latent endogenous variable work engagement has three observed variables: cognitive work engagement, emotional work engagement, and physical work engagement Kahn’s, 1990 & Rothbard 2004). Cognitive work engagement means employees have cognitive resources at work, including spending time thinking about and concentrating on the work. Emotional work engagement means that work engaged employees have positive feelings at work, such as being excited about the job (May et al., 2004) and being enthusiastic about the job (Rich et al., 2010). Finally, physical work engagement refers to employees devote energy to carrying out their work (Bakker and Leiter’s, 2020) In addition, it is the intensity and frequency of energy and effort that the employees spend at work (Rich et al., 2010).
[image: ]	Moreover, Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) is essential to arrive at the best fit model. The hypothesized model shows the following: the oval shapes represent the latent variables of the study, the rectangular figures connected from the oval are the measured variables of a latent construct, the single-headed arrow represents the direct relation from one variable to another, while the double-headed arrow signifies correlation.
	The Hypothesized Model 1 illustrated in Figure 1 reflects the three latent exogenous variables and their direct causal relation to the latent endogenous variable. The single-headed arrow pointing from the three-latent exogenous variables public service motivation, psychological capital, and job satisfaction relates directly to endogenous variable work engagement. This is illustrated through a single-headed indicator connected from the latent exogenous variables to the latent endogenous variable. Furthermore, the rectangular shapes represent the corresponding latent exogenous and endogenous variables' measured variables.

Figure 1. The study’s conceptual framework shows the direct relationship of the latent exogenous variables towards the latent endogenous variables.
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The study aimed to assess the level of public service motivation, psychological capital, job satisfaction, and work engagement of the employees in State Universities and Colleges in the CARAGA Region. Specifically, the study aimed to determine the significant relationship between public service motivation and work engagement, psychological capital and work engagement, and job satisfaction and work engagement of employees in SUC in the CARAGA Region. This research study also aimed to investigate if there are exogenous variables that significantly influence the work engagement of employees in SUCs in the CARAGA Region. Furthermore, the study determines which model best fits work engagement among employees in SUCs in the CARAGA Region.
This study is significant to educational institutions in various countries as it may serve as a foundation for the implementation and improvement of institutional systems and practices. It aims to foster a deeper understanding of the work engagement of non-teaching personnel by examining how environmental and internal personal factors influence their level of engagement in the workplace. Through this understanding, the study may provide insights that could help address the persistent issue of work disengagement, which may lead to decreased efficiency and productivity within the institution. Ultimately, the findings may contribute to a better understanding of the work dynamics of non-teaching personnel and support initiatives aimed at enhancing their performance and overall organizational effectiveness.
The findings of this study may serve as a significant baseline for employee’s development programs in the university and other educational institutions. It may also provide relevant information to educational leaders and administrators in planning programs and activities that could enhance the identified domains of public service motivation, psychological capital, and job satisfaction that may influence the work engagement of non-teaching personnel. Furthermore, the study may serve as a useful basis for policy development related to the recruitment and selection of non-teaching staff. The results may also assist school administrators in effectively directing, managing, and supporting the work engagement of non-teaching personnel, as well as in designing initiatives aimed at improving their public service motivation, psychological capital, job satisfaction, and work engagement.
The results of this study may serve as a reference for future researchers who wish to further examine the effectiveness of public service motivation, psychological capital, and job satisfaction as variables in predicting work engagement among non-teaching personnel. This study may also provide a useful basis, framework, or comparative reference for related research in similar contexts.
METHODOLOGY
Research Design
This study employed a quantitative, non-experimental correlational research design to examine the relationships among public service motivation, psychological capital, job satisfaction, and work engagement among personnel in State Universities and Colleges (SUCs). Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was further utilized to generate and evaluate a best-fit model for work engagement.
Participants and Sampling
The target population comprised the 493 non-teaching personnel across five SUCs in the Caraga Region: ASSCAT, CSU, NEMSU, PNU, and SNSU.A quota sampling technique was employed to establish a final sample size of 400 respondents (as recommended by the review panel) while adjusting for institutional population constraints: Total Population Enumeration: Due to a limited staff size, all 12 permanent non-teaching personnel at PNU were included. Equal Quota Allocation: The remaining 388 sample slots were divided equally (97 participants each) among the remaining four institutions (ASSCAT, CSU, NEMSU, and SNSU) to ensure balanced representation. Inclusion/Exclusion Criteria: Eligible participants were permanent employees with at least five months of tenure in their current roles. Short-term, temporary, or newly hired staff (< 5 months) were excluded. Participants maintained the right to unconditional withdrawal; incomplete or revoked surveys were excluded from the final analysis without penalty to the employees.
Materials and Research Instruments
Data were gathered using four adapted, contextualized instruments that underwent validity and reliability testing prior to administration: Public Service Motivation: Adapted from Perry’s (1996) Measuring Public Service Motivation scale, measuring six indicators (attraction to policy making, commitment to the public interest, social justice, civic duty, compassion, and self-sacrifice).Psychological Capital: Adapted from Sapyaprapa et al. (2013), evaluating four indicators (work self-efficacy, optimism, hope, and resilience).Job Satisfaction: Adapted from Al-Rubaish et al. (2011), assessing eight facet scales (authority, supervision, policies/facilities, work itself, interpersonal relationships, commitment, salary, and workload).Work Engagement: Adapted from Kuok and Taormina (2017), covering three indicators (cognitive, emotional, and physical engagement).
Procedure and Data Collection
Following institutional validation and approval by the Graduate School and Research Ethics Committee, endorsement letters were submitted to the respective SUC Presidents. Upon obtaining institutional clearance, the researcher personally administered the survey. The instrument opened with an electronic informed consent form; agreeing participants proceeded to demographic profiling followed by the core psychometric scales. Completed surveys were retrieved, compiled, and prepared for statistical analysis within one week.
Data Analysis
The data were processed using the following statistical tools: 
Mean: To determine the baseline levels of the main variables. 
Pearson r: To assess the linear correlations between the independent variables and work engagement.
Multiple Regression Analysis: To evaluate the collective influence of public service motivation, psychological capital, and job satisfaction on work engagement.
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM): Conducted via Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) to test the latent variables through factor analysis and identify the best-fit model, using a threshold of ≥ 0.95 for the goodness-of-fit indices.
Ethical Considerations
The study protocol was reviewed and formally approved by the University of Mindanao Ethics Review Committee (UMERC). The research adhered strictly to ethical standards, ensuring voluntary participation, informed consent, participant anonymity, and data confidentiality. The study presented minimal risk to participants. To safeguard academic integrity, the manuscript was screened for plagiarism using Turnitin and Grammarly, and the authors declare no fabrication, falsification, or conflicts of interest. Institutional permissions were obtained for all data collection sites, and authorship attributions comply with institutional policy.
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
[bookmark: _Hlk220039938]The level of Public Service Motivation among employees of the State Higher Education Institutions.
Shown in Table 1 is the Level of Public Service Motivation of Employees among the State Higher Education Institutions. The overall mean score on Public Service Motivation is 3.81, with a standard deviation of 0.48, indicating a high level. This means that the Public Service Motivation is always evident.  Specifically, the mean ratings of the indicators of Public Service Motivation are disclosed as follows: Attraction to Policy Making attained a mean rating of 3.60 or high; Commitment to the Public Interest obtained a mean rating of 3.96 or high; Social Justice has a mean rating of 3.87 or high; Civic Duty garnered a mean rating of 3.91 or high; Compassion attained a mean rating of 3.79 or high; Self Sacrifice obtained a mean rating of 3.73 or high.

Table 1
 Level of Public Service Motivation of Employees 
	Indicators
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	Attraction to Policy Making
	0.68
	3.60
	High

	[bookmark: _Hlk220041007]Commitment to the Public Interest
	0.56
	3.96
	High

	Social Justice
	0.56
	3.87
	High

	[bookmark: _Hlk220041091]Civic Duty
	0.61
	3.91
	High

	Compassion
	0.61
	3.79
	High

	Self-Sacrifice
	0.66
	3.73
	High

	Overall
	0.48
	3.81
	High



The overall very high response of State Higher Education Institutions employees displayed that all domains of public service motivation were rated high also. This indicates that employees exhibit a high level of public service motivation. They were optimistic about their future work while setting goals and making plans, and they managed difficulties at work in one way or another.
This finding suggests that employees are strongly driven by values associated with public service, including commitment to the public interest, civic duty, social justice, compassion, and self-sacrifice. The result is consistent with the theory of Public Service Motivation, which posits that individuals in public organizations are motivated by altruistic and prosocial values rather than solely by extrinsic rewards (Perry & Wise, 1990; Perry, 1996). Similar studies have also reported high levels of public service motivation among public-sector employees, emphasizing their strong orientation toward serving society and contributing to the common good (Vandenabeele, 2007; Ritz, 2011).
As shown in Table 1.1, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Public Service Motivation of Employees in terms of Attraction to Policy Making with a grand mean of M= 3.60 with a standard deviation of 0.68, which means that, on average, the respondents answered High on all the indicators.
[bookmark: _Hlk220386177]Table 1.1
 Level of Public Service Motivation of Employees in terms of Attraction to Policy Making
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	Politics is a clean word for me.
	1.22
	2.85
	Moderate

	I respect public officials who can turn a good idea into low.
	1.15
	3.30
	Moderate

	Ethical behavior of public official is as important as competence
	0.83
	4.38
	Very High

	The give and take of public policy making sounds appealing to me.
	0.86
	3.85
	High

	Overall
	0.68
	3.60
	High


As shown in Table 1.2, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Public Service Motivation of Employees in terms of Commitment to the Public Interest with a grand mean of M= 3.96 with a standard deviation of 0.56, which means that, on average, the respondents answered High on all the indicators.
Table 1.2
Level of Public Service Motivation of Employees in terms of Commitment to the Public Interest
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	People, may talk about the public interest and they are really concerned about it.
	0.78
	3.71
	High

	It is easy for me to get intensely interested in what is going on in my community.
	0.78
	3.78
	High

	I unselfishly contribute to my community.
	0.92
	3.59
	High

	Meaningful public service is very important to me.
	0.76
	4.38
	Very High

	I would prefer seeing public officials do what is best for the whole community, even if it harmed my interests.
	0.89
	3.98
	High

	An official's obligation to the public should always come before loyalty to superiors.
	0.82
	4.17
	High

	I consider public service my civic duty.
	0.83
	4.13
	High

	Overall
	0.56
	3.96
	High


As shown in Table 1.3, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Public Service Motivation of Employees in terms of Social Justice with a grand mean of M= 3.87 with a standard deviation of 0.56, which means that, on average, the respondents answered High on all the indicators.

Table 1.3
 Level of Public Service Motivation of Employees in terms of Social Justice
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	I believe that there are many public causes worth championing.
	0.76
	4.00
	High

	I do believe that government can do much to make society fairer.
	0.78
	4.27
	Very High

	If any group does not share in the prosperity of our society, then we are all worse off.
	0.81
	3.78
	High

	I am willing to use every ounce of my energy to make the world amore just place.
	0.80
	3.80
	High

	I am not afraid to go to battle for the rights of others even if it means I will be ridiculed.
	0.89
	3.52
	High

	Overall
	0.56
	3.87
	High


As shown in Table 1.4, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Public Service Motivation of Employees in terms of Civic Duty with a grand mean of M= 3.91 with a standard deviation of 0.61, which means that, on average, the respondents answered High on all the indicators.
Table 1.4
[bookmark: _Hlk220386472] Level of Public Service Motivation of Employees in terms of Civic Duty
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	When public officials take an oath of office, I believe they accept obligations not expected of other citizens.
	0.89
	3.95
	High

	I am willing to go great lengths to fulfil my obligations to my country.
	0.79
	3.92
	High

	Public service is one of the highest forms of citizenship.
	0.85
	4.14
	High

	I believe everyone has a moral commitment to civic affairs on matter how busy they are.
	0.77
	4.09
	High

	I have an obligation to look after those less well off.
	0.84
	3.67
	High

	To me, the phrase "duty, honor, and country" stirs deeply felt emotions.
	0.82
	3.99
	High

	It is my responsibility to help solve problems arising from interdependencies among people.
	0.84
	3.59
	High

	Overall
	0.61
	3.91
	High


As shown in Table 1.5, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Public Service Motivation of Employees in terms of Compassion with a grand mean of M= 3.79 with a standard deviation of 0.61, which means that, on average, the respondents answered High on all the indicators.
Table 1.5
[bookmark: _Hlk220386538] Level of Public Service Motivation of Employees in terms of Compassion
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	I am moved by the plight of the underprivileged.
	0.78
	3.80
	High

	It is difficult for me to contain my feelings when I see people in distress.
	0.86
	3.75
	High

	To me, patriotism includes seeing the welfare of others.
	0.83
	4.09
	High

	I think about the welfare of people whom I don't know personally.
	0.80
	3.78
	High

	I am often reminded by daily events about how dependent we are on one another.
	0.80
	3.76
	High

	I have compassion for people in need who are unwilling to take the first step to help themselves.
	0.97
	3.56
	High

	There are more public programs that I wholeheartedly support.
	0.88
	3.79
	High

	Overall
	0.61
	3.79
	High


As shown in Table 1.6, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Public Service Motivation of Employees in terms of Self-Sacrifice with a grand mean of M= 3.73 with a standard deviation of 0.66, which means that, on average, the respondents answered High on all the indicators.
Table 1.6
Level of Public Service Motivation of Employees in terms of Self-Sacrifice
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	Making a difference in society means more to me than personal achievements.
	0.86
	3.82
	High

	I believe in putting duty before self.
	0.88
	3.64
	High

	Doing well financially is less important to me than doing good deeds.
	0.93
	3.61
	High

	Much of what I do is for a cause bigger than myself.
	0.83
	3.76
	High

	Serving citizens would give me a god feeling even if no one paid me for it.
	0.89
	3.95
	High

	I feel people should give back to society more than they get from it.
	0.84
	3.89
	High

	I am one of those rare people who would risk personal loss to help someone else.
	0.87
	3.56
	High

	I am prepared to make enormous sacrifices for the good of society.
	0.95
	3.60
	High

	Overall
	0.66
	3.73
	High



[bookmark: _Hlk220347981][bookmark: _Hlk220384314]The Level of Psychological Capital among the State Higher Education Institutions' Employees.
Shown in Table 2 is Level of Psychological Capital of Employees among the State Higher Education Institutions. The overall mean score obtained on the Psychological Capital is 4.15 with a standard deviation of 0.53, described as high. This means that the Psychological Capital is always evident.  Specifically, the mean ratings of the indicators of Psychological Capital are disclosed as follows: Work Self Efficacy attained a mean rating of 4.02 or high; Optimism obtained a mean rating of 4.22 or very high; Hope has a mean rating of 4.25 or very high; Resilience garnered a mean rating of 4.12 or high.
Table 2
 Level of Psychological Capital of Employees
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	Work Self Efficacy
	0.61
	4.02
	High

	[bookmark: _Hlk220348107]Optimism
	0.62
	4.22
	Very High

	Hope
	0.56
	4.25
	Very High

	Resilience
	0.61
	4.12
	High

	Overall
	0.53
	4.15
	High


The overall very high response of State Higher Education Institutions employees displayed that all domains of Psychological Capital were rated high also. This indicates that employees exhibit a high level of Psychological Capital. The consistently high ratings across all Psychological Capital domains suggest that State Higher Education Institutions employees demonstrate strong psychological strengths that support productivity, engagement, and well-being. This aligns with the positive organizational behavior framework, which emphasizes the importance of developing employees’ psychological resources to enhance performance and job satisfaction (Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007).
This finding indicates that employees in State Higher Education Institutions exhibit a high level of Psychological Capital, characterized by confidence in their abilities, positive outlook toward the future, strong goal-directed motivation, and effective coping with work-related challenges. These attributes are likely to contribute to improved work performance, organizational commitment, and adaptability within the academic environment (Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007; Bandura, 1997; Snyder et al., 2002). Furthermore, previous studies have shown that high Psychological Capital is positively associated with employee engagement, job satisfaction, and resilience in academic and organizational settings (Avey et al., 2011)
As shown in Table 2.1, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Psychological Capital of Employees in terms of Work Self Efficacy with a grand mean of M= 4.02 with a standard deviation of 0.61, which means that, on average, the respondents answered High on all the indicators.
Table 2.1
[bookmark: _Hlk220386708] Level of Psychological Capital of Employees in terms of Work Self Efficacy
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	I feel confident in analyzing a long-term problem to find a solution.
	0.83
	3.82
	High

	I feel confident contacting people outside the company (e.g., suppliers, customers) to discuss problems.
	0.90
	3.66
	High

	Although supervisor assigns me an extra job which I
Never had done it, I still believe in my ability that I can do it.
	0.74
	4.08
	High

	I am confident in my performance that I can work under pressure and challenging circumstances.
	0.75
	4.12
	High

	I feel confident that I can accomplish my work goals.
	0.71
	4.22
	Very High

	If organizations transform new working system which is difficult to understand, I am still confident that I can learn new things from this system.
	0.69
	4.18
	High

	Overall
	0.61
	4.02
	High



As shown in Table 2.2, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Psychological Capital of Employees in terms of Optimism with a grand mean of M= 4.22 with a standard deviation of 0.62, which means that, on average, the respondents answered Very High on all the indicators.
Table 2.2
[bookmark: _Hlk220387487] Level of Psychological Capital of Employees in terms of Optimism
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	I'm optimistic about what will happen to me in the future as it pertains to work.
	0.77
	4.10
	High

	At work, I always find that every problem has a
Solution.
	0.72
	4.31
	Very High

	I believe that all the problems occurring at work always have a bright side.
	0.78
	4.21
	Very High

	If I have to face with bad situation, I believe that everything will change to be better.
	0.76
	4.18
	High

	I believe that success in the current work will occur in the future.
	0.75
	4.26
	Very High

	When I am stuck with a problem I always find a solution.
	0.70
	4.24
	Very High

	Overall
	0.62
	4.22
	Very High


As shown in Table 2.3, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Psychological Capital of Employees in terms of Hope with a grand mean of M= 4.25 with a standard deviation of 0.56, which means that, on average, the respondents answered Very High on all the indicators.
Table 2.3
 Level of Psychological Capital of Employees in terms of Hope
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	At the present time, I am energetically pursuing my work goals.
	0.75
	4.24
	Very High

	I have several ways to accomplish my work goal.
	0.62
	4.30
	Very High

	Now, I feel that I am energetic to accomplish my work goal.
	0.73
	4.19
	High

	When I found that my performance appraisal was less than the expected goal, I am trying to find ways to improve, and then start to do better.
	0.68
	4.22
	Very High

	When I set goals and plan to work, I will be concentrated to achieve the goal.
	0.70
	4.24
	Very High

	I work as the goals set by the belief that “Where there is a will, there is a way”.
	0.67
	4.32
	Very High

	Overall
	0.56
	4.25
	Very High


As shown in Table 2.4, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Psychological Capital of Employees in terms of Resilience with a grand mean of M= 4.12 with a standard deviation of 0.61, which means that, on average, the respondents answered Very High on all the indicators.



Table 2.4
 Level of Psychological Capital of Employees in terms of Resilience
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	I usually manage difficulties one way or another at work.
	0.72
	4.10
	High

	Although my work is failed, I will try to make it a success again.
	0.70
	4.18
	High

	Although too much responsibility at work makes me feel awkward, I can go through to work successfully.
	0.70
	4.13
	High

	I am undiscouraged and ready to face with difficulties at work.
	0.74
	4.11
	High

	When I faced with disappointment at work, “I fell but I could quickly get through”.
	0.77
	4.08
	High

	Overall
	0.61
	4.12
	High


[bookmark: _Hlk220349912]The level of Job Satisfaction among the State Higher Education Institutions.
Shown in Table 3 is Level of Job Satisfaction of Employees among the State Higher Education Institutions. The overall mean score obtained on the Job Satisfaction is 4.15 with a standard deviation of 0.53, described as high. This means that the Job Satisfaction is always evident.  Specifically, the mean ratings of the indicators of Job Satisfaction are disclosed as follows: Authority attained a mean rating of 3.83 or high; Supervision obtained a mean rating of 4.29 or very high;  Policies And Facilities has a mean rating of 3.93 or high; My Work Itself garnered a mean rating of 4.08 or high; Interpersonal Relationship attained a mean rating of 4.21 or very high; Commitment obtained a mean rating of 4.29 or very high;  Salary has a mean rating of 3.92 or high; Workload garnered a mean rating of 3.93 or high;
Table 3
 Level of Job Satisfaction of Employees 
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	Authority
	0.64
	3.83
	High

	Supervision
	0.73
	4.29
	Very High

	Policies And Facilities
	0.62
	3.93
	High

	My Work Itself
	0.63
	4.08
	High

	[bookmark: _Hlk220350404]Interpersonal Relationship
	0.66
	4.21
	Very High

	Commitment
	0.61
	4.29
	Very High

	Salary
	0.70
	3.92
	High

	Workload
	0.61
	3.93
	High

	Overall
	0.50
	4.06
	High


Overall, the findings demonstrate that employees in State Higher Education Institutions are highly satisfied with various aspects of their work environment, particularly in terms of supervision, interpersonal relationships, and organizational commitment. Such high levels of job satisfaction are likely to result in enhanced productivity, reduced turnover intentions, and improved institutional effectiveness within the academic sector (Spector, 1997).
As shown in Table 3.1, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Job Satisfaction of Employees in terms of Authority with a grand mean of M= 3.83 with a standard deviation of 0.64, which means that, on average, the respondents answered High on all the indicators.

Table 3.1
 Level of Job Satisfaction of Employees in terms of Authority
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	My present job provides good opportunities for promotion
	0.92
	3.89
	High

	I have been rewarded for my good performance
	0.94
	3.70
	High

	My opportunity for promotion is unlimited
	0.97
	3.42
	High

	Pursuing my professional growth is afforded.
	0.83
	3.77
	High

	Job promotion is based on job performance and achievement
	0.89
	3.95
	High

	I have been recognized for my accomplishments
	0.94
	3.72
	High

	Competitive spirit is encouraged.
	0.83
	3.92
	High

	My job is compatible with my experience
	0.76
	4.07
	High

	I feel a high degree of loyalty.
	0.77
	4.04
	High

	Overall
	0.64
	3.83
	High


As shown in Table 3.2, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Job Satisfaction of Employees in terms of Supervision with a grand mean of M= 4.29 with a standard deviation of 0.73, which means that, on average, the respondents answered Very High on all the indicators.
Table 3.2
 Level of Job Satisfaction of Employees in terms of Supervision
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	My immediate supervisor treats staff fairly
	0.85
	4.27
	Very High

	I can trust my immediate supervisor
	0.83
	4.30
	Very High

	My immediate supervisor does a good and efficient job.
	0.78
	4.31
	Very High

	My immediate supervisor uses positive feedback with staff
	0.82
	4.27
	Very High

	I have no administrative tension with my immediate supervisor
	0.78
	4.31
	Very High

	Overall
	0.73
	4.29
	Very High


As shown in Table 3.3, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Job Satisfaction of Employees in terms of Policies and Facilities with a grand mean of M= 3.93 with a standard deviation of 0.62, which means that, on average, the respondents answered High on all the indicators.
Table 3.3
 Level of Job Satisfaction of Employees in terms of Policies and Facilities
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	My office/area of work is comfortable and safe
	0.77
	4.25
	Very High

	The Amenities (closets, etc) are clean
	0.78
	4.03
	High

	There is NO shortness in financial resources
	0.94
	3.59
	High

	The available equipment works properly
	0.80
	3.80
	High

	Number of personnel is sufficient to run the work
	0.92
	3.73
	High

	Fair policies are established
	0.85
	3.98
	High

	My department has a policy manual
	0.82
	4.12
	High

	The administration is capable.
	0.83
	4.07
	High

	I receive regular and timely feedback on my performance
	0.84
	3.81
	High

	Overall
	0.62
	3.93
	High


As shown in Table 3.4, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Job Satisfaction of Employees in terms of My Work Itself with a grand mean of M= 4.08 with a standard deviation of 0.63, which means that, on average, the respondents answered High on all the indicators.
Table 3.4
 Level of Job Satisfaction of Employees in terms of My Work Itself 
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	I have freedom of decision on how to accomplish my assigned task
	0.74
	4.19
	High

	I have freedom of choice when performing my duties
	0.77
	4.13
	High

	Flexible work procedures
	0.80
	4.00
	High

	Clear job position, scope and responsibilities are in- placed
	0.84
	4.06
	High

	I have sufficient professional authority and autonomy at work
	0.73
	4.04
	High

	Overall
	0.63
	4.08
	High


As shown in Table 3.5, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Job Satisfaction of Employees in terms of Interpersonal Relationship with a grand mean of M= 4.21 with a standard deviation of 0.66, which means that, on average, the respondents answered Very High on all the indicators.
Table 3.5
 Level of Job Satisfaction of Employees in terms of Interpersonal Relationship
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	There is sense of friendship and team spirit with colleagues
	0.77
	4.29
	Very High

	Work relations are satisfactory
	0.72
	4.28
	Very High

	There is good interpersonal communication and cooperation among personnel
	0.73
	4.23
	Very High

	There is coordinated and integrated activities for all units
	0.78
	4.10
	High

	There is chance for socialization with colleagues during work.
	0.79
	4.17
	High

	Overall
	0.66
	4.21
	Very High


As shown in Table 3.6, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Job Satisfaction of Employees in terms of Commitment with a grand mean of M= 4.29 with a standard deviation of 0.61, which means that, on average, the respondents answered Very High on all the indicators.

Table 3.6
 Level of Job Satisfaction of Employees in terms of Commitment
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	I am ready to put extra efforts to accomplish my work
	0.65
	4.35
	Very High

	I am aware of quality concepts while performing my duties
	0.66
	4.31
	Very High

	I have a high degree of loyalty
	0.70
	4.23
	Very High

	I have clear achievable goals and standards for my position
	0.70
	4.26
	Very High

	Overall
	0.61
	4.29
	Very High



As shown in Table 3.7, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Job Satisfaction of Employees in terms of Salary with a grand mean of M= 3.92 with a standard deviation of 0.70, which means that, on average, the respondents answered High on all the indicators.
Table 3.7
 Level of Job Satisfaction of Employees in terms of Salary
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	My salary is fair and sufficient
	0.86
	3.94
	High

	I am satisfied with my job
	0.85
	4.03
	High

	There is clear policies regarding salaries and allowances
	0.79
	4.07
	High

	My salary is higher than in other similar organizations.
	0.95
	3.64
	High

	Overall
	0.70
	3.92
	High



As shown in Table 3.8, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Job Satisfaction of Employees in terms of Workload with a grand mean of M= 3.93 with a standard deviation of 0.61, which means that, on average, the respondents answered High on all the indicators
Table 3.8
 Level of Job Satisfaction of Employees in terms of Workload
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	My required workload does not reduces the quality of my performance
	0.73
	3.94
	High

	My work does not make me stressed
	0.92
	3.61
	High

	I can accomplish my assigned workload
	0.69
	4.12
	High

	I get the necessary information to accomplish my work
	0.74
	4.05
	High

	Overall
	0.61
	3.93
	High


The level of Work Engagement among the State Higher Education Institutions.
Shown in Table 4 is Level of Work Engagement of Employees among the State Higher Education Institutions. The overall mean score obtained on the Work Engagement is 3.99 with a standard deviation of 0.55, described as high. This means that the Work Engagement is always evident.  Specifically, the mean ratings of the indicators of Work Engagement are disclosed as follows: Cognitive Work Engagement attained a mean rating of 4.01 or high; Emotional Work Engagement obtained a mean rating of 4.09 or high; Physical Work Engagement has a mean rating of 3.86 or high.

Table 4
[bookmark: _Hlk220383704] Level of Work Engagement of Employees 
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	[bookmark: _Hlk220383820]Cognitive Work Engagement
	0.60
	4.01
	High

	[bookmark: _Hlk220383845]Emotional Work Engagement
	0.63
	4.09
	High

	[bookmark: _Hlk220383867]Physical Work Engagement
	0.63
	3.86
	High

	Overall
	0.55
	3.99
	High


The results revealed that employees in State Higher Education Institutions demonstrated a high level of work engagement, with an overall mean score of 3.99. All three dimensions of engagement—cognitive, emotional, and physical—were rated high, indicating that employees are mentally focused on their tasks, emotionally connected to their work, and physically committed to performing their responsibilities. This finding supports the view of Kahn (1990), who emphasized that engaged employees invest cognitive, emotional, and physical energy into their work roles.
Emotional work engagement recorded the highest mean score (M = 4.09), suggesting that employees experience enthusiasm and dedication toward their work. This aligns with the work of Schaufeli et al. (2002), who described work engagement as a positive, fulfilling work-related state characterized by dedication and absorption. Cognitive work engagement followed closely (M = 4.01), reflecting strong concentration and involvement in work activities, while physical work engagement (M = 3.86) remained high, indicating sustained effort in job performance. According to Rich, Lepine, and Crawford (2010), high engagement across these dimensions contributes significantly to improved work performance and organizational effectiveness.
Overall, the findings indicate that employees in State Higher Education Institutions maintain a high level of engagement in their work, which is likely to enhance productivity, job satisfaction, and institutional success (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008).
As shown in Table 4.1, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Work Engagement of Employees in terms of Cognitive Work Engagement with a grand mean of M= 4.01 with a standard deviation of 0.60, which means that, on average, the respondents answered High on all the indicators.
Table 4.1
 Level of Work Engagement of Employees in terms of Cognitive Work Engagement
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	My mind is often full of ideas about my work
	0.70
	3.98
	High

	I am often reminded of my work
	0.71
	4.02
	High

	My mind is fully engaged with my work
	0.74
	4.03
	High

	I rarely think about time when I am working
	0.78
	3.91
	High

	My thoughts are fully focused when thinking about my work
	0.71
	4.02
	High

	I give a lot of mental attention to my work
	0.73
	4.06
	High

	Overall
	0.60
	4.01
	High


As shown in Table 4.2, the total average mean for the result of the Level of Work Engagement of Employees in terms of Emotional Work Engagement with a grand mean of M= 4.09 with a standard deviation of 0.63, which means that, on average, the respondents answered High on all the indicators.
Table 4.2
 Level of Work Engagement of Employees in terms of Emotional Work Engagement
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	I feel very delighted about what I am doing whenever I am working
	0.68
	4.07
	High

	I am very eager to do my work
	0.74
	4.12
	High

	I feel very happy when I am carrying out my responsibilities at work
	0.74
	4.11
	High

	I feel very good about the work that I do
	0.71
	4.11
	High

	I feel strong enthusiasm for my work
	0.72
	4.05
	High

	I feel a sense of gratification with my work performance
	0.73
	4.11
	High

	Overall
	0.63
	4.09
	High


As shown in Table 4.3, the total average mean for the result of the  Level of Work Engagement of Employees in terms of Physical Work Engagement with a grand mean of M= 3.86 with a standard deviation of 0.63, which means that, on average, the respondents answered High on all the indicators.
Table 4.3
[bookmark: _Hlk220387583] Level of Work Engagement of Employees in terms of Physical Work Engagement
	Items
	SD
	Mean
	Descriptive Level

	No matter how much I work, I have a high level of energy
	0.78
	3.82
	High

	I have a great deal of stamina for my work
	0.69
	3.90
	High

	I always have a lot of energy for my work
	0.73
	3.88
	High

	I am often physically driven by my work
	0.74
	3.88
	High

	I am frequently energized by my work
	0.73
	3.86
	High

	I find my work to be physically invigorating
	0.79
	3.80
	High

	Overall
	0.63
	3.86
	High


Correlation between Public Service Motivation and Work Engagement.
Table 5 displays the data on the results of correlations between Public Service Motivation and Work Engagement. The overall r-value attained by the aforesaid measures is 0.614 with a p-value less than 0.00. Hence, significant thereby rejecting the null hypothesis of no significant relationship. Moreover, it was observed that Attraction to Policy Making, Commitment to the Public Interest, Social Justice, Civic Duty, Compassion, Compassion, and Self Sacrifice as indicators of Public Service Motivation when correlated to work engagement, Attraction to Policy Making shown an overall r-value is 0.408 with p< 0.05 hence, significant. When indicator Commitment to the Public Interest is correlated to work engagement, the overall r-value is 0.462 with p< 0.05 hence, significant. Also, after domain Social Justice is correlated to work engagement, overall r-value of 0.474 with p<0.05 hence, it is also significant. Civic Duty is correlated to work engagement, overall r-value of 0.523 with p<0.05 hence, it is also significant. Compassion is correlated to work engagement, overall r-value of 0.439 with p<0.05 hence, it is also significant. Lastly, Lastly, as the indicators of Public Service Motivation Self Sacrifice is correlated to work engagement, it obtained an overall r-value of 0.578 with p<0.05 hence, it is also significant.
Table 5
[bookmark: _Hlk220473724]Significance of the Relationship between Public Service Motivation and Work Engagement of Employees 
	[bookmark: _Hlk220474152]Public Service Motivation 
	Work Engagement 

	
	Cognitive Work Engagement
	Emotional Work Engagement
	Physical Work Engagement
	Overall

	Attraction to Policy Making
	.379**
.000
	.352**
.000
	.354**
.000
	.408**
.000

	Commitment to the Public Interest
	.489**
.000
	.397**
.000
	.346**
.000
	.462**
.000

	Social Justice
	.434**
.000
	.465**
.000
	.364**
.000
	.474**
.000

	Civic Duty
	.526**
.000
	.490**
.000
	.378**
.000
	.523**
.000

	Compassion
	.438**
.000
	.387**
.000
	.345**
.000
	.439**
.000

	Self-Sacrifice
	.500**
.000
	.503**
.000
	.535**
.000
	.578**
.000

	Overall
	.587**
.000
	.551**
.000
	.497**
.000
	.614**
.000



Finally, the analysis reveals a strong and statistically significant relationship between overall public service motivation and overall work engagement (r = .614, p < .001). This result confirms that public service motivation is a critical factor in enhancing employee engagement across cognitive, emotional, and physical domains. Consistent with the Public Service Motivation theory proposed by Perry and Wise (1990), employees who are intrinsically motivated to serve the public good tend to demonstrate higher levels of dedication, vigor, and absorption in their work. The findings further underscore the importance of fostering public service values within organizations as a strategic approach to improving employee engagement and effectiveness, as supported by previous empirical studies (Kim, 2012; Vandenabeele, 2007).
Overall, the results support existing theories of public service motivation, which posit that intrinsic and altruistic motives play a vital role in shaping employee attitudes and behaviors. Prior research has established that employees with high public service motivation exhibit stronger work-related attitudes, including engagement and commitment (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Schaufeli et al., 2002). By strengthening public service motivation, public sector organizations may enhance work engagement, leading to improved employee performance, organizational commitment, and quality of service delivery (Kim & Vandenabeele, 2010).
Correlation between Psychological Capital and Work Engagement.
[bookmark: _Hlk220476249]Table 6 displays the data on the results of correlations between Psychological Capital and Work Engagement. The overall r-value attained by the aforesaid measures is 0.614 with a p-value less than 0.05. Hence, significant thereby rejecting the null hypothesis of no significant relationship. Moreover, it was observed that Work Self Efficacy, Optimism, Hope, and Resilience as indicators of Psychological Capital when correlated to work engagement, Work Self Efficacy shown an overall r-value is 0.625 with p< 0.05 hence, significant. When indicator Optimism is correlated to work engagement, the overall r-value is 0.522 with p< 0.05 hence, significant. Also, after domain Hope is correlated to work engagement, overall r-value of 0.676 with p<0.05 hence, it is also significant. Lastly, Lastly, as the indicators of Public Service Motivation Resilience is correlated to work engagement, it obtained an overall r-value of 0.637 with p<0.05 hence, it is also significant.
Table 6
Significance of the Relationship between Psychological Capital and Work Engagement of Employees 
	Psychological Capital 
	Work Engagement 

	
	Cognitive Work Engagement
	Emotional Work Engagement
	Physical Work Engagement
	Overall

	Work Self Efficacy
	.615**
.000
	.607**
.000
	.445**
.000
	.625**
.000

	[bookmark: _Hlk220476335]Optimism
	.522**
.000
	.536**
.000
	.334**
.000
	.522**
.000

	Hope
	.650**
.000
	.664**
.000
	.488**
.000
	.676**
.000

	[bookmark: _Hlk220476375]Resilience
	.650**
.000
	.624**
.000
	.427**
.000
	.637**
.000

	Overall
	.682**
.000
	.680**
.000
	.473**
.000
	.688**
.000


Finally, the analysis reveals a strong and statistically significant relationship between overall psychological capital and overall work engagement (r = .688, p < .001). Psychological capital is also strongly correlated with cognitive (r = .682, p < .001), emotional (r = .680, p < .001), and physical work engagement (r = .473, p < .001). These results confirm that psychological capital functions as a critical personal resource that enhances employee engagement across multiple dimensions, consistent with earlier empirical findings (Luthans, Avolio, Avey, & Norman, 2007; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009).
Overall, the findings support positive organizational behavior theory, which posits that employees’ psychological resources play a vital role in shaping work-related attitudes and behaviors (Luthans, 2002). By developing employees’ psychological capital—particularly self-efficacy, hope, optimism, and resilience—organizations may effectively enhance work engagement, leading to improved performance, persistence, and overall organizational effectiveness (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Luthans, Youssef, & Avolio, 2007).
Correlation between Job Satisfaction and Work Engagement.
[bookmark: _Hlk220482830]Table 7 presents the results of correlations between Job Satisfaction and Work Engagement. The overall r-value attained by the aforesaid measures is 0.751 with a p-value less than 0.05. Hence, significant thereby rejecting the null hypothesis of no significant relationship. Moreover, it was observed that Authority, Supervision, Policies and Facilities, My Work Itself, Interpersonal Relationship, Commitment, Salary, and Workloads are indicators of Job Satisfaction when correlated to work engagement, Authority shown an overall r-value is 0.556 with p< 0.05 hence, significant. When indicator Supervision is correlated to work engagement, the overall r-value is 0.437 with p< 0.05 hence, significant. Also, after domain Policies and Facilities is correlated to work engagement, the overall r-value of 0.565 with p<0.05 hence, it is also significant. When the indicator My Work Itself is correlated to work engagement, the overall r-value is 0.669 with p< 0.05 hence, significant. When the indicator Interpersonal Relationship is correlated to work engagement, the overall r-value is 0.523 with p< 0.05 hence, significant. When the indicator Commitment is correlated to work engagement, the overall r-value is 0.694 with p< 0.05 hence, significant. When the indicator Salary is correlated to work engagement, the overall r-value is 0.543 with p< 0.05 hence, significant. Lastly, Lastly, as the indicators of Public Service Motivation Workloads is correlated to work engagement, it obtained an overall r-value of 0.675 with p<0.05 hence, it is also significant.
Table 7
Significance of the Relationship between Job Satisfaction and Work Engagement of Employees 
	Job Satisfaction 
	Work Engagement 

	
	Cognitive Work Engagement
	Emotional Work Engagement
	Physical Work Engagement
	Overall

	Authority
	.485**
.000
	.534**
.000
	.460**
.000
	.556**
.000

	Supervision
	.423**
.000
	.416**
.000
	.326**
.000
	.437**
.000

	Policies And Facilities
	.493**
.000
	.547**
.000
	.464**
.000
	.565**
.000

	My Work Itself
	.603**
.000
	.648**
.000
	.530**
.000
	.669**
.000

	Interpersonal Relationship
	.481**
.000
	.493**
.000
	.418**
.000
	.523**
.000

	Commitment
	.682**
.000
	.645**
.000
	.523**
.000
	.694**
.000

	Salary
	.412**
.000
	.519**
.000
	.512**
.000
	.543**
.000

	Workload
	.574**
.000
	.630**
.000
	.592**
.000
	.675**
.000

	Overall
	.669**
.000
	.714**
.000
	.617**
.000
	.751**
.000


Finally, the analysis reveals a very strong and statistically significant relationship between overall job satisfaction and overall work engagement (r = .751, p < .001). Job satisfaction is also strongly correlated with cognitive (r = .669, p < .001), emotional (r = .714, p < .001), and physical work engagement (r = .617, p < .001). These results confirm that job satisfaction is a crucial determinant of employee engagement across all dimensions, consistent with previous research indicating that positive job attitudes significantly influence employees’ willingness to invest energy and effort in their work (Saks, 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).
Overall, the findings support both theoretical and empirical literature suggesting that satisfied employees are more engaged, more productive, and more committed to their organizations. Prior studies have shown that factors such as supportive leadership, fair compensation, meaningful work, and a positive work environment contribute significantly to job satisfaction and, in turn, enhance work engagement and performance (Herzberg, Mausner, & Snyderman, 1959; Bakker & Demerouti, 2008). Enhancing job satisfaction may therefore serve as an effective organizational strategy for improving employee engagement and overall organizational effectiveness.
Table 8 presents the results of multiple regression analysis examining the influence of Public Service Motivation (PSM), Psychological Capital, and Job Satisfaction on Work Engagement. The overall regression model is statistically significant (F = 230.232, p < .001), indicating that the independent variables jointly predict employees’ work engagement. The correlation coefficient (R = .802) suggests a strong relationship between the predictors and work engagement. The coefficient of determination (R² = .644) indicates that 64.4% of the variance in work engagement is explained by public service motivation, psychological capital, and job satisfaction. Individually, Public Service Motivation has a positive and significant effect on work engagement (B = .139, β = .121, t = 2.717, p = .007), suggesting that employees with stronger motivation to serve the public tend to exhibit higher engagement at work. Psychological Capital also shows a significant positive influence on work engagement (B = .292, β = .283, t = 6.025, p < .001). This indicates that employees with higher levels of optimism, resilience, hope, and self-efficacy are more engaged in their work. Among the three predictors, Job Satisfaction emerges as the strongest determinant of work engagement (B = .549, β = .499, t = 12.153, p < .001), highlighting its dominant role in enhancing employees’ involvement, enthusiasm, and dedication to their jobs.
Table 8
Significance of the Influence of Public Service Motivation, Psychological Capital, and Job Satisfaction on Work Engagement of Employees 
 
	Work Engagement 

	(Variables) 
	B
	Β
	T
	Sig.

	Constant
	
	.017
	
	.112
	.910

	Public Service Motivation
	
	.139
	.121
	2.717
	.007

	Psychological Capital
	
	.292
	.283
	6.025
	.000

	Job Satisfaction 
	
	.549
	.499
	12.153
	.000

	
	
	
	
	
	

	R
	.802
	
	
	
	

	R2
	.644
	
	
	
	

	∆R
	.641
	
	
	
	

	F
	230.232
	
	
	
	

	Ρ
	.000
	
	
	
	



Presented in Table 8 the influence of public service motivation, psychological capital and job satisfaction on work engagement of employees. Further as indicated by the F-value of 230.232 with a corresponding p-value of 0.000 the regression model is therefore significant. 
In addition, the R2 of .644 signifies that 64.4 percent of the variation of work engagement of employees is explained by the predictor variables, public service motivation, psychological capital and job satisfaction. This means that 54.4 percent of the variation could be attributed to other factors aside from these three variables.
The presentation revealed that the standard coefficient of job satisfaction has the highest beta of .499. It indicates that job satisfaction has the greatest influence on the work engagement of employees compared to psychological capital with .283, and public service motivation with .121 respectively.
The findings demonstrate that public service motivation, psychological capital, and job satisfaction significantly contribute to employees’ work engagement, both collectively and individually. The strong explanatory power of the model underscores the importance of psychological and attitudinal factors in fostering engagement within the workplace, which is consistent with prior studies emphasizing the role of personal and motivational resources in driving employee engagement (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; Saks, 2006).
The significant effect of Public Service Motivation supports the view that employees who perceive their work as meaningful and aligned with societal values are more likely to be engaged. This finding aligns with public service motivation theory, which suggests that intrinsic, altruistic, and value-driven motives enhance positive work behaviors and commitment (Perry & Wise, 1990; Perry et al., 2010). Employees who are motivated by service to the public tend to exhibit higher levels of dedication and absorption in their work roles.
The positive influence of Psychological Capital confirms that employees’ psychological resources play a crucial role in sustaining work engagement. Individuals who are confident, hopeful, resilient, and optimistic are better equipped to manage job demands and remain committed to their work, even under challenging conditions. This result supports previous research demonstrating that psychological capital is positively associated with engagement, performance, and job-related well-being (Luthans et al., 2007; Avey et al., 2011).
Notably, Job Satisfaction shows the strongest impact on work engagement, indicating that favorable work conditions, recognition, and fulfillment significantly enhance employees’ willingness to invest effort and enthusiasm in their roles. This finding reinforces earlier research identifying job satisfaction as a key antecedent of employee engagement and discretionary effort (Spector, 1997; Hakanen et al., 2006; Bakker et al., 2008).
Overall, the results suggest that organizations—particularly in the public sector—should focus on improving job satisfaction, strengthening psychological capital, and nurturing public service motivation to enhance employee work engagement and, ultimately, organizational performance. This conclusion is consistent with engagement models that emphasize the integration of motivational, psychological, and workplace factors in promoting sustainable employee engagement (Schaufeli et al., 2002; Bakker et al., 2008).
Best Fit Model of Work Engagement
	This part analyzes the interrelationships among the variables in the study. Three models were generated to obtain the best fit model of work engagement of employees. The models were assessed against the given fit indices and served as basis to accept or reject the model.
Revealed in Table 9 is the result of the goodness of fit measures, of Generated Model 3. As can be seen in the results, all model fit values have successfully met the criteria set by each index; CMIN/DF ≤ 2, GFI, CFI, NFI, TLI 0. ≥ 95, and RMSEA ≤0.05 with a P-Close ≥0.05. The result is in alignment with the criteria set by Arbuckle and Wothke (1999) emphasizing the CMIN/DF should be less than 2, and Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Normed Fit Index (NFI), and Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) should be more than 0.95. Moreover, the RMEA and PCLOSE values are supported by Browne and Sugawara (1996) 0.01, 0.05 and 0.08 as excellent, good, and mediocre fit respectively, with a P-Close that is greater 0.05 
As shown in the Table, Model 3 obtained a p-value of .052, CMIN/DF of 1.439, goodness of fit index of .979, comparative fit index of .994, normed fit index of .982, Tucker-Lewis index of .991, RMSEA of .034 and finally p-close of .898. All exogenous variables are fitted to be part of the best fit model of work engagement of the employees of sucs in Caraga Region.
Table 9
Summary of Goodness of Fit Measures of the Three Generated Models 

	
Model
	P-value
(>0.05)
	CMIN / DF
(0<value<2)
	GFI
(>0.95)
	CFI
(>0.95)
	NFI
(>0.95)
	TLI
(>0.95)
	RMSEA
(<0.05)
	P-close
(>0.05)

	
1
	.000
	6.229
	.784
	.828
	.803
	.806
	.117
	.000

	2
	.000
	4.455
	.835
	.888
	.860
	.872
	.095
	.000

	3
	.052
	1.439
	.979
	.994
	.982
	.991
	.034
	.898


Legend:  CMIN/DF – Chi Square/Degrees of Freedom		  	NFI –Normed Fit Index
	   GFI         – Goodness of Fit Index			     		TLI -Tucker-Lewis Index
	   RMSEA –   Root Mean Square of Error Approximation	      	CFI – Comparative Fit Index

Generated Structural Model 1 presented the direct relationship between the    endogenous and exogenous variables. As shown in Table 10, job satisfaction is strongly represented by their factors, with the highest beta values (.606) followed by psychological capital (beta =.412) and public service motivation (beta = .092). Table 9 shows that exogenous variables, public service motivation, psychological capital and job satisfaction do not predict work engagement having a P-value of ≥0.05. Also revealed in the goodness of fit results that the model fit values were not within the range of the indices criteria as shown by CMIN/DF ≥ 2, GFI, CFI, NFI, TLI ≤ 0.95, and RMSEA ≥ 0.05 with a P-Close ≤ 0.05.  This means that the model does not fit with the data.
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Figure 1. Structural Model 1 in Standardized Solution

Legend:    apm – attraction to policy making		 	aut - authority		
	   Cpi – commitment to the public interest		sup - supervision
	   Soj – social justice					paf – policies and facilities
	   Cid – civic duty					mwi – my work itself
	   Com – compassion					inr – interpersonal relationship
	   Ses – self sacrifice					cot - commitment
	   PSM – Public Service Motivation			sal - salary
						 		Wor - workload
	   Wse – work self- efficacy				JS – Job Satisfaction
	   Opt – optimism
	   Hop – hope						cwe – cognitive work engagement
	   Res – resilience					ewe – emotional work engagement
	   PC – Psychological Capital				pwe – physical work engagement
 								WE – Work Engagement
Generated Structural Model 2 displayed the interrelationships between the exogenous variables public service motivation and psychological capital and psychological capital with job satisfaction along with its direct relationship to the endogenous variable which is the work engagement.  As shown in Table 10, job satisfaction is strongly represented by their factors, with the highest beta values (.598) followed by psychological capital (beta = .406) and public service motivation (beta = .060).  Also, the goodness of fit results revealed that the values were not within the range of the indices criteria as shown by CMIN/DF ≥ 2, GFI, CFI, NFI, TLI ≤ 0.95, and RMSEA ≥ 0.05 with a P-Close ≤ 0.05.  This means that the model shows a very poor fit. 
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Figure 2. Structural Model 2 in Standardized Solution
Legend:  apm – attraction to policy making			aut - authority		
	   Cpi – commitment to the public interest		sup - supervision
	   Soj – social justice					paf – policies and facilities
	   Cid – civic duty					mwi – my work itself
	   Com – compassion					inr – interpersonal relationship
	   Ses – self sacrifice					cot - commitment
	   PSM – Public Service Motivation			sal - salary
						 		Wor - workload
	   Wse – work self- efficacy				JS – Job Satisfaction
	   Opt – optimism
	   Hop – hope						cwe – cognitive work engagement
	   Res – resilience					ewe – emotional work engagement
	   PC – Psychological Capital				pwe – physical work engagement
 								WE – Work Engagement
Table 10 presents the goodness-of-fit indices for the three generated structural models. Several fit criteria were examined, including the chi-square probability value (p-value), CMIN/DF, GFI, CFI, NFI, TLI, RMSEA, and P-close, in order to assess the adequacy of each model. Model 1 demonstrates a poor overall fit to the data. The chi-square test is significant (p < .05), indicating a discrepancy between the proposed model and the observed data. The CMIN/DF value (6.229) exceeds the recommended threshold of 2–3, while incremental fit indices (GFI = .784, CFI = .828, NFI = .803, TLI = .806) fall below acceptable levels. Additionally, the RMSEA value (.117) exceeds the recommended cutoff of .05, with a P-close value of .000, further confirming inadequate model fit.
Model 2 shows some improvement compared to Model 1; however, it still does not meet recommended fit criteria. Although the CMIN/DF value decreases to 4.455, it remains above acceptable limits. Similarly, fit indices (GFI = .835, CFI = .888, NFI = .860, TLI = .872) remain below the recommended .90–.95 thresholds. The RMSEA value (.095) also indicates a poor fit, and the P-close value (.000) suggests that the model does not adequately approximate the population covariance matrix. In contrast, Model 3 exhibits an excellent overall fit and satisfies all major goodness-of-fit criteria. The chi-square value is non-significant (p = .052), indicating an acceptable discrepancy between the model and the data. The CMIN/DF value (1.439) is well within recommended limits, while the GFI (.979), CFI (.994), NFI (.982), and TLI (.991) all exceed the recommended thresholds. Furthermore, the RMSEA value (.034) is below the .05 cutoff, and the P-close value (.898) confirms a close fit of the model.
Reflected in Figure 3 is the standard estimates of Generated Model 3. As can be gleaned in model 3, the best fit model, public service motivation, psychological capital, and job satisfaction are exogenous variables that have direct causal relationship on work engagement. The model also revealed the interconnectedness of these two variables namely, public service motivation and psychological capital. Public service motivation had a direct relationship with work engagement and job satisfaction, psychological capital with job satisfaction and work engagement and lastly, job satisfaction with work engagement.
Moreover, as shown in Figure 3, three out of six indicators of public service motivation namely, compassion, civic duty and attraction to policy making, remained significant predictors of work engagement. While psychological capital had three of four indicators, namely, work self efficacy, hope, and resilience, were found to affect work engagement. On the other hand, the job satisfaction maintained three indicators out of eight indicators, namely, authority, policies and facilities and interpersonal relationship that significantly affect work engagement.  Based on the result, it can be deduced that the work engagement was best anchored on public service motivation which was measured in terms of commitment to the public policy making, civic duty and attraction to policy making; psychological capital in terms of work self efficacy, hope and resilience; and job satisfaction in terms of authority, policies and facilities and interpersonal relationship.
Furthermore, the endogenous variable work engagement is measured in terms of cognitive work engagement, emotional work engagement and physical work engagement.
Figure 3.  Best Fit Model in Standard Solution
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The goodness-of-fit results clearly indicate that Model 3 is the most parsimonious and best-fitting representation of the relationships among public service motivation, psychological capital, job satisfaction, and work engagement. The progressive improvement in model fit from Model 1 to Model 3 suggests that theoretical refinements—such as re-specifying paths or accounting for indirect relationships—substantially enhance the explanatory power of the structural model.
The poor fit of Models 1 and 2 implies that overly simplistic or direct-effect-only structures may not adequately capture the complexity of employee engagement processes. This supports theoretical perspectives asserting that work engagement is influenced by a network of psychological and attitudinal factors, rather than isolated predictors (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008).
The excellent fit of Model 3 reinforces the importance of incorporating psychological capital and job satisfaction as key mechanisms within engagement models. Consistent with positive organizational behavior theory, employees’ psychological resources play a crucial role in shaping how motivational values translate into sustained engagement (Luthans et al., 2007). Moreover, the strong model fit aligns with engagement research emphasizing the central role of job satisfaction in explaining employees’ dedication and absorption at work (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).
Overall, the findings provide strong empirical support for Model 3 as the final structural model, suggesting that organizations—particularly in the public sector—should focus on strengthening employees’ psychological resources and satisfaction to enhance work engagement. The results also demonstrate the value of structural equation modeling in testing complex theoretical frameworks and identifying the most robust model for explaining employee engagement dynamics (Hair et al., 2019).
Table 10
Regression Weights of the 3 Generated Models
	
	Exogenous Variables to Endogenous Variables

	Model
	Public Service Motivation
	Psychological Capital
	Job Satisfaction

	1
	.092NS
	.412***
	.606***

	2
	.060NS
	.406***
	.598***

	3
	-.086NS
	.608***
	.386***



Table 10 presents the regression weights of three generated models, showing the effects of Public Service Motivation (PSM), Psychological Capital (psycap), and Job Satisfaction as exogenous variables on the endogenous outcome variable (work engagement). Across all three models, Psychological Capital and Job Satisfaction consistently demonstrate strong, positive, and statistically significant effects (***p < .001) on the endogenous variable. In contrast, Public Service Motivation does not show a statistically significant effect in any of the models, as indicated by the non-significant (ns) coefficients. In Model 1, Psychological Capital (β = .412, p < .001) and Job Satisfaction (β = .606, p < .001) exert substantial positive influences, while Public Service Motivation shows a weak and non-significant effect (β = .092, ns). Similarly, Model 2 reveals that Psychological Capital (β = .406, p < .001) and Job Satisfaction (β = .598, p < .001) remain strong predictors, whereas Public Service Motivation again does not reach statistical significance (β = .060, ns). In Model 3, Psychological Capital emerges as the strongest predictor (β = .608, p < .001), followed by Job Satisfaction (β = .386, p < .001). Notably, Public Service Motivation displays a negative but still non-significant coefficient (β = −.086, ns), suggesting that its direct effect on the endogenous variable diminishes when psychological and satisfaction-related factors are fully accounted for.
The results from Table 10 indicate that Psychological Capital and Job Satisfaction are robust and consistent predictors of employee work engagement across all tested models, whereas Public Service Motivation does not exert a direct significant influence when examined alongside these variables. This pattern suggests that although public service motivation is conceptually important, its impact on engagement may be indirect or mediated through other psychological or attitudinal mechanisms, a notion supported by prior engagement and motivation studies (Saks, 2006; Bakker & Demerouti, 2008).
The consistently strong influence of Psychological Capital highlights the critical role of employees’ positive psychological resources—such as hope, resilience, optimism, and self-efficacy—in sustaining high levels of engagement. Employees with higher psychological capital are better equipped to cope with work demands and maintain enthusiasm and dedication, supporting perspectives from positive organizational behavior theory (Luthans et al., 2007; Luthans & Youssef-Morgan, 2017). Previous empirical studies similarly confirm that psychological capital is positively associated with work engagement, performance, and well-being (Avey et al., 2011; Bakker et al., 2014).
Job Satisfaction also demonstrates a strong and significant effect across all models, underscoring the importance of favorable work conditions, recognition, and fulfillment in promoting employee engagement. The relative strength of job satisfaction in Models 1 and 2, and its continued significance in Model 3, reinforces its role as a key proximal antecedent of engagement, consistent with earlier research linking satisfaction to dedication and discretionary effort (Spector, 1997; Hakanen et al., 2006; Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004).
The non-significant effects of Public Service Motivation across the three models suggest that its influence may be context-dependent or channeled through psychological capital and job satisfaction, rather than operating as a direct predictor. This finding aligns with previous research proposing that value-based motivations enhance engagement primarily when supported by positive psychological states and satisfying work environments (Perry & Wise, 1990; Perry et al., 2010; Wright & Pandey, 2011).
Overall, the findings imply that organizations—particularly in the public sector—should prioritize strategies aimed at enhancing psychological capital and improving job satisfaction to foster sustainable work engagement. While nurturing public service motivation remains important for aligning employees with organizational values, its effectiveness in driving engagement may depend on complementary psychological and organizational conditions (Bakker et al., 2008; Schaufeli, 2017).
CONCLUSION
The findings of this study are strongly supported by Kahn’s Theory of Employee Engagement (1990), the Job Demands–Resources Theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007), Positive Organizational Behavior Theory (Luthans, 2002), and Public Service Motivation Theory (Perry & Wise, 1990). These theories collectively explain that employees become highly engaged when they possess strong personal resources (psychological capital), experience adequate job resources (job satisfaction factors), and are driven by intrinsic motivational values (public service motivation). The results of the study affirm that work engagement of employees in State Universities and Colleges is a function of motivational, psychological, and organizational factors working together.
The use of the structural equation model enhanced the reliability and profoundness of this study because the analysis goes through the process of model specification, model estimation, and model evaluation.
Results revealed that the level of public service motivation is high; the level of psychological capital is high; the level of job satisfaction is high; the level of work engagement of non-teaching personnel is high.  There is a significant relationship between public service motivation and work engagement of non-teaching personnel. Likewise, there is a significant relationship between psychological capital and work engagement of non-teaching personnel.  Moreover, there is a significant relationship between job satisfaction and the work engagement of non-teaching personnel.
Among three explored structural models, only model 3 found to have indices that consistently indicate a very good fit for the data because all the indices presented fall within each criterion. Thus, it was found to be the best fit model among all the tested models.  This model indicates that work engagement of non-teaching personnel with indicators cognitive work engagement and emotional work engagement by public service motivation depicted by the indicators compassion, civic duty and attraction to policy making; psychological capital indicators resilience, hope and work self efficacy; and job satisfaction defined by indicators authority, policies and facilities, and interpersonal relationship.
The high result on work engagement can be reflected that employees are mentally focused on their tasks, emotionally connected to their work, and physically committed to performing their responsibilities. This finding supports the view of Kahn (1990), who emphasized that engaged employees invest cognitive, emotional, and physical energy into their work roles. According to Rich, Lepine, and Crawford (2010), high engagement across these dimensions contributes significantly to improved work performance and organizational effectiveness. Moreover, employees in State Higher Education Institutions maintain a high level of engagement in their work, which is likely to enhance productivity, job satisfaction, and institutional success (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008).
The very high result for public service motivation of State Higher Education Institutions employees displayed that all domains of public service motivation were rated high also. Employees exhibit a high level of public service motivation. They were optimistic about their future work while setting goals and making plans, and they managed difficulties at work in one way or another.
Furthermore, employees are strongly driven by values associated with public service, including commitment to the public interest, civic duty, social justice, compassion, and self-sacrifice. This is consistent with the theory of Public Service Motivation, which posits that individuals in public organizations are motivated by altruistic and prosocial values rather than solely by extrinsic rewards (Perry & Wise, 1990; Perry, 1996). With high levels of public service motivation among public-sector employees, emphasizing their strong orientation toward serving society and contributing to the common good (Vandenabeele, 2007; Ritz, 2011).
Further, the high result on job satisfaction of the employees in State Higher Education Institutions are highly satisfied with various aspects of their work environment, particularly in terms of supervision, interpersonal relationships, and organizational commitment. And are likely to result in enhanced productivity, reduced turnover intentions, and improved institutional effectiveness within the academic sector (Spector, 1997).
Findings revealed a positive relationship among public service motivation and work engagement, another, psychological capital and work engagement were discovered to be associated; and, finally, an association between job satisfaction and work engagement was observed.  Furthermore, the most sparing model (Model 3) conveyed a generalized new idea that the endogenous variable, work engagement of employees of higher state institution, was significantly best anchored to public service motivation, which was grounded in terms of commitment to the public interest, civic duty and attraction to policy making, and was reinforced by psychological capital defined by its indicators; resilience, hope and work self efficacy, and was further significantly reinforced by the third exogenous variable, job satisfaction. Finally, the final model demonstrated direct causal links between public service motivation, psychological capital, and job satisfaction, and was shown to be the best fit model on work engagement among non-teaching personnel.
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
Based on the results of the study, as revealed on the best fit model, for public service motivation of non-teaching personnel in terms of attraction to policy making by promoting positive views of politics as ethical, fostering respect for officials who effectively translate ideas into laws, emphasizing the equal importance of ethical behavior and competence, and encouraging engagement in the collaborative processes of public policy-making as indicated in appended table 1.1. Also, Non-teaching personnel may maintain civic duty by reinforcing their sense of responsibility and moral commitment to civic affairs, promoting the value of public service as a high form of citizenship, encouraging willingness to fulfill obligations to the country, fostering compassion toward the less privileged, and sustaining deep respect for the principles of duty, honor, and collective responsibility in addressing societal concerns as indicated in appended table 1.4. Moreover, non-teaching personnel may maintain compassion by fostering empathy toward the underprivileged, encouraging sensitivity to the distress of others, promoting concern for the welfare of all people, reinforcing awareness of social interdependence, supporting a caring attitude toward those in need even when they are hesitant to seek help, and sustaining strong support for public programs that address societal concerns as reflected in table 1.5, to prioritize the welfare of the public over personal gain and ensure that all government resources are used efficiently and honestly.
In psychological capital of non-teaching personnel in terms of work self-efficacy by enhancing their confidence in problem-solving, encouraging effective communication with external stakeholders, fostering belief in their ability to handle unfamiliar tasks, supporting resilience under pressure and challenging conditions, reinforcing goal accomplishment, and promoting adaptability in learning new systems and work processes, as indicated in appended table 2.1. Also, in terms of hope by fostering sustained energy in pursuing work goals, encouraging the development of multiple strategies to achieve objectives, reinforcing persistence and improvement after setbacks, promoting strong focus when setting and working toward goals, and nurturing a positive mindset that emphasizes determination and the belief that goals can be achieved through effort and perseverance as indicated in appended table 2.3, Moreover, in term of resilience the non-teaching personnel may maintain as being resilience through adaptability to shifting administrative demands, interpersonal support from colleagues in their commitment to public service as reflected in table 2.4.
In job satisfaction as one of the exogenous variables, which has a significant influence on work engagement, unit heads and school authorities may trust the non-teaching personnel with the satisfaction they need by giving them freedom in how to accomplish their assigned tasks and performances, as indicated in Table 3.1. Also, in terms of policies and facilities by ensuring a safe and comfortable work environment, maintaining clean and adequate amenities, providing sufficient financial resources and functional equipment, ensuring adequate staffing, establishing and implementing fair and clear policies supported by a policy manual, strengthening administrative capability, and delivering regular and timely performance feedback, as reflected in Table 3.3. Moreover, the non-teaching personnel in terms of interpersonal relationships by fostering a sense of friendship and team spirit among colleagues, promoting satisfactory work relations, encouraging effective communication and cooperation, ensuring coordinated and integrated activities across all units, and providing opportunities for socialization during work as reflected in Table 3.5.
	Furthermore, it is recommended that work engagement among non-teaching personnel be given greater attention to ensure institutional success, particularly in terms of cognitive work engagement, where employees remain mentally involved in their tasks by consistently generating ideas, staying reminded of their responsibilities, maintaining full focus, losing track of time while working, and giving significant mental attention to their work as reflected in appended table 4.1. Moreover, the non-teaching personnel be strengthened in terms of emotional work engagement, where employees feel delighted, eager, and happy in performing their tasks, develop a strong sense of enthusiasm, feel positive about the work they do, and experience a sense of gratification in their overall work performance as reflected in appended table 4.2.
	Lastly, it is recommended that the Commission on Higher Education (CHED), particularly in State HEIs in Caraga Region, through each division, consider adopting the best-fit model generated by this study to strengthen public service motivation, psychological capital, job satisfaction, and work engagement among non-teaching personnel. This may be achieved by promoting ethical and collaborative public service practices, enhancing self-efficacy, hope, and resilience, improving workplace policies and facilities, fostering positive interpersonal relationships, and cultivating both cognitive and emotional work engagement to ensure improved performance and institutional success.
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