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ABSTRACT 

This descriptive-correlational study, conducted in 2026, examined the relationship between employee 

engagement and performance in a selected public office in the Philippines. Using total enumeration, all 119 

employees of the selected public office participated as respondents. The study determined the demographic 

profile of the respondents in terms of age, sex, civil status, highest educational attainment, employment status, 

and length of service. It further assessed employee engagement in terms of work commitment, supervisor 

support, and work environment, and examined employee performance based on quality of work and productivity. 

Data were gathered using a standardized survey questionnaire and analyzed using appropriate descriptive and 

inferential statistical tools. The findings revealed that the respondents were predominantly middle-aged, female, 

married, college graduates, permanent employees, and had extensive work experience. Overall, employee 

engagement was assessed at a very high level, with work commitment, supervisor support, and work 

environment likewise receiving very high assessments. Employee performance was also rated at a very high 

level, particularly in terms of quality of work and productivity. The findings further established a significant 

positive relationship between employee engagement and employee performance. This result led to the rejection 

of the null hypothesis, indicating that higher employee engagement was associated with better employee 

performance in the selected public office. The findings emphasize the importance of fostering employees’ 

commitment to their work, providing supportive supervision, and maintaining a positive and conducive work 

environment. These factors contribute to improved productivity, quality of work, efficiency, and organizational 

effectiveness. The study underscores the importance of strengthening employee engagement initiatives among 

public institutions to promote responsive service delivery, employee development, organizational performance, 

and greater public trust. The findings may serve as a basis for administrators, government agencies, employees, 

community stakeholders, and future researchers in developing strategies that enhance employee engagement and 

performance in public service. 

Keywords: Employee Engagement, Employee Performance, Public Office, Work Commitment, Supervisor 

Support 

INTRODUCTION 

In contemporary organizational theory, employee engagement is considered a cornerstone of effective 

performance management. Ideally, public offices should cultivate an environment where employees are highly 

engaged, motivated, and committed to delivering quality public service. Engagement is characterized by vigor, 

dedication, and absorption in one’s work, which collectively enhance organizational outcomes. Khusanova, 

Kang, and Choi (2021) emphasized that job meaningfulness and supportive leadership significantly foster 

engagement, which in turn mediates improved performance in public institutions. Similarly, Albrecht et al. 

(2021) argued that engaged employees demonstrate higher productivity, creativity, and resilience, thereby 

contributing to sustainable organizational success. In this ideal scenario, public offices function as dynamic 

institutions where employee engagement directly translates into enhanced service delivery and citizen 

satisfaction. 
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Despite the theoretical benefits of engagement, the reality in many public offices is far from ideal. Bureaucratic 

rigidity, political interference, and resource constraints often undermine employee motivation and performance. 

Hameduddin (2021) noted that public employees are frequently subject to external pressures such as political 

salience and public scrutiny, which negatively affect their engagement levels. Moreover, Stankevičiūtė and 

Savanevičienė (2021) observed that inconsistent leadership practices, lack of recognition, and limited 

opportunities for professional growth contribute to disengagement among public sector employees. These 

challenges manifest in reduced efficiency, low morale, and diminished organizational effectiveness. 

Consequently, while engagement is recognized as vital, its practical implementation in public offices remains 

inconsistent and problematic. 

Although employee engagement has been extensively studied in private organizations, there is limited empirical 

evidence on its direct relationship with performance in public offices, particularly within developing country 

contexts. Existing literature has primarily focused on organizational culture, leadership, or external pressures, 

but less attention has been given to the integrated link between engagement and performance outcomes in 

government institutions. As highlighted by Saks (2021), engagement research in the public sector remains 

underdeveloped, leaving a gap in understanding how engagement strategies can be tailored to bureaucratic 

environments. This gap underscores the need for scholarly inquiry into how engagement influences performance 

in public offices, where accountability, transparency, and service delivery are paramount. Conducting this study 

will not only enrich academic discourse but also provide practical insights for policymakers and administrators 

seeking to enhance efficiency, employee well-being, and public trust in government institutions. 

METHODOLOGY 

The study employed a quantitative descriptive-correlational design to examine the relationship between 

employee engagement and performance in a provincial public office in the Philippines. This approach allowed 

the researcher to describe existing levels of engagement and performance while analyzing their relationship 

without manipulating variables. The entire population of 119 employees was included through total enumeration 

sampling, ensuring comprehensive coverage and eliminating sampling error. Data were gathered using a 

standardized survey questionnaire developed by Harter et al. (2020), which measured demographic profile, 

employee engagement (work commitment, supervisor support, work environment), and employee performance 

(quality of work and productivity) on a four-point Likert scale. 

The instrument had established validity and reliability, with a Content Validity Index of 0.92 and Cronbach’s 

Alpha values of 0.87 for engagement and 0.82 for performance, confirming its credibility. Data collection was 

conducted via Google Forms, ensuring accessibility, confidentiality, and systematic recording of responses. For 

analysis, frequency and percentage were applied to demographic data, while mean and standard deviation 

determined levels of engagement and performance. Interpretation scales guided the evaluation of results, and the 

relationship between engagement and performance was tested using Spearman’s rho correlation, ensuring 

rigorous and reliable measurement aligned with the study’s objectives. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

Profile of the Respondents 

Table 1. Frequency and Percentage Distribution of the Respondents According to Profile. 

Profile Category f % 

Age    

 23-32 years old 31 26.05 

 33-42 years old 64 53.78 

 43-52 years old 15 12.61 

 53-62 years old 7 5.88 

 63 years old and above 2 1.68 

 Total 119 100.00 

http://www.rsisinternational.org/


INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH AND INNOVATION IN SOCIAL SCIENCE (IJRISS) 

ISSN No. 2454-6186 | DOI: 10.47772/IJRISS | Volume X Issue VII July 2026 

 

Page 14173 
www.rsisinternational.org 

 

 

 

Sex    

 Male 28 23.53 

 Female 91 76.47 

 Total 119 100.00 

Civil Status    

 Single 49 41.18 

 Married 70 58.82 

 Widowed 0 0 

 Separated 0 0 

 Total 119 100.00 

Highest Educational Attainment    

 High School Graduate 0 0 

 College Graduate 79 66.39 

 Master’s Degree 38 31.93 

 Doctorate Degree 2 1.68 

 Total 119 100.00 

Employment Status    

 Permanent 116 97.48 

 Contractual 3 2.52 

 Job Order 0 0 

 Casual 0 0 

 Total 119 100.00 

Length of Service    

 Less than 1 year 6 5.04 

 1-5 years 41 34.45 

 6-10 years 26 21.85 

 More than 10 years 46 38.66 

 Total 119 100.00 

 

Table 1 presents the frequency and percentage distribution of the respondents according to their demographic 

profile. Out of the 119 respondents, the largest group falls within the age bracket of 33–42 years old (f = 64, 

53.78%), followed by those aged 23–32 years (f = 31, 26.05%). This indicates that the workforce is 

predominantly composed of mid-career individuals. The Philippine Statistics Authority (2025) similarly reported 

that the labor force is dominated by prime-age adults, particularly those aged 25–34, supporting this finding. 

However, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (2024) highlighted that in many 

countries, older workers (50+) are increasingly retained due to aging populations, which contradicts the limited 

representation of older employees in this study. 

Sex distribution shows that females constitute the majority (f = 91, 76.47%), while males account for only 

23.53% (f = 28). This imbalance highlights the gendered nature of the profession. Eastern Visayas State 

University (2026) reported similar trends, with women dominating teaching and administrative roles, supporting 

the present result. Conversely, the Philippine Statistics Authority (2026) noted that men still dominate technical 

and STEM-related fields, suggesting that female predominance is not universal across all sectors. 

Civil status data reveal that most respondents are married (f = 70, 58.82%), while a substantial portion are single 

(f = 49, 41.18%). The absence of widowed or separated individuals may reflect cultural or institutional factors. 

The World Bank (2025) emphasized that family stability often correlates with workforce stability in public 

institutions, supporting the predominance of married employees. On the other hand, Jian et al. (2025) argued 

that civil status has little direct effect on productivity compared to skills and management, contradicting the 

assumption that marriage necessarily enhances workforce performance. 

Educational attainment demonstrates the academic preparedness of the respondents. A majority are college 

graduates (f = 79, 66.39%), while a significant number hold master’s degree (f = 38, 31.93%). Only two 
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respondents (1.68%) have attained a doctorate, and none are limited to high school education. Yee (2023) found 

that higher education in the Philippines expanded access and improved opportunities, supporting the highly 

educated nature of the sample. However, Albert et al. (2024) reported declining returns to college education from 

2010–2022, suggesting that while attainment is high, economic benefits may not be as strong, which contradicts 

the assumption that higher education always translates to better outcomes. 

Employment status reveals strong job stability, as nearly all respondents hold permanent positions (f = 116, 

97.48%). Respicio & Co. (2026) emphasized that regular employment ensures stability and benefits, consistent 

with this finding. In contrast, ASG Law Partners (2024) highlighted that many government workers remain under 

job order contracts, showing that permanent employment dominance is not universal across all institutions. 

Length of service data reinforce this observation, with 46 respondents (38.66%) having served more than 10 

years, reflecting loyalty and accumulated expertise. Meanwhile, 41 respondents (34.45%) have served between 

1–5 years, and 26 (21.85%) between 6–10 years, indicating a balance between seasoned employees and relatively 

new entrants. Respicio & Co. (2025) noted that length of service awards enhance loyalty and retention, 

supporting the finding of long tenure. However, Profit.co (2026) argued that recognition programs must start 

earlier (1–3 years) to prevent attrition, suggesting that long tenure alone does not guarantee retention. 

Employee Engagement 

Table 2. Level of Employee Engagement as a Whole and in terms of Work Commitment; Supervisor 

Support; and Work Environment. 

Statement  Mean  SD Interpretation  

Work Commitment 3.50 .40 Very High 

1. I recommend this organization as a great place to work.  3.44 .55 Very High 

2. I am proud to work here.  3.68 .49 Very High 

3. It would take a lot to get me to leave this organization.  3.31 .63 Very High 

4. I know how I fit into the organization's future plans. 3.37 .61 Very High 

5. I understand how my job helps the organization achieve 

success.  

3.76 .43 Very High 

6. I understand the company's plans for future success.  3.61 .60 Very High 

7. I believe this organization will be successful in the future.  3.61 .61 Very High 

8. If I contribute to the organization's success, I know I will 

be recognized. 

3.25 .72 High 

Supervisor Support 3.46 .50 Very High 

1. My immediate manager cares about me as a person.  3.62 .62 Very High 

2. My immediate manager cares about my development.  3.61 .60 Very High 

3. My opinions seem to count at work.  3.46 .66 Very High 

4. I am included in decisions that affect my work.  3.46 .71 Very High 

5. Senior leadership is prepared to effectively manage a 

diverse workforce.  

3.44 .62 Very High 

6. Senior leaders in this organization demonstrate integrity.  3.39 .61 Very High 

7. I trust senior leaders to lead the company to future 

success.  

3.47 .59 Very High 

8. Senior leaders value people as their most important 

resource.  

3.36 .70 Very High 

9. Senior leaders keep me informed about what's happening 

at this organization.  

3.43 .65 Very High 

10. When the organization makes changes, I understand why.  3.37 .64 Very High 

Work Environment 3.47 .46 Very High 

1. My immediate coworkers are committed to this 

organization's overall goals.  

3.52 .64 Very High 
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2. My immediate coworkers consistently go the extra mile 

to achieve great results.  

3.55 .62 Very High 

3. I feel accepted by my immediate coworkers.  3.67 .52 Very High 

4. I feel like I belong at this organization.  3.55 .53 Very High 

5. I trust this organization to be fair to all employees.  3.13 .80 High 

6. My job gives me the flexibility to meet the needs of both 

my work and personal life.  

3.47 .64 Very High 

7. I am paid fairly.  3.50 .59 Very High 

8. Our culture supports my health and wellbeing.  3.29 .69 Very High 

9. The benefits offered here meet my and my family's needs.  3.33 .65 Very High 

10. I know I can depend on the other members of my team.  3.50 .61 Very High 

11. The people I work with treat each other with respect. 3.61 .57 Very High 

Employee Engagement As a Whole 3.47 .42 Very High 

 

Legend: (3.26-4.0)-Very High, (2.51-3.25)-High, (1.76-2.50)-Low, (1.0-1.75)-Very Low 

The results on table 2 show the level of employee engagement as a whole and in terms of work commitment, 

supervisor support, and work environment. As a whole, employee engagement registered a mean score of 3.47 

(SD = .42), interpreted as very high. This demonstrates that employees generally perceive their organization 

positively, with the relatively low SD suggesting strong consensus across respondents. This implies that the 

organization has successfully cultivated a culture of engagement, which is essential for sustaining productivity 

and morale. At the same time, the presence of variability across items indicates that management should continue 

reinforcing practices that maintain high levels of engagement across all employee groups. 

In terms of work commitment, the composite mean was 3.50 (SD = .40), also very high. Employees expressed 

pride in their organization (mean = 3.68, SD = .49) and a willingness to recommend it as a great place to work 

(mean = 3.44, SD = .55). Retention-related perceptions, however, showed more variability, as seen in the item 

“It would take a lot to get me to leave this organization” (mean = 3.31, SD = .63). The higher SD here indicates 

differing views among employees regarding long-term loyalty. This implies that while pride and 

recommendation are widely shared, retention may be influenced by external opportunities or organizational 

factors.  

For supervisor support, mean scores ranged from 3.36 to 3.62, all interpreted as very high. Immediate managers 

were perceived more positively (mean = 3.62, SD = .62) than senior leaders (mean = 3.36, SD = .70). The SDs, 

ranging from .59 to .71, reveal moderate variability, particularly in items related to senior leadership. This implies 

that while employees consistently value the support of their immediate supervisors, perceptions of senior 

leadership are more diverse, reflecting differences in trust and credibility.  

Finally, the work environment dimension also demonstrated strong ratings, with items such as teamwork and 

respect scoring highly (mean = 3.61, SD = .57), while perceptions of fairness scored lower (mean = 3.13, SD = 

.80). The wider SDs in this dimension suggest significant divergence in employee experiences, particularly 

regarding inclusivity and fairness. This implies that while employees feel supported by their peers and 

supervisors, organizational fairness and benefits require closer attention.  

The results conform with the findings of Agustiani et al. (2024), who demonstrated that workplace happiness, 

mediated by quality of work life, significantly enhances employee engagement. This supports the present study’s 

consistently very high ratings across work commitment, supervisor support, and work environment, as it 

highlights the role of positive organizational climates in sustaining employee pride, collegiality, and overall 

satisfaction. Similarly, Nadales-Gallego et al. (2025) identified internal communication as a strategic driver of 

engagement, linking organizational goals with employee satisfaction and performance. This aligns with the 

strong consensus observed in the present results, particularly in employees’ understanding of their roles and their 

trust in immediate supervisors. 
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However, the findings contradict perspectives from Suh and Battaglio (2022), who argued that communication 

practices alone may not guarantee sustained engagement, noting that employees sometimes disengage despite 

clear organizational objectives. This stands in contrast to the uniformly high ratings in role clarity and 

organizational alignment reported here. Likewise, Demupa et al. (2026) concluded that perceived organizational 

support and workplace spirituality significantly predict engagement outcomes but emphasized gaps in small and 

medium enterprises where workplace conditions often fail to sustain engagement. This contradicts the present 

study’s results, which show strong engagement even in areas such as teamwork and respect, suggesting that 

while employees self-assess positively, broader structural and contextual challenges may still limit the full 

realization of engagement in practice. 

Employee Performance 

Table 3. Level of Employee Performance as a Whole and in terms of Quality of Work; and Productivity. 

Statement  Mean  SD Interpretation  

Quality of Work 3.43 .51 Very High 

1. My job allows me to utilize my strengths. 3.59 .56 Very High 

2. I have opportunities to learn new skills that will help me 

succeed. 

3.39 .70 Very High 

3. I have the materials and equipment I need to do my job. 3.34 .64 Very High 

4. I have the information I need to do my job well. 3.39 .65 Very High 

5. I clearly understand how my performance is measured. 3.45 .62 Very High 

6. Goals and accountabilities are clear to everyone on my 

team. 

3.55 .65 Very High 

7. My immediate manager regularly coaches me on my job 

performance. 

3.31 .75 Very High 

Productivity 3.47 .55 Very High 

1. My work motivates me.  3.34 .68 Very High 

2. I find my work engaging.  3.43 .66 Very High 

3. I am inspired by the work we do.  3.50 .65 Very High 

4. I understand how my job helps the organization achieve 

success.  

3.61 .56 Very High 

Level of Employee Performance as a Whole 3.45 .50 Very High 

 

Legend: (3.26-4.0)-Very High, (2.51-3.25)-High, (1.76-2.50)-Low, (1.0-1.75)-Very Low 

Table 3 indicates that the level of employee performance was rated very high, with a composite mean of 3.45 

and a standard deviation of 0.50. This finding suggests that employees generally perceive themselves as 

performing strongly across both quality and productivity dimensions. The relatively low variability in responses 

reflects a shared consensus of high performance, which speaks positively to the organization’s systems and 

culture. It implies that the workforce is not only competent but also consistently aligned with organizational 

expectations, thereby providing a solid foundation for sustaining operational effectiveness and long-term 

success. 

For the quality of work, the mean score of 3.43 (SD = 0.51) was likewise interpreted as very high. Employees 

reported that their jobs allow them to utilize their strengths (Mean = 3.59) and that they have clarity on how their 

performance is measured (Mean = 3.45). These results indicate that employees feel empowered and supported 

in executing their tasks, with organizational structures enabling them to maximize their capabilities. 

The productivity dimension achieved a mean score of 3.47 (SD = 0.55), also interpreted as very high. Employees 

expressed strong motivation and engagement, with the highest rating given to the statement, “I understand how 

my job helps the organization achieve success” (Mean = 3.61, SD = .56). This demonstrates that employees 

recognize the significance of their contributions and feel inspired by organizational goals. It further implies that 

the workforce is not only performing tasks but is also emotionally invested in the success of the organization. 
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The findings conform with Zubair et al. (2021), who argued that public service motivation significantly enhances 

organizational performance, with altruism and perceived social impact serving as mediating factors. This aligns 

with the present study’s results, where employees reported strong clarity in role expectations and high 

motivation. Similarly, Tantia et al. (2023) found that the Strategic Performance Management System (SPMS) in 

a Philippine government agency was perceived as an effective tool for enhancing productivity, reinforcing the 

notion that structured evaluation systems contribute to consistently high employee performance. 

However, the findings contradict with Hill and Plimmer (2024), who noted that bureaucratic red tape and 

competing organizational goals hinder effective employee development in New Zealand’s public sector, 

suggesting that high performance ratings may not always translate into sustainable outcomes. This stands in 

contrast to the uniformly high ratings in productivity and organizational alignment reported here. Likewise, 

Keefer and Vlaicu (2022) emphasized that trust deficits constrain collaboration and productivity in Latin 

American public offices, highlighting that even when employees self-assess positively, systemic challenges can 

undermine performance outcomes. 

Relationship between Employee Engagement and Performance in a Public Office 

Table 4. Relationship between Employee Engagement and Performance in a Public Office. 

Variable  Test Statistics (rs) p-value Decision for Ho Interpretation 

Employee Engagement vs.  .742** <.001 Reject Ho Significant 

Employee Performance 

 

The results presented in table 4 reveal a significant relationship between employee engagement and employee 

performance in a public office. The computed test statistic (rs = 0.742**) demonstrates a correlation between the 

two variables, while the p-value of less than .001 confirms that the probability of this finding occurring by chance 

is extremely low. As a result, the null hypothesis was rejected, affirming that employee engagement is a critical 

determinant of performance outcomes. It implies that when employees are highly engaged, emotionally invested, 

cognitively focused, and behaviorally committed, they are more likely to exhibit improved productivity, 

efficiency, and accountability, thereby contributing to the overall effectiveness of public institutions. 

This finding is consistent with Khusanova et al. (2021), who established that job meaningfulness significantly 

predicts engagement, which subsequently mediates performance outcomes in government institutions. Similarly, 

Demircioglu and Chowdhury (2021) demonstrated that innovative practices within public administration foster 

higher engagement, leading to improved organizational performance. These studies reinforce the present result 

by showing that internal organizational factors, such as meaningful work and innovation, serve as catalysts for 

engagement that directly enhance employee performance. 

However, this contradicts the result from Hameduddin (2021), who found that political salience and public 

opinion moderate the relationship between perceived support and engagement, suggesting that external pressures 

can weaken or complicate the direct influence of engagement on performance. Likewise, Vigoda-Gadot et al. 

(2022) argued that public trust and organizational reputation mediate the engagement–performance relationship, 

indicating that engagement alone may not guarantee improved outcomes unless reinforced by external relational 

dynamics.  

CONCLUSIONS  

Based on the findings of the study, the following conclusions are made: 

The respondents are primarily in the middle age group, predominantly female, married, and well-educated, with 

most holding permanent positions and having long years of service. This indicates a stable and experienced 

employee base. 

Employees are strongly committed to their work, supported by supervisors, and satisfied with their work 

environment. 
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Employees perform effectively, demonstrating competence, motivation, and productivity in their roles. 

Employee engagement directly enhances employee performance, affirming that higher engagement leads to 

stronger outcomes in the workplace. 
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