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ABSTRACT

This study determined the effectiveness and relevance of the CCE and QCE of academic
staff of SUCs in the Eastern Visayas. This study utilized a descriptive method of research using
comparative and correlational analyses. The CCE and QCE points earned, based on the NBC
461, of the instructors, assistant professors, associate professors, associate professors and
professors were determined and associated with their academic ranks. Likewise, the CCE and
QCE points earned by the four groups of respondents were compared by SUC category and
rank. The combined responses of the four groups of respondents resulted to the following top
three solutions: 1) Expose staff to new technologies through sending them to training actually
use operation of modern machineries and internets or computers, 2) Have adequate supply of
tools, equipment and instructional materials needed for instruction, and 3) Create income
generating projects that will augment additional income of the college/university for the
purchase of modern instructional facilities, equipment and materials, with overall means of 4.02,
3.92 and 3.88, respectively. This indicated the necessity of staff development, enhancing the
equipment and facilities of the state college or university as well as strengthening the
production function to address the problems relative to NBC 461 evaluation. As regards
relevance of CCE instruments, the professors’ group gave the highest rating, followed by the
instructors, assistant professors and associate professors. However, for the effectiveness of the
CCE instruments, the ratings given by the four groups of respondents were more or less the
same. In terms of the relevance and effectiveness of the QCE instruments, the assistant
professors gave the highest rating, followed by the professors, instructors and associate
professors. There are problems encountered by the respondents relative to the CCE and QCE
evaluation, however, they are manageable considering that they have identified solutions to

address the problems encountered.
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Chapter 1

THE PROBLEM AND ITS5 SETTING

Introduction

Teaching is generally considered as the primary function of faculty
members in colleges and universities. Its increasing importance in the
acquisition of knowledge, skills and attitudes necessary for the rapid progress
and development of an emerging society is acknowledged by the academic
community and the general public (Tang, 1973).

The teachers are accountable for the attainment of learning objectives in
line with national development goals (The Education Act B. P. 232, 1982). They
should also be agents of constructive change in the saocial, economic, cudtural and
political matters in the school and the community in the context of national
policy. The first requisite to effective teaching is an excellent, scholarly and
extensive preparation. Accordingly, the Department of Education prescribes
basic qualifications for teachers, as follows (Manual of Information, 1970: 27-28):
1) For subjects in the senior year in college - holders of graduate degrees; 2) For
graduate courses - holders of graduate degrees preferably doctoral degrees or
those who have made outstanding achievements in the profession (Statistical
Section, U. 5. Embassy).

Within the academic community, colleges and universities are evaluated

in terms of the quality of their faculty by looking at their educational



qualifications (Bernardo, 2005: 114-115). Among schools that offer graduate
programs, a critical statistics is the ratio of faculty members who have master’s
and doctoral degrees. The desperation of some schools to increase this ratio is
evidenced by attempts to hype the modest listings by adding accomplishments
such as Ph. D. candidate, all-but-dissertation; M.A. units among their faculty’s
credentials. This is one of the problems of business schools and other
professional schools that have to draw from the ranks of practicing professionals
for their faculty. Most of the practitioners never had time to go to graduate
school. Some of the very best practitioners in some profession did not even
complete an undergraduate degree.

In the higher education environment of the future, faculty qualification of
other higher education institubions would probably have to be tailored to the
needs of the specific professions suich as experience and status in the professions,
and the like.

A common problem in Philippine schools is the incongruence between the
educational preparation of teachers and their teaching assignments. Added to
this is the lack of incentives that heighten teacher performance. Where teachers
are well-trained and highly motivated to handle their classes, the quality of
instruction is high. Where they are ill equipped for their work and poorly
motivated the gquality of instruction is low. These are the key factors in the
successful implementation of any curriculum. Teaching performance is usually

appraised by superiors. But appraisal that combines superiors, self-evaluation,
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peers and students would be a powerful tool in fulfilling the development
purposes of performance appraisal.

Teaching evaluation by students, peers, self and superiors involve
teaching capability which can be spelled out in behavioral terms, that is, in terms
of actual teacher behavior that can serve as benchmarks against which
assessments of individual teacher may be compared.

The thrust of the evaluation would encourage professional development
rather than discourage it. In any case, there is a need for research to further
address the development of responsible and effective evaluation systems that
consider enhancing the growth of the faculty member as an individual (Rifkin,
1995: 6).

The evaluation of teacher performance is to the researcher’'s knowledge a
common practice in many colleges and universities. It is used not only by faculty
as a source of feedback on their performance, but also by academic
administrators for promotion and decision making on such matters as faculty
salary increases, promotion, granting of scholarship and tenure.

The implementation of the CCE and QCE among SUCs in the country
gives hope and inspiration to the academic staff. However, some academic
personnel among SUCs have become frustrated due to the following major
problems involving PASUC and DBM: 1) delayed implementation of NEC 461
on the leveled positions/ranks, 2} unstable date of processing and evaluation of

documents for leveling, 3) the implementation of quota system which limits the



salaries and promotions of other qualified academic staff, 4) no
movement/promotion occur during the years of postponement, and b) strict
evaluation of documents on criteria of achievement and performance. Other
problems which are minor among SUCs are: 1) dishonesty in the actual leveling
occurs, 2) no fixed interpretation of criteria of NBC 461 by comumnittees, 3) limited
study leave grant by the institution and board, 4) no training and limited
knowledge on the part of the academic staff regarding performance criteria, b)
inadequate seminars, trainings and workshops on new strategies in teaching and
innovative technigues on the part of academic staff, 6) lack of evaluation and
action research on the failure and deficiencies that may be encountered on the
implementation of program and activities, and 7) lack of college activities that
foster professional growth and development.

The above mentioned problems which could result to the failure of the
CCE and QCE motivated the researcher to conduct a study that would
eventually and hopefully find solutions in solving the problem.

The researcher expects that the existence of the CCE and QCE of NBC 461
would help the administrators promote professional growth and quality

performance and provide evaluation data as basis for sound personnel decision-

making.



Statement of the Problem

This study determined the effectiveness and relevance of the CCE and
QCE of academic staff of SUCs in Eastern Visayas.
Specifically, it sought answers to the following questions:
1. What is the profile of the instructors, assistant professors, associate
professors and professors with respect to:
1.1 age;
1.2 sex;
1.3  civil status;
1.4  educational qualifications;
1.5  academic rank;
1.6 local designation;
1.7  field of specialization;
1.8  work experience in years:
1.8.1 administrative experience; and
182 teaching experience;
1.9  performance rating
1.10 teaching load:
10.1  number of preparations; and
10.2 total work load; and

1.11 relevant trainings attended?



2, What are the CCE and QCE points earned by the four groups of
respondents based on the latest NBC 461 evaluation?

3, Is there a significant relationship between the CCE and QCE points
earned by the four groups of respondents by academic rank?

4. Are there significant differences among the CCE and QCE points
earned by the respendents by SUC category and rank?

5. Is there a significant relationship between the CCE and QCE points
earned by the four groups of respondents and their profile?

6. What is the extent of relevance and effectiveness of CCE and QCE
instruments as perceived by the four groups of respondents?

7. Are there significant differences among the perceptions of the four
groups of respondents relative to the extent of relevance and effectiveness of
CCE and QCE instruments?

8. Is there a significant relationship between the perceived relevance
and effectiveness of CCE and QCE and the profile of the respondents?

2 What are the problems encountered by the four groups of
respondents relative to CCE and QCE evaliation?

10. What solutions are suggested by the respondents based on the
problems they encountered?

11.  What policy recommendations can be proposed to improve CCE

and QCE evaluation?



Hypotheses

Based on the foregoing specific questions, the following hypotheses were
tested:
1. There is no significant relationship between the CCE and QCE
points earned by the four groups of respondents by academic rank.
2. There are no significant differences among the CCE and QCE
points earned by the respondents by SUC category and rank.
3. There is no significant relationship between the CCE and QCE
points earned by the four groups of respondents and their profile, namely:
31  age;
32 sex;
33  civil status;
34  educational qualifications;

3.5 academic rank;

@5
o

local designation;

3.7  field of specialization;

38  work experience in years:
3.8.1 administrative experience; and
3.8.2 teaching experience.

39  performance rating;

3.10 teaching load:

3.10.1 number of preparation of work load; and



3.10.2 total work load; and
3.11 relevant trainings attended.

4. There are no significant differences among the perceptions of the
four groups of respondents relative to the extent of relevance and effectiveness of
CCE and QCE instruments.

5. There is no significant relationship between the perceived relevance
and effectiveness of CCE and QCE and the profile of the respondents as follows:

51  age

52  sex;

5.3 civil status;

54 educational qualification;

55 academic rank;

56  local designation;

57  field of specialization;

58  work experience in years:
58.1 administrative experience; and
582 teaching experience.

59  performance raling;

510 teaching load:
5.10.1 number of preparation of work load;
5.10.2 total work load; and

511 relevant trainings attended.



Theoretical Framework

This study is anchored on the faculty evaluation theory of Smith (1983:3-
18) that eva}naﬁan of faculty is the gathering of information for understanding
and improving performance as well as judging its quality. He further notes that
the Southern Regional Education Bgard in a regional survey of faculty evaluation
practices in 1976, reduced faculty evaluation down to two purposes. Firstly,
faculty evaluation has a formative purpose - the results are used to support
faculty development, growth and self-improvement. Secondly, faculty
evaluation has a summative purpose - the results are used to make personnel
decisions on tenure, promotion, reappointment, and salary.

Formative evaluation is typically conducted during the development or
improvement of a program or product (or person and so on) and it is conducted,
often more than once, for in house staff of the program with the intent to
improve (Scriven, 1991: 18-68). The reports normally remain in house; but
serious formative evaluation may be done by an internal or an external
evaluation or preferably, a combination; of course; many program staff are, in an
informal sense, constantly doing formative evaluation.

Moreover, formative evaluation is done to validate or ensure that the
goals of the instruction are being achieved and to improve the instruction, if
necessary, by means of identification and subsequent remediation of problematic

aspects (Weston, et. al., 1995: 29-48}.
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Young and Givalamubise (1986) reported that both faculty and
administrator perceived improving instruction as the ideal practice and specific
purpose of faculty evaluation.

A primary function of formal assessment within the university is to
produce what is known as summative evaluation (Kansan State University,
2005). As the term suggests, summative evaluations are done at the conclusion
of the activity (e.g. a faculty member’'s evaluation year) and they are intended to
produce judgments on the adequacy or effectiveness of the activity. Summative
evaluations thus lend themselves to providing basis for personnel decisions such
as merit salary raises, promotion and tenure. The evaluation results help to
assure that the personnel decisions are reasonable and defensible and that they
foster excellence. Summative is most effective when it is conducted with the
cooperation and participation of those being evaluated.

Formative evaluation (Kansas State University, 2005) is intended to
provide feedback for changing the activity being evaluated while it is still in
progress. Often less formal in design, this type of evaluation serves the vital
purpase of faculty development or professional improvement. This too is critical
to the pursuit of institutional excellence so formative evaluation should be a
major concern of unit faculty and heads. Formative evaluation can never be

successful without the cooperation and participation of the faculty member being

evaluated.
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Both kinds of evaluation (Kansas State University, 2005) are vitally
important but the mandate to provide sound and defensible tenure, promotion
and salary recommendations clearly dictates that the systems devised by
departments for this purpose are also desirable ends, and the report a faculty
member receives for one year's summative evaluation can be formative with
respect to later years or to the pursuit of promotion and tenure. Nevertheless, all
parties concerned should understand that the system that provides the basis for
personnel decisions must be developed primarily to serve the institutional need
to make personnel decisions. Therefore, no unit should sacrifice effectiveness or
accuracy in summative evaluations to achieve formative goals.

This is supported by a theory of an achiever. Mc Cleland (1953) has
postulated with his achievement motivation theory that people with need to
achieve do achieve more than those with low need or with no need at all. The
former demonstrates a high need to achieve if they can influence the outcome
and to work a problem rather than leave the outcome to chance. They want to
get concrete feedback on how well they have performed since they are concerned
with personal accomplishment rather than reward or success. They spend much
time pondering on how to do things better.

In this, PASUC comes in where the scheme is to upgrade and promote
highly qualified and deserving faculty member through a process of objective

evaluation so that there will be a uniform criteria /standard in all SUCs.
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A common criteria for evaluation (CCE) was adopted with four faculty
rank: instructors, assistant professor, associate professor and professor. This has
three components which are: educational qualification with 85 points, academic
service and length of service with 25 points and professional achievement and
development with 55 to 90 points. Qualitative Contribution Evaluation (QCE)
was also adopted which focuses on instruction, research, extension and
production as validating factor of CCE (Pada, 1998: 2).

The academic staff undergo every three years leveling under NBC 461 for
purposes performance evaluation and for determining their academic

rank/position which is the reason why the researcher conducted the study.

Conceptual Framework

The schematic diagram in Figure 2 shows the conceptual framework of the
study. The research environment covers six state universities and four state
colleges in Eastern Visayas.

The conceptual schema on page 13 further illustrates the three main
variables: the first variable is the Common Criteria Evaluation with three major
categories, namely: 1) educational qualification, 2) experience and length of
service, and 3) professional development, achievement and honors. The second
variable is the Qualitative Contribution Evaluation (QCE) with the performance
areas in research, extension and production with various criteria on educational

qualification, experience and length of service, professional development,
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achievement and honors. The third is the demographic variables with age, sex,
civil status, educational qualificaion, position/official designation, field of
specialization, work experience in year either administrative or teaching
experience, performance rating, teaching load with number of preparation of
work load and total work load, and relevant training attended. These three main
variables are essential for making efficient and effective academic staff.

In this parHcular study, feedback from the three main variables would
serve as a springboard for redefining and redirecting the policies of educational
instructions in the state universities and colleges in Eastern Visayas.

It i1s envisioned that with a well-defined and well-directed policies, the
instihitions would likewise develope qualified, efficient and effective academic
staff. It is generally accepted that efficient and effective academic staff make
quality instruction and produce a well-developed citizen workers. Hence,
quality instructors would lead to quality education and eventually quality

graduates.

Sipnificance of the Study

The study was undertaken to find out the relevance and effectiveness of
the Common Criteria for Evaluation (CCE) and Qualitative Contribution
Evaluation {QCE) of academic staff of SUCs in Eastern Visayas. The emergence
of CCE and QCE of NBC 461 has drawn awareness on the part of academic staff

and even educational managers since they would know their standing in terms
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of instructon, research, extension and production whether they achieved their
goals and objectives or their discrepancies on the role and responsibilities in the
delivery of quality education and services. Significantly, this compared the
result of CCE and QCE of academic staff of SUCs.

The findings of this study could help improve the educational programs,
operation, management and practices of state universities and colleges in Eastern
Visayas as well as the entire association of CHED, PASUC and DBM.

To the academic staff. Findings of the study would provide avenue for

effective faculty members to be recognized and rewarded for their good
performance. This could also provide constructive criticism among them and
source of feedback on their performance for the improvement of the teaching and
learning process. This could also help them ascertain stiudents, peer and
superiors attitiides toward them which exert a powerful influence on the
effectiveness of instructon.

To the administrators. The result of this study would provide them with

basis in making decisions regarding faculty’s promotion, granting of scholarship,
tenure and salary increases. It would also promote professional growth and
development and quality performance and they shall be guided on how to work
the leveling for the competence of the academic staff.

To the students. This study would benefit the students for this would

provide them a feeling of importance of participating in the improvement of the

teaching and learning processes. This could also make them feel that the best
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educational process is in essence democratic and that the opinion they make are

a wholesome kind of cooperative effort to improve the learning situation.

To CHED, PASUC and DBM. This study would help improve the

educational programs and personnel actions and academic staff of every state
university and college in Eastern Visayas as well as the entire association of
PASUC and CHED. DBM would be aware on the update release of the financial
budget of the leveled academic rank/position to SUCs to avoid deletion and/or

postponement of the target every three years leveling.

To the community. Greater participation could be achieved, hence
greater support from the community to the college/university could be attained.
Moreover, the community members could be assured of quality service to the
students which in turn would redound to a more productive and progressive

society in the future.

To future researchers. The cutput of this study would serve as reference

material for future researchers who intend to conduct similar studies on faculty

performance evaluation for academic staff.

Srope and Delimitation

This study assessed the points earned by instructors, assistant professors,
associate professors as well as professors of SUCs in Eastern Visayas. More
specifically, the points earned by these four groups of teaching personnel in the

Common Criteria for Evaluation as well as Qualitative Contribution Evaluation

o)



TTMIST

O
\\ Tacloban CitR
Phiompon LEYTE
O
Ormoc City

3 N e o&
Te San Jorge &
I G P
i Catbaiggan O
Maqueda Bay

17

EVSU

Figure 2. Map of Eastern Visayas Showing the Locations of the Respondent-SUCs




13

(CCE) were determined. Along CCE, the points were categorized in terms of
three areas, namely: 1) educational qualification; 2} experience and length of
service, and 3) professional development, achievement and honors. Meanwhile,
along QCE, the points were categorized in terms of four areas, as follows: 1)
commitment, 2) knowledge of the subject matter, 3) teaching for independent
learning, and 4) management of learning.

The CCE points were correlated and compared to QCE points and were
further correlated to the profile of the respondents such as: age, sex, civil statis,
educational qualification, academic rank, local designation, field of
specialization, work experiences, performance rating, teaching load and relevant
in-service training within the cut-off period.

A total of 503 academic staff were involved in the study. There were 140
instructors, 183 assistant professors, 122 associate professors and 61 professors.
Furthermore, a total of 10 SUCs were covered by the study, that is, six state
universities and four state colleges. These SUCs are: University of Eastern
Philippines (UEP), Eastern Visayas State Universities (EVSU), Leyte State
University (LSU), Eastern Samar State University (ESSU), Southern Leyte State
University (SLSU), Leyte Normal University (LNU), Palompon Institute of
Technology (PIT), Naval Institute of Technology (NIT), Tiburcio Tancinco
Memorial Institute of Technology (TTMIST) and Samar State College of

Agriculture and Forestry (SSCAF) (See Figure 2).
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The main instruments used in the study were a survey questionnaire and
documentary analysis. The data collected were analyzed using descriptive and
inferential statistical tools.

The study was conducted during school year 2004 - 2005.

Drefinition of Terms

In order to provide a comimon frame of reference, the following terms are
herein defined conceptually and operationally.

Agriculture.  Conceptually, this term refers to a science or art of
producing crops and raising a livestock (Romualdez, 1979: 38). In this study,
this term is used as one departiment in an institution with courses offering in

Agriculture.

Assistant professor. A teacher in a college who ranks immediately below

an associate professor (Webster, 1998: 88). Operationally, this term refers to
having a rank of assistant professor 1 with salary grade 15, CCE points bracket of
88 to 96 and QCE points of 80 for assistant professor 1I, salary grade 16, with 97-
105 CCE points and 85 QCE points. For assistant professor I, salary grade of 17
with 106-114 CCE points and 90 QCE points. For assistant prafessor IV, salary
grade 18 with 115 to 123 CCE points and 95 QCE minimum points.

Associate professor. A teacher in a college who ranks immediately above

an Assistant Professor and immediately below a professor {Webster, 1998: 88).

Operationally, this term refers to having sub-ranks of associate professor I to V
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with salary grade from 19 to 23, having CCE points bracket from 124 to 158 and
QCE minimum points from 76 to 100, respechively.

Clientele satisfaction. This is a strategic concept for the overall

institutional image as the SUC seeks continuous improvement toward excellence.
It is based on the belief that the quality of education will improve as the clientele
(i.e., students, parents, community) assume more responsibility fro the value of
education they draw from the institution. This demands constant sensitivity to
clientele requirements and measurement of the factors that drive clientele
satisfaction. Equally, this demands awareness of the latest developments in
educabon and rapid response to the clientele requirements thereby improving
both the quality of education and the relationships with students, parents and
the community (Pada, Annex 2 of QCE). Operationally, this term is used as one
factor/criteria of Qualitative Contribution Evaluation (QCE) for evaluating
acadermic staff of SUCs.

Commitment. Conceptually, this term refers to an act or process of
entrusting or consigning for safekeeping (Webster Comprehensive Dictionary,
1998: 264). Operationally, this refers to a faculty member's deep sense of
responsibility to render service for the development of the students’” well-being
and for the advancement of his/her discipline.

Common Criteria for Evaluation (CCE). The CCE is a set of factors of

services and achievements which establish the relative performance of a faculty

in the State University or College for the period of evaluation (Pada, Annex 2 of
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QCE). Operationally, this term refers to an evaluation /rating instrument used to
evaluate faculty members to be rated by peers, students, self and immediate

supervisor in an institution under SUCs.

Community responsibility. This term refers to ethics in support for
public safety, environmental safety, and sharing of quality-related information
with business, industry and government agencies within the community and the
country. Community responsibility also includes responsiveness to community
needs and processes to develop and maintain public thrust (Pada, Annex 2 QCE).
Operationally, this term is used as one criterion in QCE rating instrument for
evaluating academic staff of SUCs.

Extension. This refers to program or courses offered by a College
primary for adults or out-of-school youth either in degree-credit area or non-
" credit areas for career development or culture enrichment purpose (Hawes and
Hawes, 1982:84). Operationally, this refers to sharing of expertise by individual
effort or though an institutional extension program.

Instruction. A process by which knowledge and skills are developed in
learners by a teacher or in same cases by instructional devices; any form of
teaching (Hawes and Hawes, 1982: 85). Operationally, it refers to actual
classroom teaching, including practical work, field or laboratory time.

Instructor. A college teacher of lower rank than the lowest professional

grade (Webster, 1998: 1006). Operationally, this refers to the rank from instructor
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I to I with salary grade from 12 to 14, with points bracket of CCE from 65 to 87
and with minimum points of QCE from 80 to 90, respectively.

Knowledge of subject. This includes the faculty member’s scholarship

and expertise in his/her chosen field or discipline (Pada, Annex I of QCE).
Operationally, this is one criterion used in rating faculty members of SUCs.

Leadership. Conceptually, this means position of a leader {(Webster, 1998:
724). Operationally, this term refers to a professor (including board members
and administrators) who must crate clear and visible quality values within the
educational system. Reinforcement of these values and expectations require
commitment and involvement Professors in collaboration with administrators
and instructors or board members.

Management of learning. This refers to the faculty members’ ahility to

organize teaching-learning processes to enable students to maximize their
learning potentals (Pada, Annex 1 of QCE). Operationally, this term is one
criterion in the instrument of QCE for instructors and assistant professors.

Partnership development. Conceptually, his refers to the college or

university that seeks to build internal and external partnership that promote
cooperation/fcollahoration serving mutual and larger community interests.
These should consider longer-term objectives as well as short term needs,
thereby creating a basis for mutual investments; the building of partmerships
should address means of regular communication, approaches to evaluating

progress, means of modifying objectives and methods to accommodate changing
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conditions {Pada, Annex 2 of QCE). Operationally, this is one criterion used in
instrument of QCE for associate professors and professors.

Production. Conceptually, this term refers as the act of producing;
creation or manufacture (Webster, 1999: 109). Operationally, this refers to
instructional preduction projects.

Professor. A teacher of the highest grade in a university or college, or in
an institution where professional or technical studies are pursued (Webster, 1999:
1006). Operationally, this term refers to having sub-ranks of professor I to VI
with salary grades 24 to 29, with CCE points bracket from 159 to 194, and the
OCE minimum points from 61 to 90, respectively.

Oualitative contributon evaluation {(QCE). This is the distincHve

contribution by a faculty member seeking promotion to a higher rank or sub-
rank and which generally accrues to the enhancement and sustenance of the
overall image of the state universities and colleges in their constant endeavor
towards excellence (Pada, Annex 1 of QCE). Operationally, this refers to the
process of determining the eligibility of a faculty candidate for the particular
rank and sub-rank indicated by the result of the application of common criteria
for evaluation.

Rank. Generally, this term refers to the degree of an official standing
especially in a relative position in a scale of dignity or of life, degree and grade
(Webster, 1999: 1045). Operationally, this refers to the status of a faculty member

in a college or university in relation to other staff members of the same



educational institittions, such as: professors, associate professors, assistant
professors and instructors.

Research. A process of systematic inquiry, investigation, and analysis of
data in order to increase knowledge, test hypothesis and arrive at conclusion
(Hawes and Hawes, 1982: 105). Operationally, it refers to formal and action
research involvement categorized as either individual or institutional research.

Science and Technology. This is defined as the art of acquiring

knowledge and the application of scientific knowledge for practical purposes
{Rabago, et. al., 1997: 3). Operationally, this term refers to a subject.

Teacher education. This term refers to professional education and

training of teachers, consisting of course work combined with supervised
practice teaching and also in-service courses {Dictionary of Education, 2000: 197).
Operationally, this refers to one department in an institution with course offering
allied to education.

Teaching for independent learning. This pertains to the faculty members

ability to organize teaching-learning processes to enable students to maximize
their learning potentials (Pada, Annex 1 of QCE). Operationally, this term is
used as one criterion used in the instrument of QCE for instructors and assistant

professors.



Chapter 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE AND STUDIES

This chapter contains related literature and studies taken from books,
internet, pamphlets, documents and wunpublished master's theses and
dissertations. The information in the related literature includes the historical
evolution of NBC 461 and 462, and were used by the researcher to substantiate

and provide direction for this research undertaking.

Eelated Literature

As early as 1982, PASUC started deliberating on a scheme of
upgrading/ promoting highly qualified and deserving faculty members through
a process of objective evaluation so that there will be a uniform criteria/standard
in all SUCs (Pada, 1998:1). After several working papers presented and
discussed with DBM, a Common Criteria for Evaluation (CCE) across programs
and discipline was adopted and implemented under NCC 33 on January 2, 1985
retroactive July 1, 1984. This plan provided for four faculty ranks - Instructor,
Assistant Professor, Associate Professor and Professor. The three components of
the CCE are: Educational (Qualifications with 85 points, Academic Experience
and Length of Service with 25 points, and Professional Development and

Achievement with 45 points or a total of 155 points.

25
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A significant feature of NCC 33 is that the upward movement of a promo-
table faculty was granted using their own item without the need to wait for a
vacant item. The enactment of RA 6758 (Salary Standardization Law) affected
the salary grade levels of SUC faculty. Thus, authority adjustments were made
until February 12, 1992, NCC 68 amended NCC 33. However, NCC 68 was
amended by NCC 69 due to some deficiencies on September 23, 1993. Among the
salient features are: Maximum Point Allocation was increased from 155 to 165;
Earned Doctorate degree was required at the rank of Professor. The year 19%4
gave birth to Commission on Higher Education (CHED). CHED whose mandate
is to oversee the quality of Higher Education in the country, both public and
private, reviewed NCC 69 and gave a comment that the instrument was
quantitative and not qualitative and that there is a need for more emphasis on
achievement and performance rather than on educational qualification. Woven
around this thematic focus, a tripartite comunittee composed of DBM, CHED and
PASUIC was organized in 1996. It took two years to crystallize the revision along
the thematic focus. Finally, NBC 461 was issued on June, 1998 superceding NCC
§9. The salient revisions are as follows: 1) the modification of point allocation
from 165 to 299. However, educational qualification remained as benchmark at
85 points and experience and professional services, status quo at 25 points.
Professional achievement and honors increased from 55 points to 90 points; 2)
Qualitative Contribution Evaluation {(QCE) was adopted as validating factor of

CCE. Two levels of QCE was adopted: QCE for instructor and assistant professor
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is focused on teaching effectiveness; QCE for associate professor and full-fledged
professors is focused on research, extension and production on top of or in
addition to instructional functions; 3) modified quota system, wherein the quota
for Associate Professor was withdrawn and the quota for professors was
increased to 20 percent across SUCs. The quota for college professors and
university professors was clarified. One SUC executive and one faculty for every
six years. The salary grade for college professor was adjusted to Grade 30, the
same as university professor; and 4) evaluation scheme where CHED-HEIs and
TESDA-TEIs, will be evaluated every even year starting 1998, while SUCs are
evaluated every odd year. It is expected that with these revisions, greater
productivity and excellence in higher education in the public sector shall be
achieved (Pada, 1998:2).

To accredit academic staff, Pada and Alcala (1998:10) stressed that the
appointment to the position of Instructor II and Assistant Professor IV, the CCE
points of at least 66 points for the higher sub-rank of Instructor position and at
least 88 points for the Assistant professor position must br earned; master's
degree is required for Assistant Professor Il to IV.

Appointment to the position of associate professor should have the CCE
points of at least 124, must have earned MA degree and the Qualitative
Contribution in instruction, research, extension and production or must have

contributed in at least two of the four functional areas (Pada and Alcala 1998:12).
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The appointment to the position of professor should have CCE points of at
least 159, must have earned doctorate for Professors 4 to 6 and Qualitative
Contribution in instructon, research, extension and production or must have at
least three of the four functional areas. For quota, 20 percent of the total number
of the faculty positions and the rank is not applied in TESDA and CHED
supervised schools except those offering graduate programs (Pada and Alcala
1998:14).

For faculty evaluation, according to Pada and Alcala (1998:23,4) in
addition to the Common Criteria for Evaluation {(CCE), promotion to higher rank
and sub-rank shall be subject to Qualitative Contribution Evaluation (QCE).
Continuous improvement toward excellence shall include well-defined and well-
executed approach{es) aimed at enhancing the value of collegiate/university
sducation to the clientele the SU/C pledge to serve. The improvement must be
all four functional areas of the SU/C namely: instruction, research extension and
production. For those seeking promotion to the higher sub-ranks of Instructors
and Assistant Professor positions, the QCE shall be in the teaching effectiveness.
The teaching effactiveness of instructors and assistant professor is evaluated
using the following assessment areas with the corresponding weighted points as:
commitment .20, knowledge of subject 0.30, teaching for Independent Learning
0.30 and Management of Learning (.30, with a total of 100 percent. A common
evaluation instrument is prepared by a joint committee of CHED, PASUC and

TESDA. The evaluation is done by the faculty concerned, his peers, his
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supervisor and his student beneficiaries. In rating using the criteria, the scale of 1
to 5 is used, with 5 as the highest. The faculty shall be evaluated regularly and
the average rating is obtained for the particular CCE implementation. The
following are the minimum points required under the QCE so that a faculty with
the appropriate CCE credits can be promoted for Instructor I and II the
minimum points are 80 and 90 and Assistant Professor I, II, Il and IV the
minimum points are 80, 85, 90 and 95 respectively. The instrument of evaluation
are commitments, knowledge of subject, teaching for independent learning and
management of learning.

Furthermore, Pada and Alcala (1998: 5-6) said that for those seeking
promotion to the associate professor rank, the Qualitative Contribution (QC)
shall he in any two functional areas, chosen by the candidate prior to any
assessment year and for those seeking promotion to the professor rank, the QC
shall be in any three functional areas chosen by the candidate prior to any
assessment vear. In each of the self-selected functional areas the candidate’s
qualitative contribution shall be assessed based on clientele satisfaction,
leadership, partnership development and community responsibility. The weights
applicable to the different ranks are as follows: For associate professor rank the
weight points are (.50 for instriucton, 0.30. for research, (.10 extension and 0.10
for production. For professor rank the weight points are 0.20 for instruction, 0.65
for research, .10 for extension and 0.05 for production. A common evaluation

instrument is prepared by a joint committee of CHED and PASUC. The



30

avaluation is done by the ratee’s client, direct supervisor, stakeholders in the
completed projects and by his external and internal communities. Each area of
assessment has a number of criteria and allotted 25 points. The raw point for the
assessment areas is 100. The raw point garnered in each of the four assessment
area is multiplied by the corresponding weight. In rating using the criteria, the
scale of 1 to 5 is used with 5 as the highest. The faculty shall be evaluated
regularly at the end of every academic year and the average rating is obtained for
the particular CCE implementation. The total weighted points shall have the
equivalent points corresponding to the sub-rank under each of the Associate
Professor and Full Professor ranks as follows: For Associate Professor I I, III, IV
and V with the QCE minimum weighted points of 76, 80, 86, 91 and 96 and a
maximum of 80, 85, 90, 95 and 100 respectively. For Full Professor 1, II, I, wWv
and VII, College Professor and University Professor, the QCE minimum
weighted points are 61, 65, 71, 76, 81, 86, 91, and 96 and the maximum weighted
points are 65, 70, 75, 80, 85, 90, 95 and 100 respectively. The criterion for
evaluation instrument to be rated by client is clientele satisfaction, to be rated by
the immediate supervisor is leadership, to be rated by stakeholder in the
completed projects/activities is partnership development and to be rated by the
parties from the external and internal communities is community responsibility.
In the decentralization of faculty evaluation and computerization, Pada
(2001:3) together with the JBM, CHED, TESDA and PASUC agreed that effective

the 2nd cycle of NBC 461, the faculty evaluation and the computerization shall be
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“decentralized” to ensure the expeditious evaluation process and issuance of
computer print-outs. Twelve Faculty Computerization Zonal Centers, shall be
established. The selecton of the zonal center was based on ICT capability modal
computer centers, accessibility and willingness of school head to accept
leadership role. The zonal center shall be empowered to issue the final computer
print out based on guidelines already issued by CHED, DBM and PASUC and
other guidelines that shall henceforth be developed. The list of SUCs, CSls
integrated to SUCs and TEIs under the zonal centers is based on regional cluster
accessibility. CHED and TESDA shall furnish PASUC the name of schools to be
assigned to each zonal center. The head of the zonal center shall organize and
designate the staff members composed of a director, evaluators and encoders.
The staff member selected shall undergo hands-on training at TUP. The QCE
will now be performed by the zonal center based on the guidelines that CHED
shall therefore issue. A National Committee chaired by the PASUC president,
the Directors of the zonal centers as members and assisted by the PASUC staff
shall act as clearing house on policy matters that are to be formulated jointly with
DBM, CHED and TESDA and to resolved issues and complaints coming from
parties concerned, provided that such issues and concerns are officially
transmitted by the SUC President. The CCE computerization and QCE fee
earlier authorized shall be collected by the zonal centers and the disbursement
breakdown shall be jointly determined by a group organized by PASUC and the

director of zonal centers. The zonal centers shall pay TUP for a copy of the
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computerization software to be drawn from the computerization fee paid by the
schools’. Out of the 12 faculty computerization zonal centers, Eastern Visayas
State University (EVSU) was selected as zonal center for Eastern Visayas. Due to
established zonal center for the region, Chairperson Garda issued CHED
Memorandum Order No. 06 dated February 2, 2003., amending CMO No. 49, s.
1998, transferring the Regional QCE Team as follows: For SUCs and integrated
CHED-Supervised Institutions, the regional chairman of PASUC as Chairman,
the CHED regional director or representative, the NEDA regional director or
representative and the DA/DOST regional director or representative as
members.

Modified quota system (Bongcodin, 1998:4) stressed that effective upon
implementation, the quota for the rank of associate professor shall be withdrawn.
The quota for the rank of professor shall be adjusted to 20 percent of the total
number of faculty posibons of each SUC. Only one position of
College/University Professor per College/University shall be authorized for
svery six years, the total of which shall not exceed the number of authorized
colleges and external campuses of the respective SUC. Candidate to said rank
shall be required to undergo screening as stipulated in Section 4.3 of NCC No.
69.

Exercise of Presidential discretion (Bongcodin, 1998:4) further stressed
that under Section 6.0 of NCC 69 the exercise of presidential discretion is hereby

extended to heads of HEls and TEls. To ensure standard implementation of the
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presidential discretion, the Chairman of CHED and President of PASUC shali
tormulate and prescribe separate guidelines which shall be observed by the
heads of HEIs and TEIs,

For the appointment to College/ University Professor positions, the
appointee must be a deserving faculty member occupying Professor position
duly accredited by the PASUC Accreditation Committee who have complied
satisfactory point allocation of 195-200 having a salary grade 30. SUC Presidents
and Vice-Presidents may opt to receive the basic salary pertaining to their
assigned academic ranks under the CCE, provided that they have complied with
the requirements in the revised points allocation.

Garcia (2201) confirmed /approved the definition of the “no quantum leap
policy” adopted by the Tripartite Group composed of CHED, DBM and PASUIC.
It is a standard to preclude inordinate upward movements of faculty members of
newly converted SUCs and integrated CSls who shall undergo initial evaluation
under NBC 461. Then Commissioner Padua also defined the no quantum leap
policy as a quality standard which shall limit promotions not exceeding six (6)
sub-rank or the highest sub-rank of the next higher rank, e.g. from Instructor I
evaluated during 1st cycle of NBC 461 as Associate professor or higher shall only
be assigned Assistant Professor IV. Thereafter during succeeding evaluation,
movement shall be up to the hi ghest sub-rank of the next higher rank.

De Guzman (2005:218) pointed that the teaching responsibilities at the

tertiary level focus on the abilities of the faculty to nurture meaningful self-
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growth among students through careful, well-organized instructional planning
development and evaluation of learning. This enhanced the faculty’s strong
preparation and mastery of subject matter and his/her craft in managing the
instrirctional process inside the classroom. Thus the most significant dimensions
cutting across the characteristics of effective teaching are the faculty’s
commitment to teaching, knowledge of subject teaching for independent
learning, and management of student learning. These are the four policies
surrounding teaching effectiveness. Effective teaching is brought about by the
inner drive of the faculty to guide student learning equipped by their mastery of
subject content and competence in utilizing appropriate pedagogical
raquirements.

The Pocachontas Country Board of Education (2004: 1-5) is committed in
ensuring that school personnel employed in the public schools of this country are
avaluated in a fair and equitable manner and within a uniformly applied system.
This policy is established to set parameters for observations and evaluations,
identify components for improvement of plans and identify performance criteria
for teacher. This evaluation policy has two major purposes: 1) to promote
professional growth and development and quality performance; and 2) to
provide evaluation data as one hasis for sound personnel decisions. The four
performance rating categories on the personnel evaluation form for employees
are: exemplary, exceeds standards, meets standards, d) unsatisfactory. The scale

for assessing the performance criteria is as follows: 1) Exemplary - Performance



consistently demonstrates expertise and mastery of performance criteria and/or
svidence of any of the following: recognition at the state and/or national levels,
leadership in staff development through presentations at the state and/or
national levels and/or development and implementation of innovative
instructional programs; 2) Exceeds standards - Performance consistently
demonstrates expertise and mastery of performance criteria and evidence of any
of the following: recognition at the schools, country and/or regional levels,
leadership in staff development through presentations at the school, country
and/or regional levels and/or implementation of innovative instructional
programs; 3) Meets Standards - Performance is consistently adequate in meeting
performance criteria; and 4) Unsatisfactory — Performance is not consistently
acceptable in meeting performance criteria. Each employee shall be evaluated
under his/her appropriate stage: A) Orientation: To ensure that all employee
have a full understanding of the purposes, instruments and procedures used in
evaluating the performance of employees; B} Observation of Classroom
Teachers: Teachers with zero to two years of experience will be observed a
minimum of three times for each written evaluation; C) Post Observation
Conference: After each thirty minute observation of the teacher the supervisor
shall conduct a post observation conference with the employee within five

working days; and D) Fvaluation: Fvaluation shall address all levels of teachers’

responsibilities.
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Stuident evaluation of teacher performance or student rating, is one of the
most controversial technique used to identify teacher effectiveness; few faculty
members question the usefulness of rating in providing feedback about teaching
that can result in improved instruction, but many continue to challenge student
rating use in making personnel decisions (Marsh, et. al., 1979: 142).

However, Aleamoni (1981: 123) offers the following arguments to support
the use of student rating of teacher performance: 1) Students are the main source
of information about the environment, including teacher’s ability to motivate
students for continued learning, rapport or degree of communication between
instructors and students; 2) Students are the most logical evaluators of the
quality, the effectiveness of, and satisfachHon with course content, method of
instricton, texthooks, homework and student interest; and 3) Student ratings
encourage communication between students and their instructor. This
communication may lead fo the kind of instructor involvement in the teaching-
learning process that can raise the level of instruction that will be recognized and
rewarded. Faculty are concerned about the use of student ratings in both
formative and summative evaluations for the following reasons: 1} Students lack
the maturity and expertise to make judgment about course content or instructor
style; 2) students’ ratings are measures of popularity rather than of ability; 3) the
rating forms themselves are both unreliable and invalid; and 4) other variables

{such as grades received from the instructor, class size, or whether the course

was required or elected) affect students’ ratings .
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According to policy handbook of Boise State University, (BSU Policy
5310-B), the unit's evaluation of faculty members follows three nested sets of
systematic procedures and standards. These include: 1) faculty evaluation
procedures for Boise State University; 2) faculty evaluation procedures for the
College of Education (for professional education faculty within that college); and
3) faculty evaluation procedures of each department. The first overarching set of
guidelines for faculty evaluations are those contained in the Boise State
University Policy Handbook. In that document, BSU Policy 5310-B notes that
every faculty member at the university shall be evaluated annually for the
purposes of reappointment, granting promotion and/or tenure, and salary

determination.

Specitically, the policy states that:

The faculty and the dean of each college/school and the
library shall establish guidelines for evaluating faculty within the
general categories of teaching, scholarly/creative/research
activities, and service. Such guidelines shall recognize variations
among disciplines and departments . . .

This university policy further notes that:

Faculty are responsible for submitting to the department
chair by February 1, written evidence to demonstrate their teaching
effectiveness as well as evidence of continuing work in scholarly /
researchfcreative activities, and service for the previous calendar
year. Each data source should be related to the role of the faculty
member in carrying out the mission of the University. In applying
the guidelines, faculty members are to be evaluated according to
their specific assignments.
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Recommendations for reappointment, promotion in rank, the awarding of
tenure, or increases in salary shall be based on merit and institutional needs and
interests. Promotion in rank shall be accompanied by an appropriate increase in
salary (University Council Policy, 1990). “Merit” shall be determined by
considering relevant criteria including the following: 1) teaching effectiveness; 2}
scholarly and professional achievements; 3) research, as evidenced by both
published and unpublished works; 4) direction of graduate studies; 5) advisory
and counseling service programs and administrative work of the University
{other than teaching and research); 6) service to professional societies; 7) service
to the programs and administrative work of the University (other than teaching
and research); &) professional activities in the community; 9) attributes of
integrity, industry, objectivity, leadership, and cooperation. These criteria are
not listed in order of importance, nor are they to be rigidly applied. Persons
making such evaluations should keep in mind, however, the primary interest of
the University in retaining and rewarding persons of superior teaching ability
and scholarly achievement. “Institutional needs and interest” include faculty
personnel actions taken in response not only to changes in and enrollment
fluctuations within, discipline but also to counter-offers, equity considerations
and competitive influences within disciplines.

The procedures below are intended to be used to apply the criteria above
in the evaluation of a faculty member's performance for the purpose of

reappointment and for the granting of salary increases. In reviews for tenure
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and promotion, the criteria above are applied according to the procedures in the
policy of tenure and promotion. Upon request, each full-time faculty member
shall prepare and forward to the Chairman of the Department or Division, or
otherwise to the Dean, an annual written report that will aid in the evaluation of

the faculty member’s performance.

Reolated Studies

Several studies show that faculty performance alone is not enough
predictor of competence in teaching, it must consider other aspects like
educational qualification, experience and professional services, achievement,
honor and professional development, participation and others.

Bernadit (2000) made a study entitled “Competencies of Technology
Home Economics Teachers in the Division of Calbayog City,” where she found
out that THE teachers proved their expertise and competence in teaching the
subject. The instructional status of the Home Economics in secondary schools
was significantly related to the competency level of the THE teacher -
respondents. This means that when the facilities and equipment are “excellent”,
supervision is “adequate”, community-school based activities are done “often”,
the competency level of the THE teacher is enhanced, which results to an
excellent and /or very satisfactory performance. Excellence and very satisfactory

performance are attributed to the teachers’ commitment to their profession.
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Bernadit recommended that the THE teachers be encouraged to undertake
continuing education such as seminars, in-service trainings to include graduate
and post graduate education specializing THE, to enhance and update their skills
and competence in teaching the subject. Administrators are encouraged to give
full support to the THE programs financially, to provide and upgrade school
facilities and equipment to reinforce and enhance the competence of the THE
teachers as well as students and to initiate the conduct of in-service trainings in
THE to reinforce teacher skills. A qualification standard must be established as
a guide in hiring of THE teachers.

The study of Bernadit and the present study are related inasmuch as both
tried to look into performance of teachers. Both studies considered educational
qualification as a factor that could affect teachers’ performance. However, the
study of Bernadit mainly considered secondary school teachers’ in THE while the
present study covered all teachers among SUCs in Eastern Visayas.

Diorgja (2002) in her study “Interpersonal Values and Competency Needs
of Public Elementary School Principals: Inputs to a Model Supervisory
Enhancement Program” conclude that principals in central and non central
schools were considerably mature, mostly formal, educationally fitted, with
adequate salary and well-performing in their respective schools. The
interpersonal values of elementary school principals from both central and non-
central school were similar and both groups considered interpersonal values of

conformity and leadership as most important to them. The degree of need for
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the competencies was not influenced by the principal-related characteristics such
as age, civil status, annual salary, educational qualification, training
performance rating, number of teachers, place of assignment and awards/honor.
Male principals have different competency needs from female teachers and that
their degree of need varied.

She recommends that public school principals who did not meet the basic
requirements should enroll in graduate programs to obtain at least masteral
degree. Value orientation and enhancement program be provided to them. An
experimenta! study could be undertaken to test the effectiveness of the program
and a separate enhancement program for male and femnale principals be made
hased on their respective competency needs.

The study of Doroja is similar to the present study in the sense that they
hoth deal on competency; they differ only because the present study is concerned
with the relevance and effective ness of the CCE and QCE of academic staff of
SUCs in Eastern Visayas.

Elizalde {2000) disclosed that the competency level of the guidance
counselors is most influenced by his/her educational background and major
preparation or specialization. Most of the guidance counselors have heen
involved with the program for a number of years. The length of time is enough
to give him/her the experience and know-how of the various guidance services.

The guidance counselors need to improve the level of competency in the



inventory service. counseling, educational and vocational guidance and
particularly in follow-up and research services.

She also reported that no matter how organized a guidance program is, it
would be of no avail if the counselor lacks the skills and ability to impart the
necessary knowledge, attitudes and skills required in the implementation.
Therefore, it is very essential that the school hire a professionally trained
guidance counselor. The subjects assigned to the guidance counselor be limited.
They should be encouraged to finish their masteral studies and preferably
encouraged to take up Guidance and Counseling as majors.

Her study was similar to the present study because it attempted to
evaluate the competencies of the guidance counselors in the elementary schools
in the Division of Samar and their athitudes towards the implementation of the
various services in the guidance programs. Meanwhile, the present study
attempted to evaluate competencies of the academic staff of SUCs in Eastern
Visayas.

Espina (2000) in her study, “Effectiveness of Master Teachers Assistance
and Instructional Competence of Non-Master Teachers: A Correlation”
concluded that master teachers are older than the non-master teachers. In terms
of gender, more female teachers are teaching than males. In disparity of
sducational qualification, master teachers were promoted because of higher or
better qualification than the ordinary classroom teacher. The length of service of

master teachers and non-master teachers clustered most from 33-35 years and 27-



29 years respectively because those teachers who were asked to serve in the
central school should have more or less an acerued service of 5-10 years. The
performance received by master teachers and non-master teachers are either
“Very Satisfactory” or “Outstanding” which contribute to the fact that teachers in
the central schools are more or less trained and are already exposed to the
intricacies of a teaching job, hence are very good performers.

The study of Espina recommends the following: 1) Performance contract
should be prepared by master teachers and it should be explicit about their
functions, for clarity and guidance, 2) Team teaching should be made as a
functional scheme in improving master teachers and non-master teachers work
relation, 3) Ranking of master teachers should be based on merit and fitness to
ascertain quality and/or competence in the delivery of the “goods” to the pupils,
4y “Culture of Excellence” should be promoted and be given focus by all
members of the educational community, 5} Conduct in-service training for
master teachers to equip them in their assisting, 6} “Time-on-Task” should be
emphasized in managing classroom activities to avoid wastage of time resources,
7) Evaluation of performance of master teachers should be a serious matter of the
school / district.

The study has significant bearing on the present study considering that
there is relatedness being observed from both studies on the point effectiveness
and /or competencies. They differ in terms of respondents, instruments, location

and period of time since the former considered the elementary teachers, was



conducted at the four districts of Catbalogan seven years ago, while the latter
uses academic staff of SUCs as her respondents using a questionnaire patterned
to the NBC 461, the coverage is Eastern Visayas for the school year 2004-2005.

Teraza (1997) conducted a study entitled, “Influence of Teachers’
Instructional Competence on Pupils’ Achievement”. This study found out that
among the three areas of instructional competence, teaching performance proved
to have the greatest influence on the performance of Grade VI pupils in the
National Elementary Assessment Test, followed by professional skills, personal
skills and teacher instructional competence.

Taraza concluded that the “Very Satisfactory” rating of teachers in the
area of instructional competence was indicative of their dedication to the
teaching profession, and this instructional competence could be considered as
good predictor of the achievement test.

The study of Teraza and the present study are both assessment studies.
The difference lies on their specific objectives because while the former was on
the influence of teacher’s instructional competence on pupils’ achievement, the
latter was on the relevance and effechiveness of Qualitative Contribution
Evaluation {QCE) on faculty performance.

Ynalhis {1995) in her study, “Educational Qualification and Instructional
Competence of Elementary Grade Teachers,” disclosed that those teachers with
“outstanding” ratings were the teachers with high qualifications and the

remaining greater number of teachers with a “very satisfactory” rating were
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those with advanced studies or units in graduate studies. These findings
showed that the instructional competence was affected by teachers’ educational
qualifications which further led to the conclusion that when educational
qualification is upgraded, instructional competence is improved.

rom the above study, the following were the recommendations, 1)
teachers should always attend seminars, professional meetings and educational
trainings to gain new ideas, expand knowledge, and enrich experience; 2) should
advance studies to gain expertise; and 3) should love work and should report to
school early to have enough time for planning teaching processes.

The study of Ynalbis has significant bearing on the present study
considering that there is relatedness being observed from both studies on the
point of their objectives which are on teacher's effechiveness and/or
competencies. They differed only in terms of samples, instruments and period of
the study since the former considered the elementary teachers’ competencies,
while the latter is considered academic staff grouped instructors, assistant
professors, associate professors and professors from SUCs in Eastern Visayas.

Olisco {1995) made an investigation on the level of competencies
identified to be essential to teachers. He found out that the age of the individual
may affect his competence in his job; that in many cases, the performance of the
older worker differ from those of the younger ones. Usually, old workers have
more expostre to work experiences and could be expected to perform better. He

further noted that women workers had greater problems since most men



workers usually feel superior from women; thus, women workers have to be

talented to overcome their sex and age handicap.

His study was similar to the present study in the sense that it was likewise
on teaching competencies, but his study investigated the level of competencies
that can be identified as essential to teachers, where his results mentioned the
age as an essental factor to affect effective performance. This study further
considered the plight of women in the teaching profession in comparison to their
male counter parts.

This study differed from the aforementioned study in the sense that
performance of the respondents was assessed using the criteria or indicators
stipulated in NBC 461. Furthermore, this study considered the teaching
personnel from SUCs in Eastern Visayas.

Barreto (1996) in his study, found out that in the educational system the
students’ rating as predictors of the general effectiveness of a teacher has yielded
slightly stronger results on the students’ reactions to the classroom environment.
Teachers are usually evaluated by their heads/principals/supervisors to
measure their efficiency on the job.

His study further revealed that the experiences of successful instructors
have shown that instructors’ job is not confined solely on the transmission of
knowledge and information. Equally important are the instructors” work habits,

attitudes, value judgment and personal adjustments in relation to the learners.

In many ways, instructors shape the learners’ personality, hence, the sooner the
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instructor realizes his responsibilities, the better is the chance of progress in
educating the youth.

He therefore concluded as a result of his study that quality education shall
only be attainable if mentors are really competent. He further stated that
achievement of the goals of instruction depends on the caliber, zeal and
effectiveness of the teacher.

Barreto expressed support to the concept of the strong and direct relation
of teacher competencies, qualifications and characteristics to the amount of
learning students achieved which made it related to the present investigation.
Both have similar focus which is on teachers’ competencies, qualifications and
characteristics. However, they differed inasmuch as the present study was
concerned on academic performance of teachers from SUCs in Eastern Visayas.

The study of Magno (1995) on the “Relationship of Work Values, Job
Satisfaction and Job Effectiveness of the Faculty of Baguio” showed that the
faculty members are perceived by their students to manifest a very satisfactory
level of job effectiveness. It further revealed that the faculty members are
perceived by their dean to manifest a satisfactory level of job effectiveness.

This study is similar to the present study in relation to teaching
affectiveness of the faculty members. However, they differed inasmuch as
Magno focused more on the attitude values and satisfaction level of teachers
while this study was concerned more on teachers’ competencies based on the

indicators identitied under NBC 461.



Guillermo (1996) conducted a study on teaching qualities of instructors
and professors. He found out that most of his teacher-respondents showed
enough knowledge of human nature and of the social and physical environment
to be able to assist their students in their discovery and development of more
effective skills on problem solving and for satisfying their other needs.

He also found out in his study that emotionalized outcomes or value
adaptations are the most potent of the acquired conduct controls in shaping
behavior. The respondents of the study believed that usually, people do what
they like to do, even to the extent of allowing their likes and dislikes, their
desires and prejudices, to overcome their better judgment. The emotionalized
outcomes of education that were identified in his shudy are as follows: athitides,
interests, appreciations, ideals, habits or conduct, morality, and morale.

The result of his study expressed support to the idea, that no matter what
the teacher does whether intentionally, or unintentionally, the teacher acis as a
model to the students, hence the enthusiasm for an activity may be more caught
than taught, depending on the influence of the teacher. He recommended that a
teacher must be very careful therefore, on the traits, attitiudes and behavior he
displays in and out of the classroom hecause students are good cbservers and
tnttators.

His study also focused on quality teachers for quality education but
specifically concentrated on emotional outcomes or value adaptation of faculty,

as it affects the teaching-learning process. This present study, on the other hand,
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is specifically concerned with a survey to identify the relevance and effectiveness
of the CCE and QCE earned by academic staff of state colleges and universities.

Decatoria (1996) mentioned in the conclusion of his study, that good
teaching is affected by factors such as curriculumn preparation, effective
instruction, and appropriate assessment or evaluation of the teaching-learning
results. It is basic for a teacher to be armed with good philosophical,
psychological and societal objectives of education, and he should rate high in the
following character traits: honesty, generosity, congeniality, tactfulness,
friendliness, cooperativeness, high moral standard, and high ethical professional
standard. Further he said that in his findings, respondents believe that a teacher
should be concerned with the welfare of learners, and should continuously
search for better ways of doing his teaching job, on how to avoid disciplinary
problems and other classroom management problems. For discipline and good
classroom management his study revealed that a teacher must possess these
traits: self-analysis, self-control, self-criticism, self-confidence, self-culture, seli-
rating, and sacrifice.

Decatoria also reported that evaluating human performance is required as
a feedback system and as a means of measuring the effective functioning of the
organization and the efficient allocation of individuals to jobs, and also in
determining where he could be best fitted in the system and where he could

contribute effectively for the attainment of organization objectives.
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His study is related to the present study inasmuch as it considered the
need for evaluating personnel performance as measure of the effechiveness of an
organization. Furthermore, his study focused on the general factors that affect
teaching learning processes and specifically on the basic characteristics of a
quality teacher. This present study, on the other hand, endeavored to assess the
quality and characteristics of the present academic staff of SUCs to serve as a
reference of plans for improvement.

Atherton {1995), as a result of his study came up with a list of
competencies urgently needed for teachers in the field of vocational agriculture
in Louisiana. This included the competencies in the following areas: program
planning and development, lesson planning, teaching classes, department
management, student organization activities, school-community relations,
professional improvement, guidance and evaluation.

Atherton provided inputs to the researcher in terms teaching
competencies and job performance to be surveyed among vocational agriculture.
Atherton’s listing of agriculture faculty competencies is generally similar to this
study but his focus was on Louisiana teachers while this study focused on
academic staff of SUCs.

Galido (1998) conducted a study on student evaluation of PSCA faculty
performance. It was revealed that the performance rating of the faculty for the

past five years (1993-1998) was very satisfactory. This result reveals that
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stidents find their teachers to be effactive in instruction, classroom management,
evaluation and personal and social qualities.

The study is similar to the present study since it focused on faculty
evaluation performance where students are considered as one rater in the QCE of
instructors and assistant professors.

The study of Paterno (1996) on the relationship of vocational agriculture’s
knowledge of technical agriculture with his success as a teacher showed that
there was a significant relationship between vocational agriculture teacher’s
knowledge of technical agriculture information and his success as a teacher.

The study is similar to this study since it focused on teaching
competencies. However, it focused on the relationship of a vocational
agriculture teacher’s agricultural technical knowledge to his success as a teacher.
This present study, on the other hand, is an assessment of the present teaching
competencies and teaching performance of academic staff of SUCs.

Villena {1996} conducted a study to identify and validate competencies of
teachers in teacher education of agricultural coverage on different areas of
professional competencies such as planning, development and evaluation of
local vocational programs, instructional planning, teaching methods and
tochniques, instructional evaluation, departmental management, guidance,
school community relations, future farmers of the Philippines, adult education,
professional role of development, supervised occupational experiences program

and in coordinating the cooperative part-time fraining program.
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Based on outcomes of the study, it was recominended, that aside from
identifving the core of essental professional competencies required by vocational
agriculture teachers of the school, there is a need for the establishment of a
validated program for developing curriculum materials and laboratory
experiences.

Furthermore, the researcher recommended the need for concerned
teachers to endeavor to use a variety of teaching techniques and methods to
make the teaching-learning process interesting; and that they need to remember
that method is greatly determined by objectives to be accomplished; the skill of
the teacher in using the method, the group of students to be taught; the place
where the instruction will be undertaken and the length of time available.

Villena's study is similar to the present study since it focused on the
teachers’ competence and job performance. However, the present study focused
on the different programs offered by SUCs in Eastern Visayas and the
corresponding performance of the academic staff of SUCs.

The aforementioned studies provided the researcher inputs and insights
on how to conduct the study. They provided guides and procedures in the

formulation of the instrument and how the analysis of data were done.



Chapter 3

METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the research methodology applied in this study. It
includes the research design, instrumentation, validation of instrument,
sampling procedures, data gathering procedures and statistical treatment of the

data.

Research Desien

This study utilized the descriptive method of research using comparative
and correlational analyses. The CCE and QCE points earned, based on the NBC
461, of the instructors, assistant professors, associate professors and professors
were determined and associated with their academic ranks. Likewise, the CCE
and QCE points earned by the four groups of respondents were compared by
SUC category and rank.

Furthermore, the extent of relevance and effectiveness of CCE and QCE
instruments were elicited from the four groups of respondents whereby their
perceptions were compared and significant differences were determined. The
perceived relevance and effectiveness of the CCE and QCE by the respondents

were associated with their personal characteristics to ascertain if relationship

existed between the two variables.
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Problems as well as solutions were also elicited from the respondents
relative to the CCE and QCE evaluation.

The data which gathered through the survey questionnaire and
documentary analysis were tabulated, organized and analyzed with the use of
descriptive and inferential statistics, namely: frequency count and percentages,
arithmetic mean and standard deviation, weighted mean, Pearson-Product-
Moment Coefficient Correlation, Fisher's t-test and analysis of variance

(ANOVA).

Instrumentation

The researcher utilized the questionnaire in gathering the necessary data
supplemented by documentary analysis and interview.

Questionnaire. The questionnaire - checklist was prepared by the

researcher patterned from the NBC 461 leveling and evaluating instrument. It
was designed in a manner that would obtain the desired data on the relevance
and effectiveness of CCE and QCE of NBC 461 in SUCs Eastern Visayas.

There were two sets of questionnaire: Set 1 was designed for the SUCs
instructors and assistant professors and Set 2 was for associate professors and
professors. The said questionnaire contained the Common Criteria for Evaluation
(CCE) under which are three main factors and criterion which are: educational
qualifications, experience and professional services and professional

development, achievement and honors; and the Qualitative Confribution
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Evaluation (QCE) under which are: commitment, knowledge of subject, teaching
for independent teaching, management of learning for the instruction. For
research, extension and production QCE evaluating criteria are the following:
clientele satisfaction, leadership, parinership development and community
responsibility. The respondents were made to check the appropriate answers

using the 5-point scale as to extent of relevance and the extent of effectiveness, as

follows:

5 — Excellent Extent of Relevance (E) 5 — Very Effective (VE)
4 - High Extent of Relevance (HE) 4 - Effective (E)

3 — Moderate Extent of Relevance (ME) 3 - Moderately Effective (ME)
2 — Low Extent of Relevance (LE) 2 — Less Effective (LE)

1 - Negligible (N) 1 - Ineffective (IE)

The questionnaire was validated as explained in the validation of the
instrument. It was administered to selected academic staff of SSPC for the tryout

and the coefficient of reliability was determined.

Documentary analysis. The researcher availed of the second cycle

evaluation result of the CCE and QCE evaluation based on the NBC 461 as well
as the 201 Files of the respondents and the directory and /or organizational chart
of the administration, deans, directors, heads and chairman to ascertain their

personal information contained in the information sheets.



Validation of the Insirument

The researcher drafted the questionnaire which was patterned from the
CCE and QCE guidelines based on the NBC 461. However, some revisions were
made to capture the information needed in this particular investigation. The first
draft was submitted to her adviser for perusal. Comments and suggestions of
the adviser were considered in the revision of the questionnaire.

The questionnaire underwent expert validation through the members of
the panel of examiners during and after her pre-oral defense whereby all
suggestions given by the members of the panel were considered in the revision
of the guestionnaire. Then the instrument was pilot tested at Samar State
University among its academic staff using 10 instructors and assistant professors,
and eight associate professors and professors. The researcher employed the test-
retest reliability method hence the pilot test was conducted twice to the same
group of respondents in an interval of three weeks. After which the results of the
two tests were tabulated and organized separately. The results of the two
tryouts were correlated using the Spearman-Rank Order Coefficient Correlation
and were interpreted using the interpretation guide of Ebel (1965: 242).

The average correlation coefficients were 073 and 070 for
instructors/assistant professors and associate professors, respectively. This
means that the reliability of the two sets of questionnaires were rather low and

adequate for group measurement.
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Sampling Procedure

The respondents of this study were the following: from state universities,
102 instructors; 119 assistant professor; 89 associate professors, 53 professors.
From state colleges, 41 instructors; 58 assistant professors; 33 associate
professors; 8 professors. For the total respondents; 143 instructors, 177 assistant
professor, 122 associate professors and 61 professors. A grand total of 503
academic staff-respondents of State Universities and Colleges (SUCs) in Eastern
Visayas.

The researcher used stratified random sampling technique in the selection
of the respondents. This was used in the academic staff. The researcher
determined the number of academic staff of the said group of respondents by
college/university and the sample size was determined using Slovene’s formula.
After the sample size was identified, the proportion of respondents for each
institiuion was determined and computed. The number of respondents in each
group and the total number respondents by SUCs category in Eastern Visayas is

shown in Table 1.

Tablel

The Sampling Frame of the Study

SUC Category Total Sample
Academic Rank University College Population Size Percent
N | n N | n ™) {n)
Instructors 264 102 60 41 324 143 4414
Assistant Professors 324 119 137 58 461 177 38.39
Associate Professors 176 89 64 33 240 122 50.83
Professors 9% 53 12 8 108 61 56.48

Total | 860 | 363 | 273 | 140 | 1333 | 503 | 4440




Data Gathering Procedure

The researcher prepared a permit signed by the adviser and the dean
seeking permission from the university and college president/OICs of the
identified respondent-SUCs to field the instruments in their respective institution
and to have access to records profile available in the Human Resource
Management Office (HRMOQO).

Afterwhich, the researcher asked permission from the deans and the
individual respondents from each institution. The questionnaires were
personally given and distributed by the researcher to ensure high percentage of
retrieval. The distribution of questionnaires started August 2004 and the
retrieval was completed during the last week of October 2004.

The researcher traveled throughout the six provincés of the region
namely: Samar, Leyte, Northern Samar, Eastern Samar, Southern Leyte and
Biliran. While she was in the process of distributing questionnaires and
collecting data, she also made actual observations and personal interview with
some respondents. This was done to validate and cross-check some information
obtained from the respondents and other documents.

The researcher encountered some problems in the fielding and retrieval of
the questionnaire. These were time and financial constraints. The researcher
found it difficult to have her travel approved on “official time” and she also had

difficulties in looking for her substitute inasmuch as she was not on study leave.
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In most cases, she was granted travel on official ime in same instances she filed a

“wacation leave”. Thus, the data collection lasted for more or less three months.

Statistical Treatment of Data

Data gathered were tabulated, categorized, organized and analyzed with
the use of appropriate descriptive and inferential statistical tools such as
frequency count and percentages, arithmetic mean and standard deviation,
weighted mean, Pearson-Product Moment Coefficient Correlation, Fisher's t-test,
one-way analysis of variance and Scheffe’s test.

Frequency count and percentages. These descriptive statistics were

employed to present the profile or personal characteristics of the respondents.

Arithmetic mean and standard deviation. These statistical tools were

used to compute for the average age of the respondents and to describe the
variability of the data with reference to the mean value.

Weighted means. The weighted means were computed for determining

the extent of relevance and effectiveness of CCE and QCE instruments. The

interpretation of the data was based on the following scale:

Scale Range Interpretation
451 - Above 5 Excellent Extent of relevance (E)/Very

Effective (VE)/Most Serious Problem
(MoP)/Most Effective Solution (MaS)

3.51 -3.50 4 High Extent Relevance (HE)/Effective
(E)/More Serious Problem (MP)/More
Effective Solution (MS)



251 -350 Moderate Extent of Relevance
(ME)/Moderately Effective (ME)/Serious

Problem (SP)/ Effective Solution (ES)

L=

1.51 - 2.50 2 Low Extent of relevance (LE)/Less Effective
(LE)/Least Serious Problem (LP)/Less
Effective Solution (LS}
1.50 and below 1 Negligible (N)/Ineffective (IE)/Not a
Problem (NP)/Ineffective Solution (I5)
ANOVA. The one-way analysis of variance was used to compare the
perceptions of the four groups of respondents relative to the relevance and

effectiveness of CCE and QCE evaluation using the following computational

table (Ferguson and Takane, 1989: 257):

Table 2

Table of Computational Formula for ANOVA

Source of
Y bt idiis df Sum of Squares Mean Squares F
SSB
" (T)2
Between K-1 Z (D) MSB= ——
SSB=-—-——— - C K_1
N MSB
F=o o
SSW MSW
Within N-K SSW=S5SST-SSB MSW=—-——
N-K

Total N-1 88T=ZX2-C “ -
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where:
K - refers to the number of groups compared;
N - refers to the total number of cases;
C - refers to the correction factor [ (ZX)2/N |;
T - refers to the group total; and
n - refers to the number of cases per group.

The computed F-value was compared with the tabular/critical F-value at
05 level of significance with K - 1 and N - K degrees of freedom. When the
former proved greater than the latter, the corresponding null hypothesis was
rejected. Otherwise, the same was accepted.

Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient. This statistical tool

was used to determine the reliability of the development questionnaire and to

find out whether there existed a relationship between the CCE and QCE points
earned and their academic rank as well as the relationship between the CCE and
QCE points earned and their personal variates and the relationship between the
perceived relevance and effectiveness of CCE and QCE evaluation instrument
and their personal vairates. The formula is suggested by Graham (1993:120) is

applied, viz:

5.5,



where:

SE S &

refers to the CCE and QCE points earned and the
perceived relevance and effectiveness of CCE and
QCE evaluation instrument;

refers to the academic rank of the respondents and
their personal characteristics;

refers to the covariance of x and y;
refers to the standard deviation of x; and

refers to the standard deviation of y.
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In interpreting the computed value for the reliability of the instruments,

the table of Reliability Coefficient suggested by Ebel (1965: 242) was used as

tollows:
Table 3
Fbel's Interpretation Table of Reliability Coefficient
Reliability Coefficient Degree of Reliability

0.95-0.99 Very High

0.90 - 0.94 High

0.80 - 0.89 Fairly high, adequate for individual
measurements

0.70-0.79 Rather low, adequate for group
measurement

Below 0.70 Low, entirely inadequate for individual

measurement although useful for
group average and school surveys.
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Fisher's t-test. This statistical tool was used for testing the correlational

hypothesis of the study. The formula given by Walpole (1982: 307) was applied

to wit:
/ N-2

r -—

S
2
\ / 1 S i
where:

T - refers to the computed correlation coefficient; and
N - refers to the number of paired data.

Finally, .05 level of significance was used in testing all the hypotheses.
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PRESENTATION, ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION OF DATA

This chapter presents the findings, analysis and interpretation of data
based on the specific questions presented in this particular investigation.
Included in this chapter are the profile of the academic staff of the SUCs in
Eastern Visayas, the CCE and QCE points earned by the four groups of
respondents based on the latest NBC 461 evaluation, the extent of relevance and
effectiveness of the CCE and QCE instruments, the problems encountered by the
four groups of respondents relative to CCE and QCE, solutions suggested by the

respondents to address the problems encountered, and tests of hypotheses.

Profile of the Respondents

The personal profile of the respondents had been locked into to determine
their background. The variates indude: age, sex, civil status, educational
qualification, position/official designation, field of specialization, administrative
experience and/or teaching experience, performance rating, number of
preparations of work load, total work loads and relevant frainings attended.

Age, Table 4 presents the age distribution of the respondents. As gleaned
from Table 4, the mean age of the instructors-respondents was 36.05 years with a
standard deviation of 3.59 years. For the assistant professors the mean age was

A432 vears with a standard deviation of 244 years. Among the associate

64



Table 4

Age Distribution of the Respondents

Age Bracket Instructors Pﬁ;ﬁ;";’; liffzisiieé Potesaom Tatat
£ ] % £ | % R £ | % £ | %
60- 64 1 0.70 5 282 9 732 11 1803 2 5.17
55 - 59 211 18 1020 21 1707 17 2787 59 1173
50 - 54 11 775 25 1412 2y 1707 17 787 74 47N
4549 9 634 41 2316 42 3415 11 1803 103 2048
40- 44 20 1408 39 203 2 219 5 820 91 1809
35-39 24 169 25 1412 3 244 0 000 52 1034
30 - 34 37 206 14 790 0 0.00 0 000 51 1014
25-29 3% 2324 13 565 0 0.00 0 000 43 855
20-24 4 2.82 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 4 0.74
Total 142 [100.00 | 177 | 10000 123 [100.00] 61 |100.00] 503 | 100.00
Mean 3605 years 44,32 years 4932 years 53.48 vears 4432
5 3.5% years 344 years 1.8% years 2.0% years 1.76

professors, the mean age was 49.32 years with a standard deviation of 1.89 years.
The professors’ mean age was 53.48 years with a standard deviation at 2.09 years.

The foregoing data denoted that the four groups of respondents were
already at their right age. The instructors were in the mid 30's while the assistant
professors in the mid 40's, the associate professors were in their late 40's and the

professors were in their early 50's.



Sex. Table 5 presents the sex distribution of the instructors, assistant
professors, associate professors and professors. As gleaned from the said table,
female dominance was observed as follows, 85 out of 142 or 59.66 percent among
instructors, 109 out of 177 or 61.58 percent among assistant professors, 69 out of
123 or 56.10 percent among associate professors, and 31 out of 61 or 50.82 percent

among professors.

Table 5

Sex Distribution of the Respondents

Assistant Associate
Sex Instructors Professors T Professors Total
i | % £ | % £ | % f | % £ | %
dMale 57 4014 68 3842 54 4250 30 4918 209 4155
Female 85 5086 109 6158 69 5610 31 5082 294 58.45
Total 142 | 16000 ¢ 177 | 1000601 123 | 106004 a1 10000 | 503 | 100.00

As a whole, there were 294 out of 503 females, equivalent to 58.45 percent
and the remaining 209 or 41.55 percent were males.

Civil status. Table 6 contains data on the civil status of the four groups of
respondents. From the same table it can be gleaned that 429 or 85.29 percent of
the four groups were already married, 49 or 9.74 percent were single, 13 or 9.74

of were separated and 12 or 2.39 percent were widow / widower.



Table s

Civil Status of the Respondents

Assistant Associate
Civil Status Instructors Professors | Professors Prﬂf&‘%‘sots Total
£ [ ™ £ | % £ | % £ ] % £ | %

Single 38 2676 9 5.08 2 1.63 2 0.00 49 974
Married ind 7324 156 2814 117 9511 52 8525 42% 8529
Widow/ 0 .00 5 339 2 1.63 4 £.56 12 2.39
Widower
Sepavated 0 0.00 6 339 2 1.63 5 819 13 2.58

Total 147 | 10000 | 177 | 100001 123 | 100.00 1 61 | 100.00 | 543 | 10000

The data suggest that the respondents were responsible considering that
despite their being married; they were able to cope with their responsibilities
attached to their respective positions.

Educational gualification. = The educational qualification of the

respondents is revealed in Table 7. Among the 142 instructors, majority, that is,
86 or 60.56 percent were BS with MA units, followed by 31 or 21.80 percent who
were Bachelor's degree holders. Meanwhile, out of the 177 assistant professors,
the highest number were holders of master's degree with 54 or 30.51 percent.
Among the associate professors and professors, majority of them were doctoral

degree holders with 62 or 50.41 percent and 58 or 95.08 percent, respectively.



Table7

Educational Qualification of the Respondents
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5 [ Academic Rank
gjzgzzzz; Instructors ;;z;if::; ;i?;;ii Profassces ey
£ Y i 1 % f Yy f | W f T

Proctoral Degree 0 0.00 4 226 68 5041 64 9508 124 2465
Doctoral - CAR g 0.00 5 233 16 6.50 2 328 15 298
MA with 2 141 38 2147 48 3821 0 8.00 87 1730
Doctoral Units
Mastes's Dagree 11 7.75 54 3051 22 407 1 164 71 1412
Master's - CAR 12 845 51 28.80 1 0.81 0 0.00 64 1272
BSwithMA Units 8 6056 18 1017 0 0.00 0 000 1M 2068
Bachelor's Degree 31 21.8 7 3.96 0 0.00 it .00 28 7.55

Total 147 | 10000 | 177 | 10000 123 | 106000 61 | 10000 503 | 100.00

The data suggest that the respondenis were educationally qualified

considering that they possess degrees higher than the minimum requirements for

the positions they are in.

Academic rank. Table § presents the academic rank of the respondents.

As gleaned from the same table, majority of them were Instructor I with 94 or

18.69 percent, followed by 71 or 14.12 percent who were Assistant Professor I,

then 52 or 10.34 percent who were Assistant Professor II. The least number of the

respondents, that is, one or (.19 percent was a College Professor. The data imply
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that majority of the respondents clustered at the lower academic rank levels

which indicated stringent evaluation procedures for higher academic ranks.

Academic Rank of the Respondents

Table 8

Mumber

Academic Rank ) Percent
College Professor 1 019
FProtessor VI 19 3.78
Professor V iz 239
Professor IV 6 1.19
Professor Hi g 1.79
Professor I h .99
Professor 1 9 1.79
Asgsociate Professor V 15 298
Associate Professor IV A0 5.96
Associate Professor I 28 5.57
Assoaciate Professor 11 24 4.77
Associate Professor [ 26 5.17
Assistant Professor IV 8 1.59
Assistant Professor I 46 215
Assistant Professor II 2 10.34
Assistant Professor [ 71 14.12
Instructor I} 13 2.58
Instructor I 35 6.96
Instructor 1 94 18.69

Total 503 100.00




Local designation.
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In terms of local designation of the respondents,

Table 9 provides the data. It can be gleaned from the table that majority of the

respondents, that is, 316 or 62.82 percent had no local designation. There were 52

or 1034 percent from the four groups of respondents who were designated

advisers of organizations. While 33 or 6.56 percent from among the four groups

were designated as head. As to the designation of Director and Coordinator

Chairman or Manager there were 30 or 5.96 from among the four groups of

respondents. There were eight or 1.59 percent who were designated as Vice-

president and two or 0.40 percent who were designated as President from among

the four group of respondents.

Tahble 0

1.ocal Designation of Respondents

Academic Rank

-, o Assi ) jate Total
Designation Instructors pf‘SSIStam o Professors o
Professors Professons
F | % f | % f | % | f | % f %
President 0 . 0 - 0 « 2 328 2 04
Vice-President 0 L - . 4 325 4 65 & 159
lean 0 = 2 113 11 894 19 3115 32 636
Dizector 3 0211 6 339 12 976 9 1475 30 59
Head 5 35 & 339 15 1219 7 1148 33 656
Coordimator/Chairman o 4 296 16 130 10 1639 30 59
Manager 7
AdviserinOrg./Other 409 45 3037 24 1953 9 1475 52 1034
designation
No designation 133 93661 41 7966 41 3333 1 164 316 6282
Total 133 | 100.00 | 177 | 100.00 | 123 liﬁi}.ﬁﬁg 61 | 100.00 | 503 | 100.060




Likewise, it can be noted from the said table that most of those who were

designated were sither Associate Professors and Professors and most of those

who had no designation were Instructors or Assistant Professors.

Work experience,

Table 10 presents the administrative work experience

of the respondents. As gleaned from Table 7, 133 or 93.66 percent of the

instructors had no administrative work experience while seven or 4.93 percent

had 1-5 years of administrative work experience and two or 1.41 percent had 6-

10 years of administrative experience. Among the assistant professors, 144 or

81.36 percent had no administrative experience while 13 or 7.34 percent had 6-10

years of administrative experience; 17 or 9.60 percent had 1-5 years experience;

Table 10

Administrative Work Experience of Respondents

Administrative seadertc Rank
Ex;zﬁ! - instructors ;:’;,:ssm; ;‘;Zsaﬂ; ;'ZZ Professors Total
Bpeas) ] % T % T % 7 % 1 %
26 -30 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 2 328 2 0.39
21-25 0 0.00 2 113 5 406 12 19.67 12 3.78
16 - 20 0 0.00 0 0.00 12 9.76 12 19.67 24 477
11-15 0 0.00 1 0.57 19 1545 18 29.51 38 7.56
6-10 2 1.41 17 260 33 26.83 16 26.23 68 13.52
1-5 7 4.93 13 7.34 13 1057 1 1.64 34 6.76
None 133 93.66 144 §1.3e i1 3333 0 0.00 318 ©3.22
Total 142 100.00 | 177 | 10000 | 123 106.00 61 | 10800 503 100.00
Mean 0.26 yrs. - 1.32 yrs. - 7.16 yrs. - 14,57 yrs. - 4.11 yrs. -
SD 1.13 ys. . 3.46 yrs. . 6.79 yrs. - 6.02 yrs. g 4,11 yrs. -




two or 1.13 percent had 21-25 vears of administrative experience; and only one
or 0.57 percent had 11-15 years of administrative experience. From the associate
professors, the highest number of 41 or 33.33 percent had no administrative work
experience, followed by 33 or 26.83 percent who had 6-10 years of administrative
experience and the least number of five or 4.06 percent had 21-25 year of
administrative experience.

Among the professors, all of them had administrative experience and the
highest number of 18 or 29.51 percent had 11-15 years of experience, followed by
12 professors or 19.67 percent with 21-25 and 16-20 years of administrative
experience.

On the whole, the professors’ group had the highest mean of
administrative experience, followed by the associate professors with 14.97 years
and 7.16 vears, respectively. Meanwhile, the assistant professors on the average
had 3.46 years of experience and the instructors had barely any experience at all,
as evidenced by the mean of (1.26 year.

As to teaching experience, Table 11 contains the data. Among the
instructors, their mean number of years of experience was 9.30 years with a
standard deviation of 7.24 years; the assistant professors, had been teaching
experience for 18.88 vears with a standard deviation of 7.19 years; the associate
nrofessors, had been teaching for 23.49 years with standard deviation of 6.58

years while the professors, had been teaching for 27.26 years with standard



Teaching Experience of Respondents

Table 11

~3
03

Academic Hanlt

Teaching Nl < N
txperience |  Instructors e i Professors Total
tin years) Professors Professors
f | % i | % i ] % i | % f | %
36 - 40 0 0.00 1 0.57 = 497 5 820 11 219
31-35 g 0.00 & 452 11 8§94 2 1475 28 557
26 -30 10 7.04 23 12.99 30 29.27 24 39.34 93 18.49
21-25 2 141 41 2316 22 17.89 18 295 &3 16.50
16-20 i5 10.56 47 26.55 39 31.71 5 8.20 106 21.07
11 -15 15 10.56 26 20.34 & 6.50 0 0.00 59 1173
&-10 45 3239 15 847 2 1.63 LY 0.00 63 1252
1-5 54 28.03 & 339 0 0.60 0 0.00 60 11.93
Total 142 | 10060 | 177 | 18000 | 1 | 51 | 16000 | 503 | 100.00
Mean 9.30 yrs. 18.38 yr=. 27.26 ys. 18.32 yes.
sD 7.24 y¥s. 718 ves. 5.18 yra, 2,28 yra,

deviation of 5.19 years. Thus, on the average, the respondents had been teaching

ey
Q

r 18.32 years with a standard deviation of 9.28 vears.

Furthermore, it can be noted that among the four groups of respondents,

the professors posted the highest average of teaching experience of 27.26 years

followed by the associate professors (2349 years), the assistant professors (18.88

years) and the instructors (9.30 years). This indicated that generally, those who

have been teaching longer tend to have higher academic rank.



Porformance rating.

Table 12 reveals the performance rating of the

respondents. From the said table, it can be gleaned that the mean performance

rating of the instructors was 9.23 with a standard deviation of 0.36; for the

assistant professors, their mean performance rating was 241 with a standard

deviation of (.31 for the assodate professors, their average performance rating

was 9.39 with a standard deviation of 0.37; for the professors, their performance

rating was 9.50 with a standard deviation of 0.40. It can be noted that among the

four groups, the highest average performance rating was obtained by the

professors while the lowest average performance rating was obtained by the

instructors, with 9.50 and 9.23, respectively. Furthermore, the data suggest that

the respondents were performing well.

Table 12

Performance Rating of Respondents

Academic Rank

Ferformance el Assistant Assodiate Pecfissi Total
Rating Tk T Professors Professors RN 7y
i ] % £ | % £ ] % £ | % i | %
2.8-100 7 493 13 7.34 16 13.00 14 22.95 50 2.94
9.8 -97 34 23.94 90 50.85 46 37.40 29 4754 199 3956
92-94 4 28.87 34 19.21 36 29.27 10 1639 121 2405
89-91 5 31.69 0 18.08 14 11.38 3 49 94 18.69
8.6 - 8.8 8 5.63 7 3.95 7 5.69 3 4R 25 4.97
83-85 6 473 ¢ 0.00 2 1.63 o 8.00 g 159
8.0-82 1 0.70 1 0.56 2 1.63 2 3.28 6 119
Tatal 143 | 100.00 | 177 | 10086 | 133 | 100.00 51 | 10000 | 503 | 100.00
Mean 9.23 2.41 .39 9.50 9.36
SD 0.36 0.31 0.37 0.40 0.36




Teaching load. Table 13 reflects the number of preparations of the four

groups of respondents. As reflected in the table, the mean number of the
preparations of instructors was b with a standard deviation of 2 preparations; for
the assistant professors their mean number of preparations was 4 with a
standard deviation of 2; for the associate professors, the mean number of
preparations was 3 with standard deviation of 2 preparations; and for professors
was 3 with standard deviation of 1 preparation.

On the other hand, Table 14 reflects the total workload of the four groups
of respondents. As gleaned from this table, the average workloads of the
instructors were 2349 with a standard deviation of 4.12; for the assistant
professors, of 22.32 workloads with a standard deviation of 5.51; for the associate

professors, 1210 with a standard deviation of 6.79 workloads;

Table 13

Mumber of Preparations of the Respondents

Academic Rank
Number of . Assistant Associate o Py
Preparation Hsiactage Professors Professors e TE
f ] % : ] % £ 1 % £ | % £ | %
7-9 15 10.56 15 847 3 244 0 0.00 33 6.56
4-6 97 68.31 1o 6215 53 4309 11 18.03 271 53.88
i-3 20 2113 52 29.38 67 54 47 50 8Ly 199 3956
Total 142 | 100.00] 177 [100.00] 123 [100.00| 61 |100.00] 503 | 100.00
Mean 5 preparations | 4 preparations | 3 prepavations | 3 preparations | 4 preparations

5 2 preparations | 2 preparations | 2 preparations | 1 preparation 2 preparations




Table 14

Total Workload of the Respondents

Academic Bank

Total Assistant Associate
Waorkload Instructors el e bl Peofessors Total
£ % R £ | % D f | %
36 - 40 & Q.00 1 156 1 081 @ 000 Z 8.40
31 -35 1 Q.70 1 f1.56 2 1.63 a 0.00 4 0.80
26 - 30 43 30.28 46 25.99 15 12.20 2 3.28 106 21.07
21 - 25 76 53.52 87 4915 44 35.77 4 6.56 211 4195
16- 20 14 9.86 18 10,17 21 17.07 6 284 59 11.73
11-15 7 493 15 847 25 20.33 18 29.51 &5 12.92
6-10 1 0.70 G 508 13 1057 19 3115 42 8.35
1-5 & 0.00 4] .00 7 1.63 12 1967 i4 2.78
Total 142 | 100.00| 177 |100.00] 123 |100.00]| 61 [10000| 503 | 100.00
Mty 23.49 22.32 19.10 1111 20.50
workloads workloads workloads workloads worlkloads
sD 412 551 LA 6.35 6.82
workloads workloads workloads workloads workioads

and for the professors, their average workload was 11.11 with a standard

deviation of 6.35. It can be noted that the professors’ group had the least average

workload while the instructors’ group had the highest workload. This could be

due to the fact that most of the professors had local designations.



Relevant fraininpgs attended. Table 15 reveals the number of relevant

trainings attended by the respondents. As revealed in this table, the average

relevant trainings attended by the instructors was 15 frainings with a standard

deviation of 2 trainings; for the assistant professors, their mean number of

relevant trainings attended was 29 with a standard deviation of 9 trainings: for

the associate professors, 40 trainings with a standard deviation of a trainings;

and for the professors, 64 trainings with a standard deviation of 12 trainings. It

can be noted that the professors’ group had the highest average number of

frainings attended and the instructors’ group had the lowest mean number of

trainings attended. This could be atiributed to the fact that the professors had

been in the teaching profession for longer Hme compared to the instructors,

agsistant professors and associate professors.

Table 15

Relevant Trainings Attended by the Respondents

Academic Rank

3

Mumber of
Rg—iev ant Tectivn b Assistant é%ssagczate Professons Total
Trainings Professors Professors
cutiuded T | % T | % R £ | % | %
76 - 90 &} 0.00 @ 0.00 it 0.00 9 1475 g 1.79
61 -75 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 28 45.90 28 5.57
46 - 60 1] 0.00 6 3.39 33 26.85 22 36.07 61 1213
31 - 45 0 0.00 62 35.03 76 61.79 i 1.64 139 27.63
16 - 30 ) 4648 108 61.02 14 1138 1 to4 189 37.57
1-15 75 5352 1 .56 £} 400 0 0.00 Vi 1531
Total 142 ] 100.00] 177 |100.00] 123 |100.00] 61 |[100.00] 503 | 100.00
Mean 15 trainings 29 trainings 4{) trainings 64 trainings 32 trainings
5D 7 trainings 9 trainings 2 trainings 12 trainings 17 trainings




CFE and OCE Poinis Earned by Four Grouns
of Respondents Based on the Latest
NBC 4ol Evaluaition

Table 16 presents the mean QCE and CCE points earned by the four
groups of respondents based on the latest NBC 461 evaluation. As presented by
the said table, the professors obtained total mean CCE points of 174.16 while the

On the part of the associate professors, they obtained a total mean CCE
points of 140.24 with 93.60 QCE points; the total mean CCE points earned by
assistant professors was 107.79 and their mean QCE points was 94.59; the
instructors obtained a total mean QCE points of 7549 with mean QCE total

points of 92.89.

Takble 16

(C'CE and QCE Points Farned by the Respondents
Based on NBC 461 Evaluation

CCE QCE
Hducational Academic Professional J
i Points

Respondents | Qualification | Hxperience Achievement Tatsl Tow X SD

X | sDp | X |sD| X | sD | X | 8D
Professors B4e 128 2446 197 8527 922 17416 1048 9509 472
Assgciate 78.84 501 275 1273 4094 822 14024 1010 9360 853
Protessors
Lty 6364 887 1424 579 2953 672 10779 1143 9459 3.18
Protessors
Tnstructors 5354 601 685 417 1520 640 754% $9% 9289 3466
All 5696 1323 1519 982 3252 1695 11448 3381 9394 529

Respondents




The foregoing data denoted that the tour groups of respondents were

fitted to their respective ranks being manifested by the CCE and QCE points

earned which were within the limits per rank based on the criteria set by NBC

161,

Relationship Between the CCE and QCE
Points Farned by the Respondents

bv Academic Rank

The relationship between the CCE and QCE points earned by the faculty-

respondents and their academic rank was determined and the results are shown

in Tahle 17.

Table 17

Relationship of CCE and QCE Points Earned by

the Kespondents by Academic Rank

CCE

e dent df ¢ pvalue
i e = x Y {significance]
X 5D X 5D
Professors 17416 1048 95.04 472 033 59 2.642 Significant
Associate . , - P i e 35 1 45 Not
Professars 140329 1010 2360 853 0.13 120 1.430 Sis T
Gaistant 10776 1143 9460 317 022 181 2971  Significant
Professors F
Instructors 7549 996 9289 367 017 141 2895 Significant
All 11475 33.81 94 94 529 14312 507 3212 Sigm'ﬁ.ca.nt

b4 s
Respondents
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Tahle 17 shows that among the professors, assistant professors and
instructors, the correlation coefficients were (133, 0.22 and 0.17, respectively. The
p-value were (1,11 {professors), 0.003 {assistant professors} and (.057 (instructors).
These values were lesser than the level of significance, ¢ = 0.05. This led to the
rejection of the hypothesis that “there is no significant relationship between the
CCE and QCE points earned by the professors, assistant professors and
instrictors involved in the study.” This implies that those who earned high CCE
points also got high CCE points; those who earned low CCE points also got low
(CE points.

Meanwhile, among the associate professors’ group, the computed r was
0.13 with a p-value of 0.155. This p-value was lesser than the level of significance
set at o = 0.05 which led to the acceptance of the hypothesis. This means that the
CCE points earned by the associate professors were not related to their QCE
points earned.

Comparison of the CCE and QCE Points

Farned bv the Respondents bv
SUC Calegory and Rank

Tables 18-22 present the comparison of the CCE and QCE points earned
by the regpondents by SUC category and rank.
Tahle 18 presents the comparison of the CCE and QCE points earned by

the respondents by rank. As presented, the computed F-ratio for CCE was

Jomed

551.95 with a p-value of (L0000 which is less than the alpha level of .05.
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Table 18

= ] 3

Comparison of CCE and QCE Points Earned by
the Respondenis Among Ranks

Respondents CCE QCE
by ranks i -
: X i F-ratic p-valus X i F-ratic | p-valus
Professors 17416 61 9509 61
Associate , o ; 0.00000 ] 7.557E.03
; 551.95 3. iy ; )
o 140.24 122 1551 Significant 93.60 122 4027 Significant
cejotant
Asalstl 10779 183 2460 183
Protfessors
Instructors 75.49 143 92.89 143

Likewise, the same table reveals the comparison of the (JCE points earned by the
respondents among ranks. The computed F-ratio was 4.027 with p-value of
7.557E.03 which was less than the alpha level of .05. This led to the rejection of
the hypothesis that “there is no significant difference between the CCE and QCE
points earned by the respondents by rank.”

This denoted that the CCE and QCE points earned by the respondents
differed from one rank to the other. This could be attributed to the differences in
the criteria for CCE and QCE.

As gleaned from Table 19, the comparison of CCE and QCE points earned
by the instructors among SUCs posted a computed F-ratio of .245 with p-value of
0.62 and 210 with p-value of .65 for CCE and QCE, respectively. The p-values

were more than the .05 alpha level which means that the differences in the CCE



Table 10

Comparison of CCE and QCE Peints Earned by
the Instructors Among SUCs

Hespondents = QCE
by §1ICs = J =
y x n Feratio | p-value X n Feratio | p-value
State e e .
Universities 75.23 102 92.98 102
0.62 0.65
State 2 Not y Not
" 76.15 41 EE 92.67 41 J
Colleges " Significant o Significant
245 210
! i
Grand Mean | 7549 | 143 o E ! 92.89 | 143 . =
i
i i

and (CE points earned by the instructors among were not significant when
compared by SUC category. This implies that the CCE and QCE points earned
hy the respondents were more or less the same regardless of whether the
respondent came from a state college or university. This indicated that in the
evaluation, uniformity of criteria and objectivity were applied.

In Table 20, the comparison of the CCE and (CE points earned by
assistant professors among SUCs is depicted. From the said table, it can be noted
that the computed F-ratios were (.325 with p-value of 0.57 and 099 with p-value
of 0.75 to compare the CCE and QCE points, respectively. The p-values were
more than the alpha level of .05 which signified that there were no significant
differences in the CCE and QCE points earned by the assistant professor when

compared by SUC category.



Table 20

Comparison of CCE and QCE Points Earned by

the Assistant Professors Among SUCs

33

Hespondents CLR QCE
hy SUC - F-rati _— -
Y P X n Fian pyaie X n F-ratio p-value
St
Ty, 10746 125 325 2455 125
Universities
State "
e 10850 58 0.57 2471 58 099 075
Colleges
Not Not
Significant Zignificant
Grand Mean 107 183 183 = =

= - l 94.00
|

The result of the comparison of the ({CE and QCE points earned by the

associate professors among SUCs is shown in Table 21.

Based on the

comparative analysis, the compitted F-ratios were 563 with p-value of 0.45 and

1.770 with p-value of 0.19 for CCE and QCE among SUCs, respectively. The p-

valiies were more than the alpha level of .05; thus, the differences noted were not

significant. This implies that the CCE and QCE points earned by the respondents

were more or less the same regardless of whether the respondent came from a

state college or university. This indicated that in the evaluation process,

uniformity of criteria and objectivity were applied.



Table 21

Comparisen of CCE and QCE Points Earned by
the Associate Professors Among SUCs

Ysspondents - LEC QCE
by 5UCs = ey = i
= Y F-rabio p-value X 17 F-ratin p-vaiue

State

- 13982 2 97 o
Universities . Fasn %
?f;ieege% 14137 30 563 045 9528 33 1.770 019

Not Naot
Signiticant Significant
. f
Grand Mean | 140.24 122 - - 93.60 5 122 =k -
i { i

Based on the result of the comparison of CCE and QCE points earned by
the professors among SUCs presented in Table 22, the computed F-ratios were
4.375 with p-value of 0.41 and 1.594 with p-value of 0.21 for CCE and QCE
comparison among SUCs, respectively. The p-value in comparing the CCE
turned less than the alpha level of .05 hence, significant differences among the
CCE points earned by professors from among SUCs were revealed on the other
hand, the p-value in comparing the QCE points earned by professors from

among the SUCs was greater than the alpha level of 05 hence, the QCE points

carned by them from among the S s more or less wera the same.



Table 27

Comparison of CCE and QCE Points Farned
by the Professors Among SUCs

Haspondenis LCH QCE

by SUCs = 3 = i

A a Feralic | p-value X n F-ratin | p-value

5

A D 17523 53 2480 53
Universities
Stat o ! b
b 167.15 8 4375 0.41 97.05 8 1.59% 0.21
Colleges

Signiticant Not
Significant
Grand Mean | 174.16 61 - - 95,09 61 e -
|

This implies that CCE points earned by professors from state universities
were greater than those earned by professors from state colleges. This could be
attribited to the fact that state universities could have more provisions for
professional activities than state colleges for them fo earn more CCE points.

Moreover, for QCE points, the result indicated that uniformity of criteria
and objectivity were applied in the evaluation process.
Relationship Between the CCE and QCE Foints

Farned by the Four Groups of Respondents
and Their Profile

Tables 23-24 show the correlational analysis between the CCE and QCE
points earned by the four groups of respondents and their personal profile,

namely: age, sex, civil status, educational qualification, position/official
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designation, field of specializabion, administrative work experience, teaching
experience, performance rating. teaching work load and relevant training
attended.

Age. In correlating the ((E points earned by the four groups of
respondents with their age, the computed r-value was 0.62 with the t-value of
17.80 at df = 507; with p-value of 0000 which was less than the alpha level of .05,
this indicated that the correlation coefficient was significant.

Moreover, the computed r-value in associating the QCE points earned by
the respondents with their age was (1.09 with the computed t-value of 2.050 at df
= 507 with p-value of 0.04 which was less than the alpha level of .05, thus the
correlation coefficient was significant.

Table 23

Relationship Between the CCE Points Earned by the
Respondents and Their Personal Profile

Personal Peofile £ 4af t-value p-value
Age 0.62 507 17.999 0000 Signiticant
Sex .05 507 1.309 019 Not Significant
Civil Status .35 7 8.56 000 Significant
Educational Qualification 0.85 57 36.950 000 Significant
condenis ek Lol 0.92 507 5047 000 Significant
Designation
tield of Specialization 0.30 507 7104 000 Significant
Admdnistrative Work 8.7 so7 22158 009 Significant
Experience
Teaching Experience 0.66 507 19.874 000 Significant
Parformance Rating 024 507 5.538 000 Significant
Teaching Work Load g44 507 11.327 000 Significant
Relevant Training 0.92 507 54650 000 Significant

Attended
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The result denoted that there was a proportional correlation between the
CCE and QCE points earned by the respondents and their age. This meant older
respondents earned higher CCE and QCE points than the younger respondents.

F4

Sex. In correlating the CCE points earned by the respondents with their

sex, the computed r-value was .05 with the t-value of 1.309 at df = 507 and p-
value of 0.19 which was greater than the alpha level of .05. Thus, correlation
coefficient was not significant. Furthermore, in correlating the QCE points
sarned by the four groups of respondents and their sex, the computed r-value
was .01 with the computed t-value of 189 at df = 507 with p-value of .85 which
was greater than the alpha level of 05. This denoted that the correlation
coefficient was not significant.
Table 24

Relationship Between the QUE Points Earned by the
¥ espondents and Their Personal Profile

Paraonal Peofile £ af tvalue p-value
Age 09 507 2.050 0.04 Signiticant
Sex a1 507 182 0.85 Not Significant
Civil Status 09 507 2252 0.02 Signiticant
Educational Qualification 08 507 1.750 0.08 Not Significant
Ac s Pank Mool 5 ,
gl L 08 i) 1792 007  NotSignificant
Designation
Figld of Specialization 08 507 1.864 906 Not Significant
Administrative Work 15 507 2456 500 Sl it
Experience
Teaching Experience 02 507 21n 0.03 Sigmificant
Performance Rating £9 507 21.898 00000 Significant
Teaching Werk Load -.08 507 -1.837 0.07 Not Significant
[ tenme Tt oy 19 507 4327 00002  Significant

Attended
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The foregoing result signified that there was no relationship between the
CCE and QCE points earned by the four groups of respondents and their sex.
This meant that sex of the respondents had nothing to do with the CCE and QCE
points earned by them.

Civil status, In correlating the CCE points earned by the four groups of
respondents with their civil status, the computed r-value was 0.35 and the t
value was 8.56 at df = 507, with p-value of .000 which was less than the alpha
level of .05. Thus the correlation coefficient was significant.

Too, the computed r-value in associating the (QCE points earned by the
respondents with their civil status was 0.09 and the computed t-value was 2.252
at df = 507, with p-value of 0.02 which was less than the alpha level of .05. Thus,
the correlation coetficient was significant.

The data denoted that there was a proportional correlation between the
CCE and QCE points earned by the respondents and their civil status. This
meant that the widows and married respondents tend to obtain higher CCE and
(3CE points than the single respondents.

Fducational gualification. In correlating the CCE points earned by the

four groups of respondents with their educational qualification, the computed r-
value was 0.85 and the tvalue was 36.950 at df = 507, with p-value of .000 which
was less than the alpha level of 05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was

significant.
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Furthermore, the computed r-value in associating the QCE points earned
by the respondents with their educational qualification was 0.08 the computed
value was 1.750 at df = 507, with p-value of 0.08 which was greater than the
alpha level of 5. Thus, the correlation coefficient was not significant.

The data dencted that there was a proportional correlation between the
CCE points earned by the respondents and their educational qualification. Those
who have obtained higher educational qualification earned higher CCE points
than those who have lower educational qualification. However, there was no
significant correlation between the (CE points earned by the four groups of
respondents and the educational qualification.

Academic rankflocal designation. In correlating the CCE points earned

by the four groups of respondents with their position/ official designation, the
computed r-value was (.92 and the t-value was 54 A7 at df = 507, with p-value of
000 which was less than the alpha level of 05. Thus, the correlation was
significant.

{)n the other hand, the computed r-value in associating the QCE points
earned by the respondents with their position /official designation was 0.08 and
the computed t-value was 1.792 at df = 507, with p-value of 0.07 which was
greater than the alpha level of 05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was not
significant.

The data denoted that there was a proportional correlation between the

CCE points earned by the respondents and their position/official designation.
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Those who were given additional responsibilities or designations earned higher

CCE points than full time faculty members. However there was no significant
rorrelabion between the (QCE points sarned by the four groups of respondents
and their academic rank.

groups of respondents with their field of specialization, the

computed r-value
was (.80 and the t-value was 7.1(4 at df = 507, with p-value

of 000 which was

less than the alpha level of .05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was significant.

On the other hand, the computed r-value in associating the QCE points
sarned by the respondents with their field of specialization was 0.08 and the
computed tvalue was 1.864 at df = 507, with p-value of (.06 which was greater

than the alpha level of 05. Thus, the corralation coefficient was not significant.

iy

Fa R

The data denoted that there was a proportional correlation between the
(CE points earned by the respondents and their Held of specialization. Those

who were given teaching assignments related to their fields of specialization

sarned higher (!CE points, than the non majors. However, there was no

signiticant correlation betwseen the QUE points earned by the four groups of

respondents and their Held of specializaﬁan.

Administrative work experience. In correlating the CCE points earned

by the four groups of respondents with their administrative work experience, the
computed r-value w

e was .70 and the t-value was 22158 at df = 507, with p-value



of 000 which was less than the alpha level of 05. Thus. the correlation
coefficient was significant.

Moreover, the computed r-value in associating the (JCE points earned by
the respondenis with their administrative work experience was 0.15 and the
computed tvalue was 3.456 at df = 507, with p-value of 0.000 which was less
than the alpha level of .05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was significant.

The data denoted that there was a proportional correlation between the
CCE and QUE points earned by the respondents and their administrative work
experience. This meant that the respondents who had longer administrative
work experience obtained higher CCE and QUE points while those who had
shorter administrative work experience tend to earned lower CCE and QCE
points.

Teaching experience. In correlating the CCE points earned by the four

groups of respondents with their teaching experience, the computed r-value was
{166 and the t-value was 19.874 at df = 507, with p-value of 000 which was less
than the alpha level of 05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was significant.

Furthermore, the computed r-value in associating the QCE points earned
by the respondents with their teaching experience was 0.09 and the computed t-
value was 2,121 at df = 507, with p-value of (.03 which was less than the alpha
level of 05. Thus, the correlation costficient was significant.

The data denoted that there was a proportional correlation between the

CCE and QCF points earned by the respondents and their teaching experience.
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This meant that the respondents who longer teaching experience obtained higher
CCE and QCE points than those respondents who had been in the teaching

profession for just a short period of years.

Performance rating., In correlating the CCE points earned by the four
groups of respondents with their performance rating, the computed r-value was
024 and the tvalue was 5.538 at df = 507, with p-value of .000 which was less
than the alpha level of .05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was significant.

Too, the computad r-valie in associating the QCE points earned by the
respondents with their performance rating was 0.69 and the computed t-value
was 21.898 at df = 507, with p-value of .000 which was less than the alpha level of
05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was significant.

The data denoted that there was a proportional correlation between the
CCE and QCE points earmed by the respondents and their performance rating.
This meant that respondents with high performance ratings obtained higher CCE
and QCE points than those with Jow performance ratings.

Teaching work load. In correlating the CCE points earned by the four

groups of respondents with their teaching work load, the computed r-value was
0.44 and the t-value was 11.327 at df = 507, with p-value of .000 which was less
than the alpha level of 05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was significant.

{n the other hand, the computed r-value in associating the QCE points

earned by the respondents with their teaching work load was -0.08 and the



computed t-value was -1.837 at df = 507, with p-value of 0.07 which was greater
than the alpha level of .05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was not significant.

The data denoted that there was a proportional correlation between the
CCE points earned by the respondents and their teaching work load. This
meant that those who had more teaching work load earned high CCE points;
those who had less teaching work loads earned low CCE points. On the other
hand, teaching work load showed no significant correlation with the QCE points
sarned by the respondents.

Relevant training attended. In correlating the CCE points earned by the

four groups of respondents with their relevant training attended, the computed
r-value was 0.92 and the tvalue was 54.650 at df = 507, with p-value of .000
which was less than the alpha level of .05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was
significant.

Moreover, the computed r-value in associating the QCE points earned by
the respondents with their relevant training attended was 0.19 and the computed
t-value was 4.307 at df = 507, with p-value of 00000 which was less than the
alpha level of .05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was significant.

The data denoted that there was a proportional correlation between the
CCE and QCE points earned by the respondents and relevant training attended.
This meant that respondents who attended more trainings earned high CCE and

(JCE points. Too, those who attended less trainings earned low CCE and QCE

points,



Fxtent of Relevance and Effectivensss of
CCE and QCE Instruments as Perceived
bv the Four Groups of Kespondenis

Tables 25-28 contain data on the perceptions of the four groups of
respondents on the extent of relevance and effectiveness of the CCE and QCE
instruments.

Pertaining to the CCE instruments, the extent of relevance of the three
areas was perceived by the four groups of respondents as “high.” The highest
weighted mean was 3.93 for academic experience followed by 3.86 and 3.74 for
professional achievement and educational qualification, respectively. In terms of
grouping, the professors gave the highest mean of 4.03, followed by the
instructors (3.91), associate professors (3.76) and assistant professors (3.76).
Thus, the grand mean of 3.84 indicated that the extent of relevance of the CCE

instrument was considered “high” by the faculty-respondents.
Table 25

Butent of Relevance of CCE Instruments as Perceived
by the Four Groups of Respondents

Educational Academic Dyofessional .
CAEE ; . Tatal Points
Respondents Dualification Experience Achievement
X Description X Description X | Description X Description

Professors 402 HE 404 HE 4.04 HE 4.03 HE
;::;‘C‘ES:;; 5,67 HE 5,86 HE 380 HE 576 HE
Soebteal | REE ¢ EECCet mm i 859 L CHEG LSS EE
PTOIgs! S

natructors 375 HE 396 HE 397 HE 3.91 HE
;‘i e e HE 3.93 HE 386 HE 384 HE

TEGEND:

451 - 500 Excellent Extent of Relevance (B} 1.51 - 2.50 Low Extent of Relevance {LE)
351 - 4.50 High Extent of Relevance (HE) 1.00 - 1.50 Negligible (N}
251 - 350 Moderate Extent of Relevance (ME}



Thus, the foregoing data showed that the four groups of respondents were
inanimous in their perceptions relative to the relevance of the CCE instruments.

In terms of effectivensss of the C'CE, Table 26 presents the perceptions of
the four groups of respondents. From the said table it can be seen that the four
groups of respondents perceived the effectiveness of the CCE instruments as
follows: educational qualification, 3.71 denoting “effective”, academic
experience, 3.93 or “effective” and professional achievement, 3.99 interpreted as

“affectve”.

Table 26

Extent of Effectiveness of CCE Instruments as Perceived
by the Four Groups of Kespondents

Educational Acadenvic Professional Total Points
Respondents Dhuaiification Huperienca Achisvement
X Dascription X Description X Description X Description

Professors 383 E 350 E 400 E 3.91 E
sapadiate 3.68 E 3.93 E 401 E 3.87 E
Protessois
Siistont 3.62 E 3.91 K 3.91 E 3.79 E
Professors
Instructors 3.80 E 39 B 407 B 393 E
All 371 ) 3.93 E 399 E 3.86 E
Respondents

LEGEND:

451 -500 Very Effective (VE}
351-450  Effective (E)

251 - 350 Moderately Hifective (ME}
1.51-250 Less Effective (LE)
1.00-150 Ineffective {IH}
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By group, the following are the means: 3.93, 391, 3.87 and 3.79 for

instructors, professors, associate professors and associated professors,
respectively.

The foregoing data showed that the four groups of respondents were
unanimous that the CCE instrument was effective as evidenced by the over-all
mean of 3.86.

Along the perceptions of the four groups of respondents relative to the
relevance of QCE instruments Table 27 presents the data. From the said table, it

can be gleaned that the four groups of respondents gave the following means:

Table 27

Fxtent of Relevance of the QCE Instruments as Perceived
by the Your Groups of Kespondents

Clientele Teadershin Partnership Cemmunify
Satisfaction il 1 ol Development | Responsibility Average
. 7 Y . 2 L 2 L . . | R oy
Ra Aonts e : ARIOW k‘:dge j813 £ eachmg Igr xﬂanagﬁunaﬁt
SespEndaiksy S mmu e the Subjact Independence | of Teaching
_ | Descrip- | _ | Descrip-| _ | Descrip-| _ | Descrip-| _ Descrip-
X tion X tion X tion X Hon X tion
Professors 3.98 HE 3.99 HE 3.89 HE 3.95 HE 3.98 HE
Associate  ,o3 pp 370 HE 365 HE 367 HE 372 HE
Professors
Assistant 595 g 403 HE 39 HE 39 HE 400 HE
Professors
Tnstructors 3.9 HE 394 HE 384 HE 3.86 HE 392 HE
All 350 HE 392 HE 385 HE 3.86 HE 3951 HE
Respondent
LEGEND:
451 -500 Excellent Extent of Relevance (E)
3.51-4.50 High Extent of Relevance (HE}
251 -350 Moderate Extent of Relevance (ME}
1.51 - 2.50 Low Extent of Relevance {LE)
1.00-1.50 Negligible (N}



clientele satisfaction - commitment, 3.90 denoting “high extent of relevance”;
leadership — knowledge of the subject, 3.92 with an adjectival rating of “high
extent of relevance”; partnership development - teaching for independence, 3.85
being interpreted as “high extent of relevance”; community responsibility -
management of teaching, 3.86 which is interpreted as “high extent of relevance”.

Based on the respondents’ grouping, the following were the means: 4.00
for assistant professors, 3.98 for professors, 3.92 for instructors and 3.72 for
associate professors; all these values corresponded to “high extent of relevance.”
As to the effectiveness of the QCE instruments based on the perceptions of the
four groups of respondents, Table 28 reveals the data. As gleaned from the said
table it can be noted that the four groips of respondents gave the following total
means: clientele satisfaction - commitment, 3.89 denoting “effective”; leadership
~ knowledge of the subject, 3.98 with an adjectival rating of “effective”;
partnership development - teaching for independence, 3.83 being interpreted as
“affective’”; community responsibility - management of teaching, 3.88 which is
interpreted as “effective”, while the average perception of the associate
professors on the relevance of QCE questionnaire was 3.73 with an adjectival
rating of “effective” (n the part of associate professors and instructors they
gave 4.01 and 3.93 or “effective.”

The foregoing data signified that the four groups of respondents gave the
same assessment on the effectiveness of the QUE instruments. They perceived it

as “effective” heing manifested by the grand mean of 5.91.



Table 28

Extont of Effertivenecss of the QCE Instruments as Perceived
by the Four Groups of Kespondents

Clientele I eadershi Partnership Community
Satisfaction ety Development | Responsibility ~r.
Respondents | Commitment Knowledge of | Teaching for | Management et
ARIARENS gy - the Subject Independence of Teaching
_ i Descrip- | _ | Descrip-| _ | Descrip-| _ | Descrip-| _ | Descrip-
X tion X tion X tion X tion X tion
Professors 3.50 E 408 E 388 E 3.85 E 3.93 E
Associate - . - o 1 ’ o 5
371 E 376 E 3.67 E 372 E 373 E
Professors
Assistant .oy g 4492 E 39 B 39 E 401 E
Professors
nstructors 3.90 B 3.95 E 3.86 E 392 E 3.93 E
1
2l 3.89 B 398 E 3.83 E 388 E 391 E
Respondent
TEGEND:
451 -5.00 Very Effective (VE)
3.51-4.50 Effective (E)
2.51 -3.50 Moderately Eftective (ME)}
1.51 - 250 Less Effective {LE}
1.00-1.50 Ineffective {1}

Comparison of the Perceptions of the Your Groups

of Respondents Relative to the Extent of

Relevance and Effectiveness of CCE

and OCE Ingtrumenis

This section discusses the results of the comparison of the perceptions of

the four groups of respondents in terms of the relevance and effectiveness of

CCE and

QCE instruments.



Relevance of CCE Instruments. Table 29 reflects the comparison of the

perceptions of the four groups of respondents on the relevance of the CCE
instruments. As reflected in the said table, it can be noted that the professors
gave a mean of 4.034 with SD = 6488 while the associate professors gave a mean
of 3.756 with SD = .7565; the assistant professors gave a mean of 3.764 with
SD = .6812 and the instructors gave a mean of 3.910 with SD = 7623. By
inspection, were numerical differences in the perceptions of four groups of
respondents. [n ascertaining if the differences were significant, the computed F-
ratio was 3.166 with a p-value of .02 which turned less than the alpha level of
05. This means that the variation in the perceptions among the four groups of

respondents was significant. Thus, the corresponding null hypothesis was

rejected.

Table 29

Comparison of the Perceptions of the Four Groups of Respondents
Relative to the Kelevance of CCE Instruments

X e > o v o g p-value
Hespondenis X 50 ™ F-ratio (Significance)
Professors 40124 BA88 &1
Associate Professors 3756 7565 122
" 0.02
dlee Significant
Assistant Professors 3764 5812 183

Instructors 3.910 7623 143
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Effectiveness of CCFE Instruments. Table 30 reflects the comparison of

the perception of the four groups of respondents on the effectiveness of the CCE
instruments. As reflected in the said table, it can be noted that the professors
gave a mean of 3.910 with SIJ = 7282 while the associate professors gave a mean
of 3.865 with SIJ = .7698; the assistant professors gave a mean of 3.793 with 5D =
6775 and the instructors gave a mean of 3.929 with SD = 7924. By inspection,
there existed numerical differences in the perceptions given by the four groups of
respondents. In ascertaining if the differences were significant, the computed F-
ratio was.997 with a p-value of 0.39 which turned greater than the alpha level of
05. This means that the observed differences in the perceptions among the four
groups of respondents were not significant. Thus, the corresponding hypothesis

was accepted.

Table 30

Comparison of the Porceptions of the Four Groups of Respondents
Relative to the Fffectiveness of CCE Instrumentis

A i . 5 . p-value
sponde i N ¥- E
Hespondents X 5D N F-ratio (Significance)
Professors 24910 728z &1
Associate Professors 3.865 7698 122
0.39
907 Not
Significant
Assistant Professors 3795 B775 183

Instructors 3929 7924 143
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Relevance of QCE Instruments. Table 31 presents the comparison of the

perceptions of the four groups of respondents on the relevance of the QCE
instruments.

As reflected in the said table, it can be noted that the professors gave a
mean of 3.974 with SD = 7539 while the associate professors gave a mean of
3.719 with SD = .8329; the assistant professors gave a mean of 4.001 with SD =
6729 and the instructors gave a mean of 3.915 with SD = 8481. By inspection,
there were numerical differences in the perceptions given by the four groups of
respondents. In ascertaining if these differences were significant, the computed
F-ratio was 3.469 with a p-value of 0.02 which turned lesser than the alpha level
of .05. This means that the differences in the perceptions among the four groups
of respondents were significant. Thus, the corresponding hypothesis was
rejected.

Table 31

Comparison of the Perceptions of the Four Groups of Respondents
Kelative to the Relevance of QCFE Instruments

. ) = o P kS p-value
Hespondents X SO N F-ratio {Bignificunca)
Professors 3974 7539 61
Associate Professors 3719 8329 122
! 002
gty Significant
Assistant Professors 4001 6729 183

Instructors 3.915 8481 143
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Effectiveness of QCE Instruments. Table 32 shows the comparison of the

perception of the four groups of respondents on the effectiveness of the QCE
instruments. As reflected in the said table, it can be noted that the professors
gave a mean of 3.933 with 8D = .7606 while the associate professors gave a mean
of 3.731 with SD = .8570; the assistant professors gave a mean of 4.009 with SD =
6632 and the instructors gave a mean of 3.929 with 5D = 8421. By inspection,
there were numerical differences the perceptions given by the four groups of
respondents. In ascertaining if these differences were significant, the computed
F-ratio was 3.203 with a p-value of 0.02 which turned less than the alpha level of
05. This means that the differences in the perceptions among the four groups of

respondents were significant. Thus, the corresponding hypothesis was rejected.

Table 32

Comparison of the Perceptions of the Four Groups of Respondents
Kelative to the Fffectiveness of QCE Instruments

Hespondsanis X i B M Hosatin #séijiiti—gg
Professors 3933 7606 61
Assaciate Professors 3731 8570 122
.02
3203
“ Significant
Assistant Professors 4 009 6632 183

Instructors 3929 8421 143
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Relationship Between the Perceived Kelevance
and Fffectiveness of CCE and QCE Instruments
and the Profile of the Respondenis

Tables 33-36 contain the results of the correlational analysis between the
perceived relevance and effectiveness of the C/CE and QCE instruments and the
profile of the respondents according to age, sex, civil status, educational
qualification, position/official designation, field of specialization, administrative
work experience, teaching experience, performance rating, teaching work load
and relevant training attended.

Age. In correlating the relevance and effectiveness of the CCE and QCE
instruments with the age of the respondents, the following r-values were
obtained: -.05, .04, .00, and with corresponding t-values of -1.154 with p-value of
0.25, -933 with p-value of 0.35; -5145E-03 with p-value of 1.00; and .107 with p-
value of 0.91. The p-values were greater than the alpha level of 05 which
denoted no significant correlation. Hence, the corresponding hypothesis was
accepted.

Sex. In correlating the relevance and effectiveness of the CCE and QCE
instruments with the sex of the respondents, the following r-values were
obtained: -.03, -.03, -01 and .01 and the corresponding t-values were: -.705 with
p-value of 0.48; 752 with p-value of 0.45; -369 with p-value of 0.71; and .312
with p-value of 0.76. The p-values were greater than the alpha level of .05 which

denoted no significant correlation. Hence, the corresponding hypothesis was

accepted.
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Table 33

Relationship Between the Relevance of CCE Instruments and
the Personal Profile of the Respondents

Parsonal Profile £ gf tvalue pvalus
Age -05 507 -1.154 0.25 Not Signiticant
Sex -3 507 -705 .48 Not Significant
Civil Status -7 507 1627 010 Mot Significant
Hducational Cualification kit 507 460 063 Mot Signiticant
gi:iiﬁifoimm m 507 938 (.35 Mot Significant
Field of Specialization 09 507 2026 0.04 Not Significant
;f;iji‘:ﬁw otk 06 507 1325 019  NotSignificant
Teaching Experience -02 507 -532 0.59 Not Significant
Parformance Rating 43 507 721 0.47 Mot Significant
Teaching Work Load -40 507 -33 0.97 Not Significant
Relevant Training Attended 4z 547 352 0.59 Mot Significant

Civil status. In correlating the relevance and effectiveness of the CCE and
(CE instruments with the civil status of the respondents, the following r-values
were obtained: -07, -07, .0120 and .05 while the corresponding t-values were:
1.627 with p-value of 0.10; -1.530 with p-value of 0.13; 270 with p-value of 0.79;
and 1.031 with p-value of 0.30. The p-values were greater than the alpha level of

05 which denoted no correlation. Hence, the corresponding hypothesis was

accepted.
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Table 34

Relationship Between the Effectiveness of CCE Instruments and
the Pergonal Profile of the Respondents

Personal Profile £ gaf tvalue p-value
Age 04 507 -.933 0.35 Not Significant
Sex -3 507 -752 045 Not Significant
Civil Status -07 507 -1.530 013 Not Significant
Educational Qualification 01 507 316 0.75 Not Significant
Academic Rank/Local :
/& Lycl ™. », - s o

e = 01 507 327 0.74 Mot Significant
Fisld of Specialization i1 507 185 085 Not Significant
A niistrah 7 .}__\—.
N g o 03 s07 662 051  NotSignificant

Experence i
Teaching Experience -02 507 -451 0.65 Not Significant
Performance Rating KLY 507 7O303E03 D99 Not Significant
Teaching Work Load 02 &gy 380 0.70 Not Significant
Relevant Training Attended -0 507 -190 0.85 Not Significant

Fdurational gualification. In correlating the relevance and effectiveness

of the CCE and QCE instruments with the educational qualification of the
respondents, the following r-values were obtained: .02, .01, -.05 and .04 while the
corresponding t-values were: 460 with p-value of 0.65; 316 with p-value of 0.75;
-1.141 with p-value of 0.25 and -.994 with p-value of 0.32. The p-values were
greater than the alpha level of 05 which denoted no significant correlation.
Hence, the corresponding hypothesis was accepted.

Academic rank/local designation. In correlating the relevance and

affectiveness of the CCE and QCE instruments with the academic rank/local

designation of the respondents, the following r-values were obtained: .04, .01,
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-0273 and -03 and corresponding t-values were: 938 with p-value of 0.35; 527
with p-value of 0.74; -.614 with p-value of 0.54; and -.667 with p-value of 0.51.
The p-values were greater than the alpha level of .05 which denoted no
significant correlation. Hence, the corresponding hypothesis was accepted.

Field of specialization. In correlating the relevance of CCE instruments

and the field of specialization of respondents, the r-values were 0.09, 0.01, 0.01,
and 0.01 while the corresponding t-values were 2.023 (p = 0.04), 0.185 (p = 0.85),
0.169 (p = 0.87) and 0155 (p = 0.88). All these p=values were greater than the
level of significance, a = 0.05 which denoted no significant correlation. Thus, the

corresponding hypothesis was accepted.

Table 35

Relationship Between the Relevance of OQCE Instruments and
the Personal Profile of the Respondenis

Personal Profile £ 4f t-value p-value

Age -.00 507  -5.145E-03 1.400 Not Significant
Sex -1 507 -.369 071 Not Significant
Civil Status 01 507 270 079 Not Significant
Educational Qualification -.05 507 -1.141 0.25 Not Significant
Arademic Raok/Local 02 507 614 054  NotSignificant
Designation

Figld of Specializaton K111 507 169 087 Mot Significant
AsnEethe Pk 2 s 392 070 NotSignificant
Experience

Teaching Experience 03 507 682 0.50 Not Significant
Parformance Rating g6 507 1.294 0.20 Not Significant
Teaching Work Load a9 507 2.089 0.04 Not Significant

Relevant Training Attended oz 7 343 0.73 Not Significant
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Administrative work experience. In correlating the relevance and

effectiveness of the CCE and QCE instrumenis with the administrative work
experience of the respondents, the following r-values were obtained: .06, .03, -03
and -.02 while the corresponding tvalues were: 1.325 (p = 0.19), 662 (p = 0.51),
-682 {p = 0.50), and 456 (p = 0.65). The p-values were greater than the alpha
level of .05 which denoted no significant correlation. Hence, the corresponding
hypothesis was accepted.

Teaching work experience. In correlating the relevance and effectiveness

of the CCE and QCF instruments with the teaching work experience of the
respondents, the following r-valies were obtained: - 02, -.02, .03 and .03 while the
corresponding t-values were: -.532 with (p = (1.59), -451 {p = 0.65), .682 (p = 0.50),
and 702 (p = 0.48). The p-values were greater than the alpha level of .05 which
denoted no significant correlation. Hence, the corresponding hypothesis was

accepted.

Performance rating. In correlating the relevance and effectiveness of the

CCE and QCE instruments with the performance of the respondents, the
following r-values were obtained: 03, 00, .06 and .07 while the corresponding
t-values were: 721 {p = 047), 7.6306E-03 (p = 0.99), 1.29 (p = 0.20), and 1.619
{p = 0.13). The p-values were greater than the alpha level of .05 which denoted

no significant correlation. Hence, the corresponding hypothesis was accepted.
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Table 36

Relationship Between the Effectiveness of QCE Instruments and
the Personal Profile of the Respondenis

Personal Profile £ daf tvalue p-value
Age 01 507 107 091 Not Significant
Sex 01 507 212 076 Not Significant
Civil Status a5 507 1.031 0.30 Not Significant
Educational Qualification 04 507 -594 032 Not Signiticant
éiif;ﬁ;ﬁm Lot 03 507 667 051  NotSignificant
Vield of Specialization i1 507 155 0.88 Not Significant
gj@?ﬁﬁﬁw Ny 0z 507 456 065  NotSignificant
Teaching Experience 03 507 702 042 Not Significant
Parformance Rating 07 507 1.519 0813 Not Significant
Teaching Work Load a7 507 1.674 009 Mot Significant
Relevant Training Attended -0 507 -067 0.95 Not Significant

Teaching work Ioad. In correlating the relevance and effectiveness of the

CCE and QCE instruments with the teaching workload of the respondents, the
following r-values were obtained: -00, .02, 09 and .07 while the corresponding
tvalues were: -033 {p = 097), 380 (p = 0.70), 2.089 {p = 0.04), and 1.674
{p = 0.09). The p-values were greater than the alpha level of 05 which denoted

no significant correlation. Hence, the corresponding hypothesis was accepted.
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Problems Encountered by the Four Groups
f Bespondenis Belative 30 CCF and
OCFE Evalusiion

This section discusses the problems encountered by the instructors,
assistant professors, associate professors and professors relative to the CCE and
QCE evaluation. The responses of these four groups of respondents are shown
in Table 37.

The instructors assessed all the 12 listed problems as “more serious”
where the first three problems based on the means are: 1) Inadequacy of
physical plan, library facilities, books and other reference materials, 2) Lack of
college /university activities that foster professional growth and development,
and 3) Lack of funds for the purchase of modern instructional facilities, with
weighted mean of 4.29, 3.91 and 3.87, respectively.

Among the assistant professors, these 12 problems were likewise assessed
as “more serious.” The top these problems are: 1) No training to staff regarding
performance criteria {mean = 4.00), 2) Lack of college/university activities that
foster professional growth and development {(mean = 3.90), and 3) Lack of funds
for the purchase of modern instructional facilities (mean = 3.88).

The associate professors, on the other hand considered seven problems as
“more serious” and five problems as “serious.” The top three problems are: 1)
lack of funds for the purchase of modern instructional facilities, 2) Inadequacy of

physical plan, library faciliies, books and other reference materials,



Table 37

Problems Encountered by the Four Groups of Respondents

Respondents’ Classification Overall

Problems ;
i Inctrnctors | Asst. Prof. AEeHL,
Prof.

Interpre- 4
Professors Mean tation Rirele

1. nadequacy of physical
plan, library facilities,
books and other
veference materials,

2. Lack of funds for the
purchase of modern 3.87 WMP 382 MP 499 MP 336 SP 3.50 MP 2
instructional facilities.

. Inadequate supply of

eded tools, squipment
needed tools, equipment .. W 375 e 377 MP 339 SP 369

429 WMP 376 MP 402 MP 322 SP 3.82 MP i

(93]

5
=4}

and instructional
materials for instruction.
4. Limited exposure to the
new technelogies like
modern machineries, 38 MP 38 MP 368 MP 333 SP 3.67 MP 45
internets/ computers
and the like,
5. No training of staff
regarding performance 376 MP 400 MP 348 5P 345 SP 3.67 MP 45
criteria.
6. Needstudy leavegrant ... \p 58 Mp 355 MP 333 SP 364 MP 6
fo grow professionally.
. Lack of seminars,
trainings and workshop
on new strategies in
teaching and inmovation 370 MP 376 MP 364 MP 336 5P 3.62 MP 7
techiiques on the pait of
the professors and
inshructeors.
& Lackof
collegs/univessity
activities that foster 291 MP 35
professional growth and
development.
2, Lack of evaluation and
action research relative
to the failuve and/or
deficiencies thatmay ke 360 MP
snopuntered on the
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implementation of
program and achivilies.
10, Lack of coordination
among the personnel in
implementing the 3.

ditferent programs and
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Continued Table 37

Respondents’ Classification

Probiems
instractors

Asst, Prof.

Asgeoc,
Prof,

> T
FEOICES0IS

Overall
bean

Rank

11. 1.ack of incentives to
personnel handling
the different programs
and activities.

12, Vack of guatified staft
to handle each sves of
COTCerT.

w
[&1]
2

3.61

351

)

Other Problems
Enecountaerad:

1. Delayed
implementation of
NBC 461 on the
leveled
positions,/ ranks.

. Umnstable date of
processing and
evaluation of
documents for
teveling,

3. The implesnentation
of quota system which
limite the salavies and
promotions of other
gualified acadenic
staff,

4, No
movement/ promotion
occur during the years
of postponement.

5. Strict evaluation of
dociments on oriteria
pt achievement and
pevformance.

6. Dishonesty in the
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3) Inadequate supply of needed tools, equipment and instructional materials for
instruction with weighted means of 4.09, 4.02, and 3.77, respectively.

The professors’ group assessed all the 12 listed problems as “serious.”
The top three problems are: 1} No training of staff regarding performance
criteria {mean = 3.45), 2) Lack of svaluation and action research relative to the
failure and/or deficiencies that maybe encountered on the implementation of
program and activities (mean = 3.39), and 3) Inadequate supply of needed tools,
equipment and instructonal materials for instruction (mean = 3.39).

In general, the four groups of respondents considered nine problems as
'more serious” and three problems as “serious.” The top three “more serious”
were: 1) Inadequacy of physical plan, library facilities, books and other reference
materials, 2} Lack of funds for the purchase of modern instructional facilities,
and 3) Inadequate supply of needed tools, equipment and instructional materials
for instruction, with means of 3.82, 3.80 and 3.69, respectively.

Maoreover, among the four groups of respondents, the instructors,
assistant professors and associate professors considered these listed problems as
“more serious” with grand means of 3.79, 3.77, and 3.55, respectively: and only
the professors gave a general assessment of 3.28 or “serious” which is lower than

those given by the aforesaid three groups.



ot
e
(9

Solutions Suggested by the Respondents
Based on the Problems Theyv
Encouniered

This part discusses the solubions suggested by the respondents based on
the problems they encountered. As shown in Table 38, the instructors assessed

53

all the listed solution as “more effective,” where the highest weighted mean was
431 which referred to “Provide college/university activities that foster
professional growth to staff. This was followed by 4.28 and 4.17 for the
following solutions: “Provide training to assist the employee in meeting the
performance criteria,” and “Conduct evaluation and researches on the
implemented programs and activities to avoid failure and deficiencies. The
grand mean was posted at 4.02 which indicated that this group of respondents
considered all the listed solutions as “more effective.”

Among the assistant professors’ group, the same trend of responses was
ohserved inasmuch as all the listed sclutions were assessed by them as “more
effactive” The highest mean was found to be 4.20 for “Expose staff to new
technologies through sending them to training actually use operation of modern
machineries and internets or computers. This was followed by 4.00 which
referred to “Provide college /university activities that foster professional growth
to staft” and 3.98 which corresponded to twe solutions, namely: 1) Create
income generating projects that will augment additional income of the
college /university for the purchase of modern instructional facilities, equipment

and materials, and 2) Hire qualified personnel to handle areas of concern. The



Solutions Suggested by the Four Groups of Respondents to Address the

Takhle 38

Problems Thev Encountered Relative to CCE and QCE Evaluation
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Solutions

Respondents

f Classification

Instronciors

Asst. Prof,

n
Assoc.

Professors

Tryarail
hean

Intarpre-
tation

Rank

£

G

. Bxpose staif to new

technologies through
sending them fo fraining
actually use operation of
modern machineries

and internets or
computers,

. Have adequate supply

of tools, equipment and
instrucitional materials
needed for instructon,

. Create income

generating projects that
will angment additional
income of the

college /wndversity for
the purchase of modern
instructional facilities,
equipment and

. Send protessors and

instructors to semanar,
training workshop on
new sv‘rraégies i
teaching and innovation
techniques.

. Provide

college /university
activities that foster
protessional growth to
staff.

. Conduct evaluation and

vesearches on the
implemented programs
and activities to avoid

failure and deficiencies.

. Provide training to

assist the employee in
meeting the
pertormance criteria,

. Hire guatified personnel

tp handle aveas of
COTCETNS.

3.98 MS

1R
(o)
[~

MS

388 M5

s.,i
&

M5

417 M3

392 MBS

420 M5

w
~J
el

MS

E“w
&

NB

%]
G
D

400 W5

357 M5

o
)
L]
&
3

425 MBS

362 WS

391 M5

405 MS

366 MS

353 M5

(o>
o
1
&

[}
Visw
4
el
)]

4.02

3.92

[
S

3.83

MS

s

MS

M5

=9

n




Continued Table 38
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grand mean of the responses of assistant professors was 3.88 which implied tht
this group considered the listed solutions to be “more effective.”

In like manner, the associate professors gave an assessment of “more
effective solubions” to all listed solutions in Table 38. The top three sclutions
based on the weighted means are: 1) Send professors and instructors to seminar,
training workshop on new strategies in teaching and innovation techniques, 2)
expose staff to new technologies through sending them to training actually use
operation of modern machineries and internets or computers, and 3) Create
income generating projects that will augment additional income of the
college /university for the purchase of modern instructional facilities, equipment
and materials, with weighted means of 4.23, 4.22 and 4.11, respectively. The
grand mean of the responses of this group was 3.95 which indicated that the
associate professors deemed the listed solutions as “more effective.”

On the part of the professors’ group, five solutions were assessed as
“more effective” while seven solutions were considered as “effective.” Among
these listed solutions, the top three are as follows: 1) Expose staff to new
technologies through sending them to training actually use operation of modern
machineries and internets or computers {mean = 3.66), 2) Have adequate supply
of tools, equipment and instructional materials needed for instruction (mean =
3.66), and 3) Provide physical plant, library facilities, books and other reference
materials {mean = 3.55). Thus, the grand mean resulted to 3.51 which implied

that the professors generally assessed the listed solutions as “more effective.”
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As a whole, the combined responses of the four groups of respondents
resulted to the following top three solutions: 1) Expose staff to new technologies
through sending them to iraining actually use operation of modern machineries
and internets or computers, 2) Have adequate supply of tools, equipment and
instructional materials needed for instruction, and 3) Create income generaling
projects that will augment additional income of the college/university for the
purchase of modern instructional faciliies, equipment and materials, with
overall means of 4.02, 3.92 and 3.88, respectively. This indicated the necessity of
staff development, enhancing the equipment and facilities of the state college or
university as well as strengthening the preduction function to address the
problems relative to NBC 461 evaluation.

Policy Recommendations Proposed to
Improve CCE and QCFE FEvaluation

Based on the findings of this study, the following policy recommendations
to improve CCE and QCE evaluation are given:

1. DBM must be aware on the update release of the financial budget
of the leveled academic rank of NBC 461 to SUCs to avoid deletion and/or
postponement of the every three year set leveling and for the promotion and
movement of the qualified staff.

2, The guota system which limits the salaries and promotions aof other

qualified academic staff should be relaxed in its implementation as an incentive

for qualified faculty members.
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3. Measures to ensure acciracy and honesty in the submission and
avaluation of documents should be adopted.

i, The overall assessment on the effectiveness and relevance of the
CCE and QCE evaluation is a plausible evidence that the program is neither too
bad or too good. Evidently, criteria of the CCE and QCE evaluation which had
heen identified and indicated by the respondents which were rated lowest below
mean scores should be given special attention for revitalization and
improvemeant.

5. Better incentives should be provided by the policymakers of the
NRBC 461 to encourage the instructors, assistant professors, associate professors
and professors to grow professionally in the service. There may be a need to
create a committee to oversee the evaluation so that this will serve its purpose.

f. {onduct of more seminars, trainings and conferences to give more
information to the instructors, assistant professors, associate professors and
professors the mechanics of the evaluation based on the NBC 461.

7. Maximum efforts should be exerted by the SUCs administrators to
provide appropriate instructional resources to ensure quality instruction will be
given to the students and thereby improve the performance of the instructors,
assistant professors, associate professors and professors and obtain higher CCE
and QCE points.

8, S1JCs administrators should give priority to the purchase of mare

reference materials, subscription of more journals and annuals, provision for
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more library facilities and state-of-the-art information technology equipments to
enhance the performance of the instructors, assistant professors, associate
professors and professors.

9. All those involved in instruction should be fully aware of the
criteria and mechanics of the CCE and QCE evaluation based on the guidelines

set by NBC 461.



Chapter 5

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter presents the summary of the findings, the corresponding
conclusions that were drawn as well the recommendations formulated on the

basis of the results of the study.

Summary of Findings

The following are the salient findings of the study:

i The following are the means of the ages of the four groups of
respondents: instructors - 36.05 years, assistant professors - 44.32 years,
associate professors - 49.32 years and professors - 5348 years; with standard
deviations of 3.59 years, 2.44 years, 1.8 years and 2.09 years, respectively.

25 Majority of the respondents were females, with 85 out of 142 or
59.86 percent among instructors, 109 out of 177 or 61.58 percent among assistant
professors, 69 out of 123 or 56.10 percent among associate professors, and 31 out
of 61 or 50.82 percent among professors. As a whole, there were a 294 out of 503
fernale which was equivalent to 58.45 percent and the remaining 209 or 41.55
percent were males.

3. Likewise, majority of the respondents were married which
accounted for 104 or 73.24 percent among instructors, 156 or 88.14 among

assistant professors, 117 or 95.11 percent among the associate professors, 52 or

120
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85.25 percent among professors. As a whole, there were 429 or 85.29 percent of
the four groups were already married, 49 or 9.74 percent were single, 13 or 9.74
of were separated and 12 or 2.39 percent were widow f widower.

4. As regards educational qualification, most of the 142 instructors,
that is 86 or 60.56 percent were BS with MA units, while, out of the 177 assistant
professors, the highest number were holders of master’s degree with 54 or 30.51
percent. Among the associate professors and professors majority of them were
doctoral degree holders with 62 or 5041 percent and 58 or 95.08 percent,
respectively.

5. Based on the academic rank of the respondents, majority of them
were Instructor 1 with 94 or 18.69 percent, followed by 71 or 14.12 percent who
were Assistant Professor 1, then 52 or 10.34 percent who were Assistant Professor
TI. The least number of the respondents, that is, one or 0.19 percent was a College
Professor.

6. Majority of the respondents, that is, 316 or 62.82 percent had no
local designation. There were 52 or 10.34 percent from the four groups of
respondents who were designated advisers of organizations, while 33 or 6.56
percent from among the four groups were designated as head. As to the
designation of Director and Coordinator Chairman or Manager there were 30 or
5.96 from among the four groups of respondents. There were eight or 1.59
percent who were designated as Vice-president and two or 0.40 percent who

were President from among the four groups of respondents.
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e On the whole, the professors’ groups had the highest mean of
administrative experience, followed by the associate professors with 14.97 and
7.16 years, respectively. Meanwhile, the assistant professors on the average had
3.46 years of experience and the instructors had barely any experience at all, as
evidenced by the mean of (.26 year.

8. As to teaching experience, for the instructors, their mean number of
years of experience was 9.30 years with a standard deviation of 7.24 years; the
assistant professors had been teaching experience at an average of 18.88 years
with a standard deviation of 7.19 years; the associate professors had been
teaching for 23.49 years with standard deviation of 6.58 years while the
professors had been teaching for 27.26 years with standard deviation of 5.19
years. Thus, on the average, the respondents had been teaching for 18.32 years
with a standard deviation of 9.28 years.

9. The mean performance rating of the instructors was 9.23 with a
standard deviation of 0.36; for the assistant professors, their mean performance
rating was 9.41 with a standard deviation of 0.31; for the assocdiate professors,
their average performance rating was 939 with a standard deviation of 0.37; for
the professors, their performance rating was 9.50 with a standard deviation of
0.40. It can be noted that among the four groups, the professors obtained the
highest average performance rating while the instructors, with 9.50 and 9.23,

obtained the lowest average performance rating respectively.
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10.  The mean number of the preparations of instructors was 5 with a
standard deviation of 2 preparations; for the assistant professors their mean
number of preparations was 4 with a standard deviation of 2; for the associate
professors, the mean number of preparations was 3 with standard deviation of 2
preparations; and for professors was 3 with standard deviation of 1 preparation.
In general, the average number of teaching preparations of the four groups of
respondents was 3 with a standard of 2 preparations.

11.  In terms of total workload, the average workloads of the instructors
were 23.49 with a standard deviation of 4.12; for the assistant professors, of 22.32
workloads with a standard deviation of 5.51; for the associate professors, 19.10
with a standard deviation of 6.79 workloads; and for the professors, their average
workload was 11.11 with a standard deviation of 6.35. It can be noted that the
professors’ group had the least average workload while the instructors’ group
had the highest workload.

12.  The average relevant trainings attended by the instructors was 15
frainings with a standard deviation of 2 trainings; for the assistant professors,
their mean number of relevant trainings attended was 29 with a standard
deviation of 9 trainings; for the associate professors, 40 trainings with a standard
deviation of a trainings; and for the professors, 64 trainings with a standard
deviation of 12 trainings. 1t can be noted that the professors’ group had the
highest average number of trainings attended and the instructors’ group had the

lowest mean number of trainings attended.
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13.  The professors obtained total mean CCE points of 174.16 while the
same group of respondents earned QCE points of 95.09. On the part of the
associate professors, they obtained a total mean CCE points of 140.24 with 93.60
QCE points; the total mean CCE points earned by assistant professors was 107.79
and their mean QCE points was 94.59; the instructors obtained a total mean QCE
points of 75.49 with mean QCE total points of 92.89.

14.  The correlation coefficients between the CCE and QCE among the
professors, assistant professors and instructors, were 033, 022 and 0.17,
respectively. The p-values were 0.11 {professors}, 0.003 (assistant professors) and
0.037 (instructors). These values were lesser than the level of significance, a =
(0.05. This led to the rejection of the hypothesis that “there is no significant
relationship between the CCE and QCE points earned by the professors, assistant
professors and instructors involved in the study” Meanwhile, among the
associate professors’ group, the computed r was 0.13 with a p-value of 0.155.
This p-value was lesser than the level of significance set at ¢ = (.05 which led to
the acceptance of the hypothesis.

15.  In comparing the CCE and QCE points earned by the respondents
by SUC category and rank, the computed F-ratio for CCE was 1551.95 with a p-
value of 0.0000, which is less than the alpha level of .05. Likewise, the same table
reveals the comparison of the QCE points earned by the respondents among
ranks. The computed F-ratio was 4.027 with p-value of 7.557E.03, which was

less than the alpha level of .05. This led to the rejection of the hypothesis that
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“there is no significant difference between the CCE and QCE points earned by
the respondents by rank.”

16.  The comparison of CCE and QCE points earned by the instructors
among SUCs posted a computed F-ratio of .245 with p-value of 0.62 and 210
with p-value of 0.65 for CCE and QCE, respectively. The p-values were more
than the .05 alpha level which means that the differences in the CCE and QCE
points earned by the instructors among were not significant when compared by
SUC category.

17.  The comparison of the CCE and QCE points earned by assistant
professors posted computed F-ratios of 0.325 with p-value of 0.57 and .099 with
p-value of 0.75 for the CCE and QCE points, respectively. The p-values were
more than the alpha level of .05, which signified that there were no significant
differences in the CCE and QCE points earned by the assistant professor when
compared by SUC category.

18. Among the associate professors, the computed F-ratios were .563
with p-value of 0.45 and 1.770 with p-value of 0.19 for CCE and QCE among
SUCs, respectively. The p-valies were more than the alpha level of .05; thus, the
differences noted were not significant.

19.  Among the professors, the computed F-ratios were 4.375 with p-
value of 0.41 and 1.594 with p-value of 0.21 for CCE and QCE comparison among
SUCs, respectively. The p-value in comparing the CCE turned less than the

alpha level of .05 hence, significant differences among the CCE points earned by
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professors from among SUCs were revelaed; on the other hand, the p-value in
comparing the QCE points earned by professors from among the SUCs was
greater than the alpha level of .05 hence, the QCE points earned by them from
among the SUCs were more or less the same.

20. In correlating the CCE points earned by the four groups of
respondents with their age, the computed r-value was 0.62 with the t-value of
17.80 at df = 507; with p-value of .0000 which was less than the alpha level of .05,
this indicated that the correlation coefficient was significant. Moreover, the
computed r-value in associating the QCE points earned by the respondents with
their age was 0.09 with the computed t-value of 2.050 at df = 507 with p-value of
0.04 which was less than the alpha level of .05, thus the correlation coefficient
was significant.

21.  With respect to their sex, for CCE, the computed r-value was .05
with the t-value of 1.309 at df = 507 and p-value of 0.19 which was greater than
the alpha level of 05. Thus, correlation coefficient was not significant.
Furthermore, for the QCE points earned by the four groups of respondents and
their sex, the computed r-value was .01 with the computed t-value of 189 at df =
507 with p-value of 0.85 which was greater than the alpha level of .05. This
denoted that the correlation coefficient was not significant.

23. In terms of the CCE points earned by the four groups of
respondents and their civil status, the computed r-value was (.35 and the t-value

was 8.56 at df = 507, with p-value of 000 which was less than the alpha level of
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05. Thus the correlation coefficient was significant. Too, the computed r-value
in associating the QQCE points earned by the respondents with their civil status
was (.02 and the computed t-value was 2.252 at df = 507, with p-value of 0.02
which was less than the alpha level of .05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was
significant.

23, Relative to the CCE points earned by the four groups of
respondents and their educational qualification, the computed r-value was 0.85
and the t-value was 36.950 at df = 507, with p-value of 000 which was less than
the alpha level of 05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was significant.
Furthermore, the computed r-value in associating the QCE points earned by the
respondents with their educational qualification was 0.08 the computed t-value
was 1.750 at df = 507, with p-value of (.08 which was greater than the alpha level
of .05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was not significant.

24. In terms of the CCE points earned by the four groups of
respondents and their position/official designation, the computed r-value was
0.92 and the t-value was 54.47 at df = 507, with p-value of .000 which was less
than the alpha level of 05. Thus, the correlation was significant. On the other
hand, the computed r-value in associating the QCE points earned by the
respondents with their position/official designation was 0.08 and the computed
t-value was 1.792 at df = 507, with p-value of .07 which was greater than the

alpha level of 05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was not significant.
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25. As regards the CCE points earned by the four groups of
respondents and their field of specialization, the computed r-value was 0.80 and
the t-value was 7.104 at df = 507, with p-value of .000 which was less than the
alpha level of .05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was significant. On the other
hand, the computed r-value in associating the QCE points earned by the
respondents with their field of specialization was 0.08 and the computed t-value
was 1.864 at df = 507, with p-value of 0.06 which was greater than the alpha level
of .05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was not significant.

26. Relative to the CCE points earned by the four groups of
respondents and their administrative work experience, the computed r-value
was 0.70 and the t-value was 22.158 at df = 507, with p-value of .000 which was
less than the alpha level of .05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was significant.
Moreover, the computed r-valite in associating the QCE points earned by the
respondents with their administrative work experience was (.15 and the
computed t-value was 3.456 at df = 507, with p-value of 0.000 which was less
than the alpha level of .05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was significant.

27. In terms of the CCE points earned by the four groups of
respondents and their teaching experience, the computed r-value was 0.66 and
the t-value was 19.874 at df = 507, with p-value of .000 which was less than the
alpha level of .05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was significant. Furthermore,
the computed r-value in associating the QCE points earned by the respondents

with their teaching experience was 0.09 and the computed t-value was 2121 at df
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= 507, with p-value of 0.03 which was less than the alpha level of .05. Thus, the
correlation coefficient was significant.

28. As regards the CCE points earned by the four groups of
respondents and their performance rating, the computed r-value was 0.24 and
the t-value was 5.538 at df = 507, with p-value of .000 which was less than the
alpha level of 05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was significant. Too, the
computed rvalue for the QCE points earned by the respondents and their
performance rating was 0.69 and the computed t-valie was 21.898 at df = 507,
with p-value of 000 which was less than the alpha level of .05. Thus, the
correlation coefficient was significant.

29.  Pertaining to the CCE points earned by the four groups of
respondents and their teaching work load, the computed r-value was 0.44 and
the t-value was 11.327 at df = 507, with p-value of .000 which was less than the
alpha level of .05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was significant. On the other
hand, the computed r-value for the QCE points earned by the respondents was
-0.08 and the computed t-value was ~1.837 at df = 507, with p-value of 0.07 which
was greater than the alpha level of .05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was not
significant.

30. Relative to the CCE points earned by the four groups of
respondents and their relevant training attended, the computed r-value was 0.92
and the t-value was 54.650 at df = 507, with p-value of .000 which was less than

the alpha level of 05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was significant.
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Moreover, the computed r-value for the QCE points earned by the respondents
was 0.19 and the computed t-value was 4.307 at df = 507, with p-value of .00000
which was less than the alpha level of 05. Thus, the correlation coefficient was
significant.

31.  Pertaining to the CCE instruments, the extent of relevance of the
three areas was perceived by the four groups of respondents as “high.” The
highest weighted mean was 3.93 for academic experience followed by 3.86 and
3.74 for professional achievement and educational qualification, respectively. By
group, the professors gave the highest mean of 4.03, followed by the instructors
{3.91), associate professors {3.76) and assistant professors {3.76) which resulted to
a grand mean of 3.84 or “high”

32.  In terms of effectiveness of the CCE, the four groups of respondents
perceived the effectiveness of the CCE instruments as follows: educational
qualification, 3.71 denoting “effective”, academic experience, 3.93 or “effective”
and professional achievement, 3.99 interpreted as “effective”’. By group, the
following are the means: 3.93, 3.91, 3.87 and 3.79 for instructors, professors,
associate professors and associated professors, respectively. Consequently,
the over-all mean was 3.86 or “effective.”

33. Relative to the relevance of QCE instruments, the four groups of
respondents gave the following means: clientele satisfaction - commitment, 3.90
denoting “high extent of relevance”; leadership - knowledge of the subject, 3.92

with an adjectival rating of “high extent of relevance”; partnership
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development - teaching for independence, 3.85 being interpreted as “high extent
of relevance”; community responsibility - management of teaching, 3.86 which is
interpreted as “high extent of relevance”. By group, the following were the
means: 4.00 for assistant professors, 3.98 for professors, 3.92 for instructors and
3.72 for associate professors; all these values corresponded to “high extent of
relevance.”

34.  As to the effectiveness of the QCE instruments, the four groups of
respondents gave the following total means: clientele satisfaction - commitment,
3.89 denoting “effective”; leadership - knowledge of the subject, 3.98 with an
adjectival rating of “effective”; partnership development - teaching for
independence, 3.83 being interpreted as “effective”; community responsibility -
management of teaching, 3.88 which is interpreted as “effective”, while the
average perception of the associate professors on the relevance of QCE
questionnaire was 3.73 with an adjectival rating of “effective.”” On the part of
associate professors and instructors they gave 4.01 and 3.93 or “effective” The

grand mean was 3.91 or “effective”.

35. In ascertaining if the differences in the perceptions of the four
groups of respondents on the relevance of the CCE were significant, the
computed F-ratio was 3.166 with a p-value of 0.02, which turned less than the
alpha level of 05. This means that the variation in the perceptions among the
four groups of respondents was significant. Thus, the corresponding null

hypothesis was rejected.
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36. Meanwhile in comparing the perceptions of the four groups of
respondents on the effectiveness of CCE, the computed F-ratio was.997 with a p-
value of 0.39 which turned greater than the alpha level of .05. This means that
the observed differences in the perceptions among the four groups of
respondents were not significant. Thus, the corresponding hypothesis was
accepted.

37. As regards the relevance of the QCE instruments, the computed F-
ratio was 3.469 with a p-value of 0.02, which turned lesser than the alpha level of
5. This means that the differences in the perceptions among the four groups of
respondents were significant. Thus, the corresponding hypothesis was rejected.

38.  Along effectiveness of the QCE instruments, the computed F-ratio
was 3.203 with a p-value of 0.02, which turned less than the alpha level of .05.
This means that the differences in the perceptions among the four groups of
respondents were significant. Thus, the corresponding hypothesis was rejected.

39. In correlating the relevance and effectiveness of the CCE and QCE
instruments with the age of the respondents, the following r-values were
obtained: -.05, 04, 00, and with corresponding t-values of -1.154 with p-value of
0.25, -.933 with p-value of 0.35; -5145E-03 with p-value of 1.00; and 107 with p-
value of 0.91. The p-values were greater than the alpha level of .05, which

denoted no significant correlation. Hence, the corresponding hypothesis was

accepted.
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AQ. For the sex variate, the following r-values were obtained: -03, -.03,
-01 and .01 and the corresponding t-values were: -.705 with p-value of 0.48; -.752
with p-value of 0.45; -.369 with p-value of 0.71; and .312 with p-value of 0.76.
The p-values were greater than the alpha level of 05, which denoted no
significant correlation. Hence, the corresponding hypothesis was accepted.

41. In terms of the civil status of the respondents, the following r-
values were obtained: -.07, -.07, 0120 and .05 while the corresponding t-values
were:  -1.627 with p-value of 0.10; -1.530 with p-value of 0.13; 270 with p-value
of 0.79; and 1.031 with p-value of 0.30. The p-values were greater than the alpha
level of .05, which denoted no correlation. Hence, the corresponding hypothesis
was accepted.

42. Relative to the educational qualification of the respondents, the
following r-values were obtained: .02, .01, -05 and .04 while the corresponding t-
values were: 460 with p-value of 0.65; .316 with p-value of 0.75; -1.141 with p-
value of 0.25 and —. 994 with p-value of 0.32. The p-values were greater than the
alpha level of 05, which denoted no significant correlation. Hence, the
corresponding hypothesis was accepted.

43, In terms of the academic rank /local designation of the respondents,
the following r-values were abtained: .04, 01, -.0273 and -.03 and corresponding
t-values were: 938 with p-value of 0.35; .327 with p-value of 0.74; -.614 with p-

value of 0.54; and —.667 with p-value of 0.51. The p-values were greater than the
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alpha level of .05, which denoted no significant correlation.  Hence, the
corresponding hypothesis was accepted.

44.  Faor the field of specialization of respondents, the r-values were
0.09, 0.01, 0.01, and 0.01 while the corresponding t-values were 2.023 (p = 0.04),
0.185 (p = 0.85), 0.169 {p = 0.87) and 0.155 (p = 0.88). All these p-values were
greater than the level of significance, a = 0.05 which denoted no significant
correlation. Thus, the corresponding hypothesis was accepted.

45.  As regards administrative work experience of the respondents, the
following r-values were obtained: .06, .03, -.03 and -.02 while the corresponding
t-values were: 1.325 (p = 0.19), 662 (p = 0.51), -.682 (p = 0.50), and 456 (p =
0.65). The p-values were greater than the alpha level of .05, which denoted no
significant correlation. Hence, the corresponding hypothesis was accepted.

46. Along the teaching work experience of the respondents, the
following r-values were obtained: -02, -.02, .03 and .03 while the corresponding
t-values were: -.532 with (p = 0.59), -451 (p = 0.65), .682 (p = 0.50), and J02{p =
0.48). The p-values were greater than the alpha level of .05, which denoted no
significant correlation. Hence, the corresponding hypothesis was accepted.

47.  Pertaining to the performance of the respondents, the following r-
values were obtained: 03, .00, .06 and .07 while the corresponding t-values
were: 721 {p = 0.47), 7.6306E-03 (p = 0.99), 1.294 (p = 0.20), and 1.619 (p=
013). The p-values were greater than the alpha level of .05, which denoted no

significant correlation. Hence, the corresponding hypothesis was accepted.
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48.  In terms of the teaching workload of the respondents, the following
r-values were obtained: -.00, .02, .09 and .07 while the corresponding t-values
were: -.033 (p = 0.97), .380 (p = 0.70), 2.089 (p = 0.04), and 1.674 {p = 0.09).
The p-values were greater than the alpha level of 05, which denoted no
significant correlation. Hence, the corresponding hypothesis was accepted.

49. In general, the four groups of respondents considered nine
problems relative to the implementation of NBC 462 as “more serious” and three
problems as “serious.” The top three “more serious” were: 1) Inadequacy of
physical plan, library facilities, books and other reference materials, 2) Lack of
funds for the purchase of modern instructional facilities, and 3) Inadequate
supply of needed tools, equipment and instructional materials for instruction,
with means of 3.82, 3.80 and 3.69, respectively. Moreover, among the four
groups of respondents, the instructors, assistant professors and associate
professors considered these listed problems as “more serious” with grand means
of 3.79, 3.77, and 3.55, respectively; and only the professors gave a general
assessment of 3.28 or “serious” which is lower than those given by the aforesaid
three groups.

50. As a whole the combined responses of the four groups of
respondents restilted to the following top three solutions: 1) Expose staff to new
technologies through sending them to training actually use operation of modern
machineries and internets or computers, 2) Have adequate supply of tools,

equipment and instructional materials needed for instruction, and 3) Create
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income generating projects that will augment additional income of the
college /university for the purchase of modern instructional facilities, equipment
and materials, with overall means of 4.02, 3.92 and 3.88, respectively. This
indicated the necessity of staff development, enhancing the equipment and
facilities of the state college or university as well as strengthening the production

function to address the problems relative to NBC 461 evaluation.

Conclusions

Based on the foregoing findings, the following conclusions were drawn:

1. The typical instructor of SUCs in Eastern Visayas is female, in her
mid 30's, married, has earned MA/MS units, has no local designation, no
admninistrative experience, has been teaching for 6 - 10 years with very
satisfactory performance, has 4 - 6 teaching preparations and 21-25 workloads,
and has attended 1 - 15 trainings.

2 The typical assistant professor of SUCs in Eastern Visayas is
fernale, in her mid A(0's, married, a master's degree holder, has no local
designation, no administrative experience, has been teaching for 16 - 20 years
with very satisfactory performance, has 4 - 6 teaching preparations and 21-25
workloads, and has attended 16-30 trainings.

% The typical associate professor of SUCs in Eastern Visayas is
fomale, in her late A(s, married, a doctorate degree holder, has no local

designation, no administrative experience, has been teaching for 16 - 20 years
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with very satisfactory performance, has 1 - 3 teaching preparations and 21-25
workloads, and has attended 31-45 trainings.

4. The typical professor of SUCs in Eastern Visayas is female, in her
early 50’s, married, a doctorate degree holder, designated as dean, with 11-15
years of administrative experience, has been teaching for 26 - 30 years with very
satisfactory performance, has 1 - 3 teaching preparations and 6-10 workloads,
and has attended 61-75 trainings.

5. The four groups of respondents were at the prime of their age,
fitted to their respective ranks as manifested by the CCE and QCE points they
sarned.

o. Among the instructors, assistant professors and professors, the
CCE points earned where positively and significantly correlated to their QCE
points. Thus, those who obtained high CCE points likewise obtained high QCE
points and those who earned low CCE point also earned low QCE points.

7 Among the associate professors, the CCE points they earned had
nothing to do with the QCE points earned.

8. The CCE and QCE points earned by the respondents differed
significantly by academic rank.

9. The CCE points by the instructors, assistant professors and
associate professors from state colleges and from state universities did not differ
significantly. However, among professors, the C(E points earned by professors

from state universities were significantly higher than those from state colleges.
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10.  The QCE points earned by the four groups of respondents from
state colleges and from state universities did not differ significantly which
indicated uniformity of criteria and objectivity in the evaluation process.

11.  Age, civil status, educational qualification, academic rank/local
designation, field of specialization, administrative work experience, teaching
experience, performance rating, teaching work load and relevant trainings
attended are directly related to the CCE points earned by the respondents. This
indicated that these are the factors that could affect the CCE points earned by the
respondents.

12.  Moreover, age, civil status, administrative work experience,
teaching experience, performance rating and relevant trainings attended are
directly related to the QCE points earned by the four groups of respandents.
These are the factors that could affect the QCE points earned by the respondents.

13.  The faculty-respondents expressed that the extent of relevance of
the CCE and QCE instruments is high and that said instruments are effective.

14.  As regards relevance of CCE instruments, the professors’ group
gave the highest rating, followed by the instructors, assistant professors and
associate professors. However, for the effectiveness of the CCE instruments,
the ratings given by the four groups of respondents were more or less the same.

15. In terms of the relevance and effectives of the QCE instruments,
the assistant professors gave the highest rating, followed by the professors,

instructors and associate professors.
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16. The profile of the four groups of respondents was not related to
their perceived extent of relevance and effectiveness of the CCE and QCE
instruments.

17.  There are problems encountered by the respondents relative to the
., CCE and QCE evaluation, however, they are manageable considering that they

have identified solutions to address the problems encountered.

Recommendations

The following are recommendations are herein presented:

1. DBM must be aware on the update release of the financial budget
of the leveled academic rank of NBC 461 to SUC to avoid deletion and/or
postponement of the every three-year leveling set and for the promotion and
movement of qualified academic staff.

2 The guota system which limits the salaries and promotions of other
qualified academic staff should be relaxed in its implementation as an incentive
for qualified faculty members.

B Measures to ensure accuracy and honesty in the submission and
evaluation of documents should be adopted.

4. There is a need to intensify information dissemination regarding
the process of CCE and QCE evaluation to the instructors, assistant professors,

associate professors, as well as the professors of SUCs based on the guidelines of

NBC 461.
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5. There is need for a uniform interpretation of the criteria among
members of the local evaluation/review committee in order to enhance the
leveling of positions based on the provisions of NBC 461.

6. Administration should give extra incentives for best performers
based on the CCE and QCE evaluation among the instructors, assistant professor,
associate professors and professors.

7 QCE items should be recrafted so the different groups of
stakeholders can understand and be able to effectively evaluate the instructors,
assistant professors, associate professors and professors.

3. Instructors, assistant professors, associate professors, as well as the
professors must be encouraged to update themselves by finishing post graduate
degrees and attending relevant trainings.

9. The state university fcollege should come up with a realistic and
just staff development program to ensure that the needs of teaching personnel be
appropriately addressed.

10. There is a need for the SUC to come up with a procurement
program to ensure that needed institutional facilities be made available and
adequate to enhance the teaching competencies of the academic staff.

11.  Parallel studies in other regions may be conducted to validate the

findings of this study.
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12. A similar study could be conducted which would focus on
validating the QCE points earned by the academic staff from the students,

clientele, supervisors, and the like.
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APPENDIX A

Republic of the Philippines
Commission on Higher Education
SAMAR STATE POLYTECHNIC COLLEGE
(atbalogan, Samar

January 16, 2004

The Dean of Graduate Studies
Samar State Polytechnic College
Catbalogan, Samar

Sir:

In my desire to start writing my Dissertation proposal, I have the honor to
submit for your approval one of the following research problems, preferably No.
1.

1. “The Qualitative Contribution Fvaluation {QCE) and Educational
Qualification of Instructor and Professors of Agricultural State
Colleges and University of the Three Provinces of Samar.”

o

“The Impact of Program Accreditation in the Performance of State
Universities and Colleges in Samar.”

3. “Management of Technical - Vocational School of Samar.”

T hope for your early and favorable action on this request.
Very truly yours,

(SGD.) MYRNA B. ALAMIN
Researcher

Approved:

{SGD.) EUSEBIO T. PACOLOR, Ph.D.
Dean, Graduate of Graduate Studies
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APPENDIX B

Republic of the Philippines
SAMAR STATE POLYTECHNIC COLLEGE
Catbalogan, Samar

April 2, 2004

DR, SOCORRO O. BOHOL
College President

SSCAF, San Jorge, Samar
Dear: Dr. Bohol,

Please be informed that you have been designated as adviser of Ms.
Myrna B. Alamin, candidate for the degree in Doctor of Philosophy major in
FEducational Management who proposes to write a dissertation on “THE
QUALITATIVE CONTRIBUTION EVALUATION (QCF) OF INSTRUCTORS
AND PROFESSORS OF AGRICULTURAL STATE COLLEGES AND
UNIVERSITY OF THE THREE PROVINCES OF SAMAR.”

Thank you for your cooperation.

Very truly yours,

{SGD.) MARILYN D. CARDOSO, Ph. D.
Dean, College of Graduate Studies

CONFORME:

{SGD.) SOCORRO O. BOHOL, Ph.D.
Adviser

In 3 copies:

1¢t copy — for the Dean

2ed copy - for the Adviser
3 copy - for the Applicant
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APPENDIX C

Republic of the Philippines
SAMAR STATE POLYTECHNIC COLLEGE
Catbalogan, Samar

COLLEGE OF GRADUATE STUDIES

April 6, 2004

The Dean

College of Graduate Studies
Samar State Polytechnic College
Catbalogan, Samar

Madam:

This  dissertation  proposal entitted “THE QUALITATIVE
CONTRIBUTION EVALUATION (OCF) OF INSTRUCTORS AND
PROFESSORS OF AGRICULTURAL STATE COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITY
OF THE THREE PROVINCES OF SAMAR,” prepared and submitted hy Myrna
B. Alamin in partal fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of

examination on the date and time convenient to your office.

{SGD.) SOCORRO O. BOHOL, Ph.D.

Adviser
Date of Oral Defenss : April 13, 2004
Day : Tuesday
Time : 1:30 P.M.
Venie : SSPC Graduate School

Dean’s Office
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APPENDIX D

Republic of the Philippines
SAMAR STATE POLYTECHNIC COLLEGE
Catbalogan, Samar

July 1, 2004

The University President
Leyte Institute of Technology (LIT)
Tacloban City

Sir:

I have the honor to request permission to conduct a survey among
academic staffs, students, immediate supervisors and project in-charge in your
institution. This is in connection with my dissertation paper entitled,
“COMMOMN CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION (CCE} AND QUALITATIVE
CONTRIBUTION EVALUATION (QCFE) OF ACADEMIC STAFF OF STATE
DUNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES (SUCs) IN EASTERN VISAYAS.”

I further request from your good office that I be allowed to field the
questionnaires and ask for photocopying of your academic staff profile as of last
year 2003-2004 which contains the following: 1) age, sex, and civil status; 2)
educational qualification; 3) position/official designation; 4) field of
specialization; 5) work experience in years; 5.1) administrative experience; 5.2)
teaching experience; 6) performance rating; 7) teaching load; 7.1) no. of
preparation of work load; 7.2) total work load; and 8)relevant training.

1 believe that whatever consideration your office can extend the researcher
will be of great help to this endeavor.

1 am anticipating for your kind understanding on this request.

Thank you very much.

Very truly yours,

{SGD.) MYRNA B. ALAMIN
Researcher

Recommending Approval:

(SGD.) MARILYN D. CARDOSO, Ph.D.
Dean, Graduate of Graduate Studies

APPROVED:

{SGID.) BONIFACIO S, VILLANUEVA, Ed. D
1LIT President
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APPENDIXE

Republic of the Philippines
SAMAR STATE POLYTECHNIC COLLEGE
Catbalogan, Samar

July 1, 2004

The College President
TTMIST
(Calbayog City

Sir:

I have the honor to request permission to conduct a survey among
academic staffs, students, imimediate supervisors and project in-charge in your
institution. This is in connecton with my dissertation paper entitled,
“COMMON CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION (CCE) AND QUALITATIVE
CONTRIBUTION EVALUATION {QCE) OF ACADEMIC STAFF OF STATE
UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES (SUCs) IN EASTERN VISAYAS.”

I further request from your good office that I be allowed to field the
questionnairas and ask for photocopying of your academic staff profile as of last
year 2003-2004 which contains the following: 1) age, sex, and civil status; 2)
educational qualification; 3) positon/official designation; 4) field of
specialization; 5) work experience in years; 5.1) administrative experience; 5.2)
teaching experience; 6) performance rating: 7) teaching load; 7.1) no. of
preparation of work load; 7.2) total work load; and 8)relevant training.

I believe that whatever consideration your office can extend the researcher
will be of great help to this endeavor.

1 am anticipating for your kind understanding on this reguest.

Thank you very much.
Very truly yours,
{SGD.) MYRNA B. ALAMIN
Researcher
Recommending Approval:

{SGD.) MARILYN D. CARDOSO, Ph.D.
Dean, Graduate of Graduate Studies

APPROVED:

{SGD.) EDUARDO S, CAILLO, Ph. D.
TTMIST President
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APPENDIXF

Republic of the Philippines
SAMAR STATE POLYTECHNIC COLLEGE
Catbalogan, Samar

July 1, 2004

The University President
Leyte Normal University (LNU)
Tacloban City

Madam:

I have the honor to request permission to conduct a survey among
acadermic staffs, students, immediate supervisors and project in-charge in your
institution.  This is in connection with my dissertation paper entitled,
“COMMON CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION {CCF) AND QUALITATIVE
CONTRIBUTION EVALUATION {QCE) OF ACADEMIC STAFF OF STATE
UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES {SUCs) IN EASTERN VISAYAS.”

I further request from your good office that I be allowed to field the
questionnaires and ask for photocopying of your academic staff profile as of last
vear 2(03-2004 which contains the following: 1) age, sex, and civil status; 7)
educational qualification; 3) position/official designation; 4) field of
specialization; 5) work experience in vears; 5.1) administrative experience; 5.2)
teaching experience; 6) performance rating; 7) teaching load; 7.1) no. of
preparation of work load; 7.2) total work load; and 8)relevant training.

I believe that whatever consideration your office can extend the researcher
will be of great help to this endeavor.

I am anticipating for your kind understanding on this request.

Thank you very much,.

Very truly yours,

{SGD.) MYRNA B. ALAMIN
Researcher

Recommending Approval:

{SGD.) MARILYN D. CARDOSO, Ph.D.
Dean, Graduate of Graduate Studies

APPROVED:

{SGI) CRES V. CHAN-GONZAGA, Ph. D
I.NU President
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APPENDIX G

Republic of the Philippines
SAMAR STATE POLYTECHNIC COLLEGE

Catbalogan, Samar
July 1, 2004
The College President
Eastern Samar State College (ESSC})
Borongan, Eastern Samar
Sir:

I have the honor to request permission to conduct a survey among
academic staffs, students, immediate supervisors and project in-charge in your
institution. This is in connection with my dissertation paper entitled,
“COMMON CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION ({(CCE} AND QUALITATIVE
CONTRIBUTION EVALUATION {QCE) OF ACADEMIC STAFF OF STATE
UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES {SUCs) IN EASTERN VISAYAS.”

I further request from your good office that I be allowed to field the
guestionnaires and ask for photocopying of your academic staff profile as of last
vear 2(03-2004 which contains the following: 1) age, sex, and civil status; 2}
educational qualification; 3) posiion/officiai designation; 4) field of
specialization; 5) work experience in vears; 5.1} administrative experience; 5.2}
teaching experience; 6) performance rating; 7) teaching load; 7.1) no. of
preparation of work load; 7.2) total work load; and 8)relevant training.

1 baelieve that whatever consideration youir office can extend the researcher
will be of great help to this endeavor.

I am anticipating for your kind understanding on this request.

Thank you very much.
Very truly yours,
{SGD.) MYRNA B. ALAMIN
Researcher
Recommending Approval:

{(SGD.) MARITLYN D. CARDOSO, Ph.D.
Dean, Graduate of Graduate Studies

AYPROVED:

{8GD.) REYNALDQO A, LOMBRIQ, Ed. D.
ESSC President



APPENDIX H

Republic of the Philippines
SAMAR STATE POLYTECHNIC COLLEGE
Catbalogan, Samar

July 1, 2004

The College President
SSCAF
San Jorge, Samar

Madam:

I have the honor to request permission to conduct a survey among
academic statfs, students, immediate supervisors and project in-charge in your
institution. This is in connection with my dissertation paper entitled,
“COMMON CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION (CCE} AND QUALITATIVE
CONTRIBUTION EVALUATION {QCE) OF ACADEMIC STAFF OF STATE
UNIVEKSITIES AND COLLEGES {SUCs) IN EASTERN VISAYAS.”

I further request from yvour good office that I be allowed to field the
questionnaires and ask for photocopying of your academic staff profile as of last
vear 7003-2004 which contains the following: 1) age, sex, and civil status; 2)
educational qualification; 3) position/official designation; 4) field of
specialization; 5) work experience in vears; 5.1) administrative experience; 5.2)
teaching experience; 6) performance rating; 7) teaching load; 7.1) no. of
preparation of work load; 7.2) total work load; and 8)relevant training.

I believe that whatever consideration your office can extend the researcher
will be of great help to this endeavor.

I am anticipating for your kind understanding on this request.

Thank you very much.

Very truly yours,

(SGD.) MYRNA B. ALAMIN
Researcher

Recommending Approval:

{SGD.) MARILYN D. CARDQOSO, Ph.D.
Dean, Graduate of Graduate Studies

APPROVED:

{8GD.) SOCORRO O. BOHOL, Ph. D,
SSCAF President
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APPENDIX 1

Republic of the Philippines
SAMAR STATE POLYTECHNMNIC COLLEGE
Catbalogan, Samar

July 1, 2004

The College President
Palompon Institute of Technology (PIT)
Palompon, Leyte

Madam:

I have the honor to request permission to conduct a survey among
academic staffs, students, immediate supervisors and project in-charge in your
instituion. This is in connection with my dissertation paper entitled,
“COMMON CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION (CCE} AND QUALITATIVE
CONTRIBUTION EVALUATION {QCE} OF ACADEMIC STAFF OF STATE
UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES (SUCs) IN EASTEKN VISAYAS.”

T further request from your good office that I be allowed to field the
guestionnaires and ask for photocopying of your academic staff profile as of last
vear 2003-2(04 which contains the following: 1) age, sex, and civil status; 2)
educational qualification; 3} position/official designation; 4) field of
specialization; 5) work experience in vears; 5.1) administrative experience; 5.2)
teaching experience; 6) performance rating; 7) teaching load; 7.1) no. of
preparation of work load; 7.2) total work load; and 8)relevant training,.

1 believe that whatever consideration vour office can extend the researcher
will be of great help to this endeavor.

I am anticipating for your kind understanding on this request.

Thank you very much.

Very truly yours,

{SGD.) MYRNA B. ALAMIN
Researcher

Recommending Approval:

(SG}),} MARILYN D. CARDOSO, Ph.D.
Dean, Graduate of Graduate Studies

APPROVED:

{S8GD.) ISABELA L. MAHLER, Ph. D.
OIC-PIT President
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APPENDIX

Republic of the Philippines
SAMAR STATE POLYTECHNIC COLLEGE
Catbalogan, Samar

July 1, 2004

The University President
Southern Leyte State University (SLSU)
Sogod, Southern Leyte

Sir:

I have the honor to request permission to conduct a survey among
academic staffs, students, imumediate supervisors and project in-charge in your
institution. This is in connection with my dissertation paper entitied,
“COMMON CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION (CCE} AND QUALITATIVE
CONTRIBUTION EVALUJATION {QCE) OF ACADEMIC STAFF OF STATE
UNIVEKRSITIES AND COLLEGES (SUCs) IN EASTERN VISAYAS.”

I further request from your good office that I be allowed to field the
questionnaires and ask for photocopying of your acadeinic staff profile as of last
vear 2003-2004 which contains the following: 1) age, sex, and civil status; 2)
educational qualification: 3) position/official designation; 4) field of
specialization; 5) work experience in years; 5.1) administrative experience; 5.2)
teaching experience; 6) performance rating; 7} teaching load; 7.1} no. of
preparation of work load; 7.2} total work load; and 8)relevant fraining.

1 believe that whatever consideration your office can extend the researcher
will be of great help to this endeavor.

1 am anticipating for your kind understanding on this request.

Thank you very much.

Very truly yours,

{SGID.) MYRNA B. ALAMIN
Researcher

Recommending Approval:

{SGD.) MARILYN D. CARDOSO, Ph.D.
Dean, Graduate of Graduate Studies

APPROVED:

{SGD.) LEONARDO C. MANALQO, Ph. D.
SIS President



APPENDIX K

Republic of the Philippines
SAMAR STATE POLYTECHNIC COLLEGE
Catbalogan, Samar

July 1, 2004

The College President
Naval Institute of Technology (NIT)
Naval, Biliran

Madam:

I have the honor to request permission to conduct a survey among
academic staffs. students, immediate supervisors and project in-charge in your
institution. This is in connection with my dissertation paper entitled,
"COMMON CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION (CCF} AND QUALITATIVE
CONTRIBUTION EVALUATION (QCE} OF ACADEMIC STAFF OF STATE
UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES (SUCs) IN EASTERN VISAYAS.”

I further request from your good office that I be allowed to field the
questionnaires and ask for photocopying of your academic staff profile as of last
year Z003-2004 which contains the following: 1) age, sex, and civil status; 2)
educational qualification; 3) position/official designation; 4) field of
specialization; 5) work experience in years; 5.1) administrative experience; 5.2)
teaching experience; 6) performance rating; 7) teaching load; 7.1) no. of
preparation of work load; 7.2) total work load; and 8)relevant training.

I believe that whatever consideration your office can extend the researcher
will be of great help to this endeavor.

| am anticipating for your kind understanding on this request.

Thank you very much.

Very truly yours,

(SGD.) MYRNA B. ALAMIN
Researcher

Recommending Approval:

{SGD.} MARILYN D. CARDQOSQ, Ph.D.
Dean, Graduate of Graduate Studies

APPROVED:

{SGD.) EDITA 8. GENSON,_ Ed. D.
NIT President
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APPENDIX L

Republic of the Philippines
SAMAR STATE POLYTECHNIC COLLEGE
(Catbalogan, Samar

July 1, 2004

The University President
University of Eastern Philippines (UEP)
Catarman, Northern Samar

Sir:

I have the honor to request permission to conduct a survey among
academic staffs, students, immediate supervisors and project in-charge in your
institution.  This is in connection with my dissertation paper entitied,
“COMMON CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION (CCE)} AND QUALITATIVE
CONTRIBUTION EVALUATION {QCE) OF ACADEMIC STAFF OF STATE
UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES (S8UCs) IN EASTERN VISAYAS.”

I further request from your good office that I be allowed to field the
questionnaires and ask for photocopying of your academic staif profile as of last
year 2003-2004 which contains the following: 1) age, sex, and civil status; 2)
educational qualification; 3} posidon/official designation; 4) field of
specialization; 5) work experience in years; 5.1) administrative experience; 5.2)
teaching experience; 6) performance rating: 7) teaching load; 7.1) no. of
preparation of work load; 7.2) total work load; and 8)relevant training.

1 believe that whatever consideration your office can extend the researcher
will be of great help to this endeavar.

I am anticipating for your kind understanding on this request.

Thank you very much.

Very truly yours,

{SGD.) MYRNA B. ATLAMIN
Researcher

Recommending Approval:

{SGD.) MARILYN D. CARDQOSO, Ph.D.
Dean, Graduate of Graduate Studies

AVPPROVED:

{SGI) PEDRO D). DESTURA, Ph. D.
UJEP President



APPENDIX M

Republic of the Philippines
SAMAR STATE POLYTECHNIC COLLEGE
(atbalogan, Samar

July 1, 2004

The President and Zonal Computerization Center
Leyte Institute of Technology

Tacloban City

Sir:

In connection with my dissertation research work entitled “COMMON
CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION {CCE) AND QUALITATIVE
CONTRIBUTION EVALUATION {QCE) OF ACADEMIC STAFY OF STATE
UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES {SUCs) IN EASTERN VISAYAS,” may I
have the honor to request permission for photocopying of the final print cut of
the Second Bvaluation of NBC 461 Cut-Off Date: June 30, 2001 of the following
SUCs: 1) Leyte Institute of Technology (LIT), Tacloban City; 2) Leyte normal
University (LNU), Tacloban City; 3) Naval Institute of Technology (NIT), Naval,
Biliran; 4} Palompon Institute of Technology (PIT), Palompon, Leyte; 5) Leyte
State University (LSU), Baybay, Leyte; 6) Southern Leyte State University (SLSU),
Sogoad, Southern Leyte; 7) Eastern Samar State College (ESSC), Borongan, Eastern
Samar; 8) Samar State Polytechnic College (SSPC), Catbalogan, Samar; 9) Samar
State College of Agriculture and Forestry (S5CAF), San Jorge, Samar; 10) Tiburcio
Tancinco Memorial Institute of Science and Technology (TTMIST), Calbayog
City; and 11) University of Fastern Philippines (UEP), Catarman, Northern
Samar.

Should this office merit this request, all data that this writer might have

will be held with a great confidentiality.
Anticipating for your considerable and favorable action with this request.

Very truly yours,
{(SGID.) MYRNA B. ALAMIN
Researcher

Recommending Approval:

{SGD.) MARILYN D. CARDOSO, Ph.D.
Dean, Graduate of Graduate Studies

APPROVED:

{SGI) BONIFACIO S. VILLANUEVA, Ed. D.
LIT President
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APPENDIX N
Republic of the Philippines

SAMAR STATE FOLYTECHNIC COLLEGE
Catbalogan, Samar

July 1, 2004

Sir/Madam:

The undersigned is presently conducting a study entitled, ““COMMON
CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION {CCE} AND QUALITATIVE
CONTRIBUTION EVALUATION {QCE) OF ACADEMIC STAFF OF 5TATE
UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES (SUCs) IN EASTERN VISAYAS.”

In this connection, I am requesting your vulnerable assistance by
answering all the questions in the questionnaire.

Rest assured that whatever finding obtained in the study will be kept

highly confidential.

Thank you very much and more power to you.

Very truly yours,

(SGD.) MYRNA B. ALAMIN
Researcher
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QUESTIONNAIRE

{ ommeon Criteria for Evaluation {CCE) and Qualitative Conlribution
Fvaluation {QCF) of Academic Staff of State Universities and
Colleges {SUCs) in Eastern Visayvas
{For Instructors and Assistant Professors)

Part I. Profile of Respondents

Direction: Please supply the following information by filling the
blanks/putting a check as provided below. All information will be
treated with confidentiality.

1. Name of University /College:
Address:

=
.

Name of Respondent {optional):

3. Age:
4. Sex: Male ( ) Female ( )
5. Civil Status: Single { ) Married { )

Widower () Separated ()
6. Position/Official Designation:
Highest Educational Attainment:

~J

Field of Specialization:

I

Work Experiences (in years):
21 Administrative Experiences:
9.2 Teaching Experiences:

10. Performance Rating:

11. Teaching Load:
11.1 No. of Preparations of Work Load: .
11.2 Total Work Load:

12. Relevant Trainings Attended: (within the last three years)
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Part I1. Common Criteria for Evaluation {CCE) of NBC 461 Among
Academic Staff

Directions: Below are the specific factors of service and achievements of the
Common Criteria for FBvaluation (CCE) of NBC 461 Among
Academic Staff. Please answer the guestions to the best of your
knowledge and honestly as you can by checking the numbers
provided which corresponds to what you feel most accurately
indicate the extent of relevance and extent of effectiveness as
indicated by the following:

Extent of Belevance Extent of Bifectiveness

5 -  for excellent extent of relevance, 5 for very effective, indicating that
indicating  that recognition at the performance  consistently
international levels, leadership in demonstrate expertise, mastery and
staff development through exemplary in teaching.
presentation at international levels
and/ ov development and
implementation  of  inmovative
instructional programs.

4 - for high extent of relevance, 4 for effective, indicating that the
indicating that recognition at the performance consistently
state and/or national levels, demonstrate above or exceed
leadership in national levels and standard in teaching.
implementation of  innovative
instructional program.

3 - for moderate extent of relevance, 3 for moderately effective, indicating
indicating that rvecognition at the that the performance is consistently
regional levels, leadership in adeguate in meeting performance
regional levels and implementation criteria or meets standards.
of innovative instructional program.

2 - for low extent of selevance, 2 for less effective, indicating that the
indicating that recognition at the individual  teacher is  not
institutional, community and/or working/ teaching.
local levels, leadership in local and
implementation of innovative
instructional program.

1 - fornegligible 1 for ineffective
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Extent of Relevance

4
(HE)

3
(ME)

2
(LE)

(N)

Indicators

Extent of Effectiveness

4
B

3
(ME)

2
(LE)

1
(IE)

Bducational Qualifications

. Doctoral Degree

39 | e | e

. Master's Diegree

. LLB, M.D.

ad b

. Diploma Course (above a

bachelor’s degree).

[$1]

. Bachelor’'s Degree (4
years)/BS Vet. Med.

6. Special Courses:
a. 3-year Post Secondary
Course.
b. 2-year Post Secondary
Course.

7. Additional Equivalent and
Relevant Degree Earned.
a. Additional MA Degree
b. Additional BS Degree

8. Additional Credits Earned

I1. Experience and
Professional Services

1. Full-time academic

service/teaching in college.

2. Full-time academic service
in tertiary level other than
trom SUC, CHED
Supervised-TESDA School.

3. Administrative Designation

as:

a. President

b. Vice-President

c. Dean, Director, School
Supt./VSA

d. College Department

e. Principal, Supt., Head

of Unit
4, Full-time
Industrial/ Agricaltaratl/
Teaching Experience as:
a. Enginees, Plant/Farm
Manager.
b. Technician

. Skilled Worker

5. Experience as:
a. Cooperating Teacher
b. Basic Education
Teacher
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Txtent of Relevance Extent of Effectiveness
8 4 3 2 1 Indicators 5 4 3 2 1
() | HE) | (MB) | (LE) | (N) (VE) | (B) | (ME) | (LE} | (B

111, Professional

Development
Achievement and Honors

Innovations, Patented
Inventions, Publications
and Other Creative Work.
1.1 Innovations, patented
invention and creative
work as well as
discovery for
educational
technology Scientific
or Cultural Value.
a. International
b. National
¢.  Institutional

=

Creative Work,/ Published
Bock.

¢

Scholarly
research/monogram/edu
cational Tech. Articles in
Tech.

Scientific/ Professional
Journals:

1. International

2. National

3. Local

Instructional

Manual/ Audio-Visual
Materials developed and
approved for use:

1. International

2. National

3. Local

Expert Services, Training
and Active Participation
in Professional/ Technical
Activities:
5.1 Training and Seminar
a. International
b. National/Regional
¢. Local

5.1.1 Certified, industrial,
agro-industrial or
Fishing Training.
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Extent of Relevance

(®

4
(HE)

3
(ME)

2
{LE)

N)

Indicators

Extent of Eiffectiveness

(VE)

4 3 2
(B | MEB) | (LE)

{(IE)

51.2

Participation in

conferences,

seminars,

wotkshops,

maxirum of five

days:

a. Internationat

b. National/
Regional

c. local

5.2 Expert Services

1.

Rendered
Serving as short term
consultant/expert in
an activity of an
Educ’l. Tech. Prof. and
Scientific and Cultural
nature sponsored by
the government and
other agencies:

a. International

b. National

¢. Local

B

Services rendered as
Coordinator, Lecturer,
Resource Speaker or
Guest Speaker in
Conterences,
Workshops and
Training Courses
{with audience}

a. International

b. National

c. Local

Escpert Services as
Adviser in Doctoral
Dissertation, Masteral
and Undergraduate
Thesis (Max. of 10
points} even outside
your school:
a. Doctoral
Dissertation
b. Masteral Thesis
¢. Undergraduate
Thesis
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Extent of Relevance

(A

(B

4
(HE)

3
(ME)

2
LB

™)

Indicators

Extent of Effectiveness

(VE)

4 3 2
(B) | (ME) | (LE)

1
(IE)

Certified Services as
Reviewer, examiner in

the PRC or CSC.

Expert Services in
accreditation work as
member of the Board
of Directors, Member
of the Tech.
Committee or
Consultant Group.

Expert Services on
Trade Skills
Certificate.

Service as

Coach/ Trainer in
Sports or Adviser of
Student
Organization/School
Organ.

Membership in
Professional/ Honor
Societies and Honors
Received.

6.1

Current individual

membership in

relevant professional

organization.

1. Learned Society
1.1 Full Member
1.2 Associate

Member

2. Honor Society

3. Scientitic Society

4. Professional
Office

5. Member PAVE/
PAFTE

6.2

Undergraduate

academic honors

earned:

1. Sunwmna Cum
Laude

2. Magna Cum
laude

3. Cum Laude
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Extent of Relevance Extent of Effectiveness
8 4 3 2 i Indicators 5 4 3 2 1
(B) | HE) | ME) | {LE | (M) (VE) | (B) | ME) | (LE) | (IB)

6.3 Scholarship/Fellow-
ship: Degree or Non-

Degree.

a.  International
Competition
1. Doctorate

2. Masteral

3. Non-Degree

b. International Non-
Competition
1. Doctorate

2. Masteral

3. Non-Degree

¢. National/Regional
Competitive
1. Doctorate

2. Masteral

3. Non-Degree

d. National/Regional
Non-Competitive
1. Doctorate

2. Masteral

3. Non-Degres

e. Local
Competitive/ Mon-
Competitive

Awards of Distinction
received in recognition
and achievement in
relevant areas of
specialization/ professiona
1 assignment of the faculty
concerned.

a. International

b. National/Regional

c. Local

Community Outreach -
One for every year of
participation in service-
oriented project in the
community.

Professional Examination

a. Engineering,
Accounting, Medicine,
Law, Teachers Board.
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Extent of Relevance

4
(HE)

3
(ME)

2
(LE)

N)

Indicators

Extent of Effectiveness

(VE)

4
B

3
(ME)

2
(LE)

1
{15

b. Marine

Board/Seamen
Certificate, Master
Electrician,
Professional Radio

Operator Certificate.

)

Other Trade Skills
Certificate.
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Part HI. Qualitative Conitribution Evaluation (QCE) of NBC 461 for
Instructors and Assistant Professors
Diractions: Below are the assessment area with performance criteria of

(O}
i

[
|

Qualitative contribution evaluation (QCE) of NBC 461 for
instructors and assistant professors. Please answer the questions to
the best of your knowledge and honestly as you can by checking
the number provided which correspond to what you feel most
accurately indicated the extent of effectiveness and the extent of
relevance as indicated by the following:

EBxtent of Bffectiveness

Extent of Relevance

for excellent extent of relevance, 5 - for very effective, indicating that

indicating that recognition at the performance  consistently
international levels, leadership in demonstrate expertise, mastery and
staff development through exemplary in teaching.

presentation at international levels

and/ or development and

implementation of  innovative

instructional programs.

for high extent of relevance, 4 - for effective, indicating that the
indicating that recognition at the performance consistently
state and/or nabtional levels, demonsirate above or exceed
leadership in national levels and standard in teaching.

implementation of  innovative

instructional program.

for moderate extent of relevance, 3 for moderately effective, indicating
indicating that recogunition at the that the performance is consistently
regional levels, leadesship in adequate in meeting performance
regional levels and implementation criteria or meets standards.

of innovative instructional program.

for low extent of relevance, 2 for less effective, indicating that the
indicating that recognition at the individual  teacher is  mnot
institutional, community and/or working/ teaching.

iocal levels, leadership in local and

implementation of innovative

instructional program.

for nagligible 1 for ineffective
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Extent of Relevance

4
(HE)

3
(ME)

2
(LE)

(N)

Indicators

Extent of Effectivenass

vH)

4 3 2
B | MB | (LE

1
(IE)

1. Commitment

i.

Demonstrates
sensitivity to students’
ability to attend to and
absorb content
information.

Integrates sensitivity
his/her learning
objectives with those of
the students in a
collaborative process.

Makes self-available to
students beyond official
time slots.

Tries-out innovative
strategies in his/her
class to further motivate
students to engage
more actively in
learning,

Displays continucus
enthusiasm for
knowledge.

11. Knowledge of Subject

i.

Demonstrates mastery
of the subject matter.

2

Diraw and shares
information on the state
of the art theory and
practices in his/her
discipline.

G

Integrates subject to
practical circumstances
and learning

intents/ purposes of
students.

Raises problems and
issues relevant to the
topic(s} of discussion.

o

Presents ideas/ concepts
clearly and
convincingly within the
students intellectual
level.
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Extent of Relevance

4
(HE)

3
(ME)

2
(LE)

™)

Indicators

Fotent of Effectiveness

(VE)

4 3 2
(B | ME) | LB

{5

HI. Teaching for
Independent Learning

1. Creates teaching
strategies that allow
students to participate
using concepts they
need to understand
{intevactive discussion).

2. Enhances students” self-
esteem.

3. Allows students to
create their own course
with objectives and
realistically defines
student-professor rules
and make them
accountable for their

performance.

4, Allows students to
think independently
and make their own
decisions and holding
them accountable for
their performance based
largely on their success
in executing decisions.

Makes the stadents
apply concepts to
demonstrate
understanding of the
lesson.

G

IV. Management of Learning
1. Crates opportunities for
extensive contribution
for students {e.g. breaks
class into dyads, triads,
or buss/ task group).

P

Assumes roles as
facilitators, resource,
coach, inquisitor,
integrator, referee in
drawing students to
contribute knowledge
and understanding of
the concepts at hand.
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Extent of Relevance

(B)

4 3 2
HE | (MB) | (LE

N

Indicators

Extent of Effectiveness

(VE)

4 3 2
B | ME) | B

1
(i)

Designs and
implements learning
conditions and
experienced that
promote healthy
exchange and/or
confrontations.

Structures/ re-
structures learning and
teaching-learning
context to enhance
attainment of collective
learning objectives.

Stimulates students’
desire and interest to
learn more about the
subject.
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Problems Encountered by the Respondents

Directions: The following are the statements, which identify the problems

encountered by the respondents. Please check the corresponding
scale number provided at the right column as you personally deem
appropriate and consistent with your experience and observation
considering the scale provided below and rank on the blank
provided before the number by assigning them No. 1 to the most
serious problem, 2 to the more serious problem, and so on,
assigning the biggest number to the least serious problem.

5 - most serious problem, indicating that the problems are
encountered even in foreign countries and/or
international.

4 - more serious problem, indicating that the problems are

encountered nationwide and/or national SUCs.

3 - serious problem, indicating that the problems are
encountered regionally and/or regional SUCs.

fod
|

least serious problem, indicating that the problems are
sncountered within the institution/college /university.

o
]

not a problem.

Ranik

Perception
Problems 5 4 3 2 1
{Most) | (More) | (Serious) | {Least) | (Not}

Lack of funds for the purchase of
modern instructional facilities.

.ack of seminars, trainings and
workshop on new strategies in
teaching and innovation
techniques on the part of the

profeasors and instructors.

Have limited exposure to the new
technologies like modern
machineries, internets/ computers

and the like.

Lack of qualified staff to handle

each areas of concern.

A

Lack of incentives to personnel
handling the different programs
and activities.
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Parception
Ranic Problems 5 4 3 2 1
{Most) | (More) | (Serious) | (Least) | (Not)

6. Need study leave grant to grow
professionally.

7. Inadequate supply of needed
tools, equipment and instructional
materials for instruction.

8. Inadequacy of physical plan,
library facilities, books and other
reference materials.

9. Lack of coordination among the
personmel in implementing the
different programs and activities.

10. Lack on evaluation and research
of action for the failure and or
deficiencies that may encountered
on the implementation of program
and activities.

11. No training to staff regarding
performance criteria.

12. Lack college/university activities
that foster professional growth
and development.

13. Others, please specify
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Part V. Solubions

H

el

irections: The following are statements, which identify the solutions to the
problems by the respondents. Please check the corresponding scale
number provided at the right column as you personally deem
appropriate and consistent with your experience and observation
considering the scale provided below and rank them on the blank
provided before the number by assigning No. 1 to the most
effective solution, 2 to the more effective solution and so on
assigning the biggest number to the least effective solution.

5 - for most effective solution, indicating that the response
or condition is extensively functioning well.

4 - for most effective solution, indicating that it
immediately responds to the problem.

3 - for effective solution, indicating that it responded to the
problem.
2 - for least effective solution, indicating that it slowly

responds to problem.

1 - for ineffective solution, does not respond.
Parreption
Rank Solutions 5 4 3 2 1

(MostE) | (MoreE) | (B) | (LE) | (NE)

1. Send professors and instructors to
seminar, training and workshop on new
strategies in teaching and innovation
techniques.

Create income generating projects that

will angment additional income of the

college/university for the purchase of
modern instructional facilities,
equipment and materials.

3. Expose staff to new technologies
through sending them to trainings
actually use operation of modern
machineries and internets or
compufers.

4, Hire personnel duly gualified to handle
areas of concern.

b
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Perception
Rank Solutions 5 4 3 2 i
(MostE) | (MoreE) | (H) | (LE) | (NE)
5. Provide incentives to personnel
handling different programs and
activities.

6. Grant study leave to staff for
professional growth.

7. Have adeguate supplies of tools,
equipment and instructional materials
needed for instruction.

8. Provide physical plant, library facilities,
beooks and other reference materials.

9. Encourages personnel coordination on
the implemented programs and
activities.

10. Conduct evaluation and researches on
the implemented programs and
activities to avoid failure and
deficiencies.

11. Provides training to assist the employee
in meeting the performance criteria.

12. Provide college/ university activities
that foster professional growth to staif.

13. Others, please specify
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APPENDIX O
Republic of the Philippines

' SAMAR STATE POLYTECHNIC COLLEGE
Catbalogan, Samar

July 1, 2004

Sir/Madam:

The undersigned is presently conducting a study entitled, “COMMON
CRITERIA FOR FEVALUATION {CCE} AND QUALITATIVE
CONTRIBUTION EVALUATION {QCE) OF ACADEMIC STAFF OF STATE
UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES {SUCs) IN EASTERN VISAYAS.”

In this connection, I am requesting your vulnerable assistance by
answering all the questions in the questionnaire.

Rest assured that whatever finding obtained in the study will be kept
highly confidential.

Thank you very much and more power {o you.

Very truly yours,

{SGD.) MYRNA B. ALAMIN
Researcher
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QUESTIONNAIRE

Commeon Criteria for Evaluation {CCE) and Qualitative Contribution
Fvaluation (QCF) of Academic Staff of State Universities and
Colleges {(SUCs) in Eastern Visayas
{For Associate Professors and Professors)

Part I. Profile of Respondents

Direction:  Please supply the following information by filling the
blanks/putting a check as provided below. All information will be
treated with confidentiality.

jondh

. Name of University /College:
Address:

2. Name of Respondent (optional):

Age:
Sex: Male { ) Female { )

Civil Status: Single { ) Married { )
Widower () Separated ()

Highest Educational Attainment:

Position/Official Designation:

Field of Specialization:

LR R

Work Experiences {in years):
9.1 Administrative Experiences:
9.2 Teaching Experiences:

10. Performance Rating:

11. Teaching Load:
11.1 No. of Preparations of Work Load:
11.2 Total Work Load:

12. Relevant Trainings Attended: {within the last three years)
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Part I1. Common Criteria for Evaluation {CCE) of NBC 461 Among

Academic Staff

Directions: Below are the specific factors of service and achievements of the
Common Criteria for FEvaluation (CCE) of NBC 461 Among
Academic Staff. Please answer the questions to the best of your
knowledge and honestly as you can by checking the numbers
provided which corresponds to what you feel most accurately
indicate the extent of relevance and extent of effectiveness as

indicated by the following:
Extent of Relevance Extent of Effectiveness

5 -  for excellent extent of relevance, for very effective, indicating that
indicating that recognition at the performance  consistently
international levels, leadership in demonstrate expertise, mastery and
staff development through exemplary in teaching.
presentation at international levels
and/or development and
implementation of  innovative
instructional programs.

4 - for high extent of relevance, for effective, indicating that the
indicating that recogunition at the performance consistently
state and/or national levels, demonstrate above or exceed
leadership in national levels and standard in teaching.
implementation of  innovative
instructional program.

3 -  for moderate extent of relevance, for moderately effective, indicating
indicating that recognition at the that the performance is consistently
regional levels, leadesship in adequate in meeting petrformance
regional levels and implementation criteria or meets standards.
of innovative instructional program.

2 - tor low extent of relevance, for less effective, indicating that the
indicating that recognition at the individual  teacher is  mnot
inshitutional, community and/or working/ teaching.
local levels, leadership in local and
implementation of nnovative
instructional program.

1 - fornegligible for ineffective
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Extent of Relevance

(B

4
(HE)

3
(ME)

2
(LE)

™)

Indicators

Extent of Effectiveness

(VE)

4
(B)

3
(ME)

2
iy

1
(E)

. Bducational Qualifications

Doctoral Degree

. Master's Degree

02| po| g f e

LLB, M.D.

o

. Diploma Course {above a

bachelor's degree}.

(11

. Bachelor’s Degree (4

years)/BS Vet. Med.

. Special Courses:

a. 3-year Post Secondary
Course.

b. 2-year Post Secondary
Course.

. Additional Equivalent and

Relevant Degree Earned:
a. Additional MA Degree

b. Additional BS Degree

. Bxperience and

Professional Services

. Full-time academic

service/ teaching in college.

. Full-time academic service

in tertiary level other than
from SUC, CHED
Supervised-TESDA School.

. Administrative Designation

as:
a. President

b. Vice-President

¢. Dean, Director, School
Supt./ VSA.

d. College Department

e. Principal, Supt., Head of
Unit.

. Full-time

Industrial/ Agricultural/

Teaching Experience as:

a. Engineer, Plant/Farm
Manager.

b. Technician

c. Skilled Worker

5

Experience as:
a. Cooperating Teacher

b. Basic Education Teacher




Extent of Relevance Extent of Effectiveness
) 4 3 2 1 Indicators 5 4 3 2 1
(B) | IIE) | (ME) | (LE) | (N) (VE) | (B) | (ME) | (LE) | (IE)

i11, Professional

Development
Achievement and Honors

1.

Innovations, Patented
Inventions, Publications
and Othey Creative Work.
1.1 Innovations, patented
invention and creative
work as well as
discovery for
educational technology
Scientitic or Cultural
Value.
a. International
b. National
c. Institutional

. Creative Work/ Published

Book.

. Scholarly

Research/ Monogram/
Educational Tech. Articles
in Tech.

Scientific/ Professional
journals:

a. International;

b. National

¢. Local

. Instructional

Mamnual/ Audio-Visual
Materials developed and
approved for use:

a. International

b. National

c. Local

. Expert Services, Training

and Active Participation in
Professional / Technical
Activities:
5.1 Training and Seminar
a. International
b. National/Regional
c. Local

5.1.1 Certified,
industrial, agro-
Industrial or
Fishing Training.
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Extent of Relevance

4 3 2
(HE) | (ME) | (LE)

(N)

Indicators

Extent of Effectiveness

(VE)

4 3 2
(B | ME) | (LB

1
(1E)

5.1.2 Participation in
conferences,
Seminars,
workshops,
maxirmm of five
days:

a. International

b. National/
Regional

c. local

5.2 Expert Services

Rendered

L. Serving as short
term
consultant/ expert
in an activity of an
Educ’l. Tech. Prof.
and Scientific and
Cultural nature
sponsored by the
government and
other agencies:
a. International
b. National
¢. Local

2. Services rendered
as Coordinator,
Lecturer, Resource
Speaker or Guest
Speakerin
Conferences,
Workshops and
Training Cousses
{with Professional
Audience)

a. International
b. National
c. Local

Expert Services as
Adviser in Doctoral
Dissertation,
Masteral and
Undergraduate
Thesis (Max. of 10
points) even outside
your school:

w
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Extent of Relevance Extent of Effactiveness
5 4 3 2 i Indicators 5 4 3 2 1
(B) | HE) | (ME) | (LE)} | (N) (VE) | (B) | ME) | (LE) | (B
a. Doctoral
Dissertation

b. Masteral Thesis
¢. Undergraduate
Thesis

Certified Services as
Reviewer, Examiner
in the PRC or CSC.

)

Expert Services in
accreditation work as
member of the Board
of Directors, Member
of the Tech.
Commiftee or
Consultant Group.

Expert Services on
Trade Skills
Certificate.

Service as

Coach/ Trainer in
sports or Adviser of
Student
Otganization/School
Organ.

Membership in
Professional/ Honor
Sacieties and Honors
Received

6.1 Current individpal

membership in

relevant professional

organization.

1. learned Society
1.1 Full Member

1.2 Associate
Member

Honor Society

Professional Office

2,
3. Scientific Society
4.
5.

Member PAVE/
PAFTE

6.2 Undergraduate

academic honors

carned

1. Summa Cum
Laude
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Extent of Relevance Extent of Effectiveness
5 4 3 2 1 Indicators 5 4 3 2 1
(B) | (HE) | MB) | (L) [ (N} (VE) | (B) | (ME) | (LE) | (IE)

2. Magna Cum
Laude
3. Cum Laude

6.3 Scholarship/Fellow-
ship: Degree or Non-
Degree:

a) International
Competition
1. Doctorate
2. Masteral
3. Non-Degree

b) International
Competition
1. Doctorate
2. Masteral
3. Nom-Degree

¢} MNational/Regional
Competitive
1. Doctorate
2. Masteral
3. Non-Degree

d} National/Regional
Competitive
1. Dactorate
2. Masteral
3. Non-Degree

e} Local
Competitive/
Non-Competitive

Awards of Distinction
received in recognition
and achievement in
relevant areas of
specialization/ profession
al assignment of the
faculty concerned:

a. International

b. National/Regional

¢. Local

Community OQutreach-
One for every year of
participation in service-
oriented project in the
community.
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Extent of Relevance Extent of Effectiveness
5 4 3 2 1 Indicators 5 4 3 2 1
(B | HY | ME) | (LE) | (N) (VB | (B) | (ME) | (LF) | {IB)

Professional Examination
a} Engineering,
Accounting, Medicine,
Law, Teachers Board
b} Marine Board/Seamen
Certificate, Master
Flectrician,
Professional Radio
Ovperator Certificate
¢} Other Trade Skills
Certificate
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Part 1. Dualitative Coniribution Evaluation {QCE) of NBC 461 for
Instructors and Assistant Professors
Directions: Below are the assessment area with performance criteria of

|

Onalitative confribution evaluation (QCE) of NBC 461 for
mstructors and assistant professors. Please answer the questions to
the best of your knowledge and honestly as you can by checking
the number provided which correspond to what you feel most
accurately indicated the extent of effectiveness and the extent of

relevance as indicated by the following:

Extent of Helevance Bstent of Effectiveness
for excellent extent of relevance, 5 for very effective, indicating that
indicating  that vecognition at the performance  comsistently
international levels, leadesship in demonstrate expertise, mastery and
staff development through exemplary in teaching.
presentation at intemational levels
and/ or development and
implementation  of  innovative
instructional programs.
for high extent of relevance, 4 for effective, indicating that the
imdicating that recognition at the performance consistently
state and/or national levels, demonstrate above or exceed
leadership in wnational levels and standard in teaching.
implementation of  innovative
instructional program.
for moderate extent of relevance, 3 for moderately effective, indicating
imndicating that rvecognition at the that the performance is consistently
regional  levels, leadership in adequate in meeting performance
regiomal levels and implementation criteria or meets standards.
of innovative instructional program.
for low extent of relevance, 2 for less effective, indicating that the
indicating that recognition at the individual teacher is not
institutional, community and/or working/ teaching.
local levels, leadership in local and
implementation of  ionovative
instructional program.
for negligible 1 for ineffective



Part IV,
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Problems Encountered by the Respondents

Directions: The following are the statements, which identify the problems

encountered by the respondents. Please check the corresponding
scale number provided at the right column as you personally deem
appropriate and consistent with your experience and observation
considering the scale provided below and rank on the blank
provided before the number by assigning them No. 1 to the most
serious problem, 2 to the more serious problem, and so on,
assigning the biggest number to the least serious problem.

b - most serious problem, indicating that the problems are
encountered even in foreign counfries and/or
international.

4 - more serious problem, indicating that the problems are

encountered nationwide and/or national SUCs.

3 - serious problem, indicating that the problems are
encountered regionally and /or regional SUCs.

& - least serious problem, indicating that the problems are
encountered within the institution/college funiversity.

1 - nota problem.

Rank

Poarception
Problems 5 4 3 2 1
{Most} | (More} | {Serious) | {Least) | (Not)

Lack of funds for the purchase of
modern instructional facilities.

Lack of seminars, trainings and
workshop on new stvategies in
teaching and innovation
technigues on the part of the
professors and instructors.

Have limited exposure to the new
technologies like modern
machineries, internets/ computers

and the like.

Lack of qualified staff to handle
each areas of concern.

G

Lack of incentives to personnel
handling the different programs

and activities.
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Perception
Ranlk Problems 5 4 3 2 1
{(Maost) | (More) | (Serious) | (Least) | (Not)

6. Need study leave grant to grow
professionally.

7. Inadequate supply of needed
tools, equipment and instructional
materials for instruction.

8. Inadeguacy of physical plan,
library facilities, books and other
reference materials.

9. Lack of coordination among the
personnel in implementing the
different programs and activities.

10. Lack on evaluation and research
of action for the failure and or
deficiencies that may encountered
on the implementation of program
and activities.

11. No training to staff regarding
performance criteria.

12. Lack college/university activities
that foster professional growth
and development.

13. Others, please specity
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Extent of Relevance Extent of Effectiveness
5 4 3 2 1 Indicators ) 4 3 2 1
(B) | (HE) { (ME) [ (L) | {N) (V) | () | MB) | (L | (B

1, Clientele Satisfaction
{To be rated by the
clientele}

1. The needs of the clientele

are reflected in the plan.

2. Processes and
procedures adopted
enable him to respond
quickly to changing
requirements of the
clientele.

3. Meels and discusses
with clientele to assess
quality of services
provided.

4. Involves clientele in
planning processes for
intended educational
5eEVICes.

5. Adopts and implements
a system that is
supportive of realizing
clientele satisfaction.

11, Leadership
{To be rated by the

immediate supervisor)

1. Pasticipates in quality
initiatives undertaken by
the college/university.

2. Provides/shares with
colleagues, students and
parents information
relative to the latest
developient in quality
practices.

3. Encourages participation
in all of the decision
making process.

4. Develops new ways of
responding to clientele
request that improve
response time and
clientele satisfaction.

5. Develops/promotes
processes that
prevent/resolve
problems.




190

Extent of Relevance

o

(H)

4
(HE)

3
(ME)

2
(LE)

™)

Indicators

Extent of Effectiveness

(VE)

4 3 2
(B) | (ME) | (LE)

1
(1E)

1L

Partnarship Development
{To be rated by
stakeholders in the
completed projects/
activities)

Involves students,
colleagnes, parents in
planning, implementing,
evaluating quality
standards and plans.

Regularly mests
concerned sectors to
discuss ways in which
the departments and the
colleges can create
learning and wosking
envivonment.

w

Establishes alliances
with local residents,
business and othexr
goveriment
functionaries.

Develops community
support system through
the alliance for
sustaining effective
learning and working
environment.

Works with members of
the faculty, staff, and
community to identify
and implement ways to
improve quality of
education and
educational processes.

IV. Community

Responsibility

{To be rated by parties
from the external and
internal communities)

1.

Strives to create safe
learning and working
environment.

Makes everyone aware
of their respamnsibility to

the community.
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Extent of Relevance Extent of Effectiveness
5 4 3 2 1 Indicators 5 4 3 2 1
B | ©E | MB | @B | ) (VB) | (B | MB) | (F) | (B
3. Focuses on helping staff,
students and colleagues

understand community
needs.

4. Develops programs that
support community
activities.

3. Supports community

initiatives to improve
epvironment.




Name
Academic Rank /Position

(ffice and Address

Civil Status

DNate and Place of Kirth

Spouse

{ "hildren

Home Adrees /Residence :

CURRICULUM VITAE

MYRNA BRAZAS AT AMIN
Asgsistant Professor I (5G 17)

Samar State College of Agriculture and
Forestry, San Jorge, Samar

Married

fine 23, 1964

{Catbalogan, Samar
Jose 1J. Alamin

fessiemar, fonathan, Mark Julius
Marjory, Mary Joyce

K. 2 South Road, Catbalogan, Samar, 6700
(ell Phone No. (9208259835

FUCATIONAL QUALIFICATION/BACKGROUND

Past Graduate

Ciraduate

College

Dactor of Philosophy (Ph. 12}
Major in Educational Management
Samar State University
Catbalogan, Samar

1999 - 2005

Master of Arts (M.A)

Maijor in Home Economics
Samar State Polytechnic College
Catbalogan, Samar

1992 - 1996

Rachelor of Science in Industrial Education
{BSIE)

Major in Garments Technology

Samar State Polytechnic College
Catbalogan, Samar

1982 - 1986



CURRICULUM VITAE
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Perception
Rank Solutions 5 4 3 2 1
(MostE) | (MoreE) | (B) | (LE) | (NB)
5. Provide incentives to personnel
handling different programs and
activities.

6. Grant study leave to staff for
professional growth.

7. Have adequate supplies of tools,
equipment and instructional materials
needed for instruction.

8. Provide physical plant, library facilities,
books and other reference materials.

9. Encourages personnel coordination on
the implemented programs and
activities.

10. Conduct evaluation and researches on
the implemented programs and
activities to avoid failure and
deficiencies.

11. Provides training to assist the employee
in meeting the performance criteria.

12. Provide college/university activities
that foster professional growth to staff.

13. Others, please specify
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Part V., Solutions

Directions: The following are statements, which identify the solutions to the
problems by the respondents. Please check the corresponding scale
number provided at the right column as you personally deem
appropriate and consistent with your experience and observation
considering the scale provided below and rank them on the blank
provided before the number by assigning No. 1 to the most
effective solution, 2 to the more effective solution and so on
assigning the biggest number to the least effective solution.

5 - for most effective solution, indicating that the response
or condition is extensively functioning well.

4 - for most effective solution, indicating that it
immediately responds to the problem.

3 - for effective solution, indicating that it responded to the
problem.
2 - for least effective solution, indicating that it slowly
responds to problem.
1 - for ineffective solution, does not respond.
Pearception
Rank Solutions 5 4 3 2 1

{MostE) | (MoreE) (ii) (LE} | (NE)

=

Send professors and instructors to
seminar, training and workshop on new
strategies in teaching and innovation
technigues.

Create income generating projects that
will augment additional income of the
college/umiversity for the purchase of
modern instructional facilities,
equipment and materials.

Expose staff to new technologies
through sending them to trainings
actually use operation of modern
imachineries and internets or
computers.

Hire personnel duly gualified to handle
areas of concern.

-

G

[




Secondary : Samar School of Arts and Trades
(Catbalogan, Samar
1978 - 1982

Elementary : (atbalogan I Central Elementary School

{atbalogan, Samar
1972 - 1978

CIVIL SERVICE ELIGIBILITY

Professional Board Examination for Teachers (PBET)
(Catarman, Northern Samar
Uctober 26, 1986

HONORS AND AWARDS RECEIVED

Cutstanding in Garments Technology
Fourth Year College

Samar State Polytechnic College
Catbalogan, Samar

1985 - 1986

Second General Excellence
Third Year College

Samar State Polytechnic College
Catbalogan, Samar

1984 - 1980

Outstanding Pupil

Catbalogan I Central Elementary School
{atbalogan, Samar

1977 - 1978

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE/POSITION HELD

Assistant Professor 11

Samar State College of Agriculture and Forestry (SSCAF)
San Jorge, Samar

2004 to Present
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(ooperating Teacher, College of Agriculture
UJEP, University Town
Catarman, Northern Samar

Jctaber to March, 2001

Speaker, Convocation Program
SSCAF, San lorge Samar
February 10, 1991

Coach, Provincial Youth Skills Competition
TESDA provincial Competition
August 14 - 15, 1997

MEMBERSHIP IN ASSOCIATION

1ifetime Member, Philippine Association for Home Economics
State Colleges and Universities (PAHESCU)
April 23, 2003

Bonafide Member, Philippine Association of Campus Student Advisers
October 23, 2003

Bonafide Member, SSUAF Personnel Association (SSCAFPA)
2000 - 2002

Bonafide Member in Philippine Association for Graduate Education (PAGE)
Region VIII, 1999

1 ifetime Mamber, Philippine Association for Vocational Education (PAVE)

Member, Philippine Home Economics Assaciation
DECS Quezon City
November, 1950

SEMINARS ATTENDED

7the Annual Membership Conference/Seminar - Workshop of the Philippine
Association for Home Yconomics’ in State Colleges and Universities
(PAHESCU), Inc., Pampanga Agricultural College (PAC), Magalang,
Pampanga, April 23 - 25, 2003.



Assistant Professor |
SSCAF, San Jorge, Samar
Naovember, 2001 to lune, 2004

Teacher |

Samar National Agricultural School (ENAS)
San Jorge, Samar

July 24, 1991 to October 31, 2001

Secondary School Teacher (S5T) 1
Tarangnan National High School (TNHS)

Tarangnan, Samar
July 1, 1988 to July 23, 1991

EXPERT SERVICES

(oach in Ladies Dressmaking — Open Cabtegory
5th Provincial Skills Competition

TESDA, Catbalogan, Samar

QOctober 17, 2003

Trainer, Basic Dressmaking
TESDIA Tie-Up with 55CAF
August 21, 2003 to October 7, 2003

Facilitator, Seminar on Technology and Home Economics
SSCAF, San Jorge, Samar
September 15, 2003

Facilitator, Student | eadership Training
SSCAF, San forge, Samar
August 8 and 9, 2003

{ooperating Instructor, Teacher Hducation Departinent
SSCAF, San Jorge, bamar
November 4, 2002 to January, 2003

Hxpert Dressmaking

ath Provincial Skills Competition
TESDA, Catbalogan, Samar
QOctober 4 - 5, 2000
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234 Annual National Convention and Seminar - Workshop on Campus
Advising of the Philippine Association of Campus Student Advisers
{(PACSA), Teachers’ Camp, Baguio City, November 17 - 20, 2002.

Presentation of Research and Extension QOutputs of the College of Graduate
Studies and Research and Development Center, S5PC, Catbalogan, Samar,
February 2, 2002,

Strategic Planning Seminar - Workshop for Faculty and Administrative Staff,
SSCAF, San forge, Samar, October 15 - 17, 2002,

Seminar - Workshop “Experiment Design and Field Plot Techniques,” SSCAF,
San Jorge, Samar, February 12 - 14, 2002.

Institutional R & D capability and Team Building Seminar - Workshop for
industry and Energy Researchers, SSCAF, San lorge, Samar, December 19
- 20, 2002.

Seminar on Technology and Home Economics, Samar State College of
Agriculture and Forestry, San Jorge, Samar, September 15, 2003.

20% Biennial Congress of the Philippine Home Economic Association, Mother
lgnacia St., Quezon City, November 8 - 9, 1990.

TRAININGS ATTENDED

Competency Assessors’ Course Conducted by Technical Education and Skills
Development Authority (TESDA}, lgot Cove Bar & Grill, Maulong,
Catbalogan, Samar, july 28 to August 1, 2003.

Orientation of the Use of Non-Compatriot Judging and Computer-Based BIC
System Conducted by TESDA, Cocina de Cabral, Catbalogan, Samar,
October 10, 2003.

Commercial Baking Conducted by TESDA, SSCAF, San Jorge, Samar, October 16
— 243, 2000.

Gifts/ Toys/Housewares Making (TSUP), TESDA RTESDC Region VIII, Tacloban
City, April 28 to May 16, 1997.

Cake Making and Decorating (Basic) FYDP, S5PC, Catbalogan, Samar, April 3 to
May 31, 1992.
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