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ABSTRACT  14 

 15 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the level of awareness and acceptance of 
Davao Oriental State University’s (DOrSU) Vision, Mission, and Program Educational 
Objectives (VMPEO) among stakeholders of the Bachelor of Elementary Education 
(BEED) program. The research respondents comprised 299 stakeholders—including 
students, faculty, non-teaching staff, alumni, parents, and industry representatives. 
Utilizing a quantitative descriptive-correlational design, data were collected through a 
validated 30-item survey questionnaire distributed in printed and online formats. The 
study employed frequency, mean, independent sample t-test, one-way ANOVA, and 
Pearson correlation as statistical tools for analysis. Findings revealed stakeholders 
exhibited high levels of awareness and complete acceptance of DOrSU's VMPEO. 
However, significant differences emerged when stakeholders were grouped by category, 
age, and educational attainment, with parents demonstrating notably lower levels of 
awareness and acceptance. Additionally, a significant positive relationship was observed 
between awareness and acceptance, indicating increased awareness was associated 
with increased stakeholder acceptance. 

 16 
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 18 
1. INTRODUCTION  19 

 20 
The vision, mission, and Program Educational Objectives (PEOs) were fundamental 21 

strategic tools that defined the direction, purpose, and long-term goals of higher education 22 
institutions. These elements were essential for aligning institutional objectives with societal 23 
needs and national priorities (Senge, 2015). At Davao Oriental State University (DOrSU), the 24 
vision and mission articulated its goals of fostering quality education, promoting research, 25 
and engaging in meaningful community partnerships. Similarly, the university's Program 26 
Educational Objectives (PEOs) established pathways for its graduates to acquire the 27 
necessary skills, knowledge, and values required for personal and professional success 28 
while contributing to national and local development goals (Brewster et al., 2017).  29 

The importance of the VMPEO (vision, mission, and program educational objectives) 30 
provided institutional clarity and strategic guidance, ensuring all programs and operations 31 
were aligned with overarching institutional objectives. These guiding statements were central 32 
to strategic decision-making, governance, leadership, and the successful implementation of 33 
the institution's academic and professional goals. Despite the strategic significance of 34 
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DOrSU's vision, mission, and Program Educational Objectives (PEOs), there was evidence 35 
suggesting a gap in awareness and acceptance among key institutional stakeholders—36 
specifically, BEED students and faculty members. Challenges such as strategic 37 
communication gaps, ineffective dissemination, and limited stakeholder engagement 38 
hindered understanding and alignment with DOrSU's goals. 39 
 40 
2. OBJECTIVES  41 

 42 
The researchers aim to ascertain the awareness and acceptance of Davao Oriental 43 

State University's Vision, Mission, and Graduate Outcomes among BEED stakeholders. As 44 
such, the objectives of this study are the following: 45 

 46 
1. Determine the demographic and contextual profile among BEED stakeholders. 47 
2. Assess the level of awareness of DOrSU's vision, mission, and Program Educational 48 

Objectives (PEO) among BEED stakeholders 49 
3. Evaluate the level of acceptance of DORSU's vision, mission, and Program 50 

Educational Objectives (PEO) among BEED stakeholders. 51 
4. Examine the significant differences in the levels of awareness of DOrSU's vision, 52 

mission, and PEO across BEED stakeholders when grouped according to:  53 
a. stakeholder category; 54 
b. age; 55 
c. sex; and 56 
d. educational attainment. 57 

5. Determine the significant difference in the levels of acceptance of DOrSU's vision, 58 
mission, and PEOs across BEED stakeholders when grouped according to: 59 
a. stakeholder category; 60 
b. age; 61 
c. sex; and 62 
d. educational attainment. 63 

6. Investigate the relationship between the level of awareness and the level of 64 
acceptance of DOrSU's vision, mission, and Program Educational Objectives (PEO) 65 
among BEED stakeholders. 66 

 67 
3. MATERIALS AND METHODS  68 
 69 
Research Design 70 
 71 

The study employed a quantitative approach utilizing a descriptive-comparative 72 
correlational survey research design. This design effectively described the relationship 73 
among multiple variables without establishing direct causality, aligning with the objectives to 74 
quantify the awareness and acceptance of the university's Vision, Mission, and Graduate 75 
Outcomes among stakeholders of the Bachelor of Elementary Education (BEED) program. 76 
The use of this design allowed for an exploration of how various factors co-occurred, 77 
providing a comprehensive understanding of stakeholder perceptions. 78 
 79 
Research Instrument 80 
 81 

Data were collected using a researcher-made 30-item survey questionnaire. The 82 
instrument underwent validation through factor analysis (KMO = 0.744; Bartlett's Test of 83 
Sphericity, χ² = 987.835, p < 0.001) and demonstrated high reliability (Cronbach's Alpha = 84 
0.909). Respondents rated their responses using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 85 
“Strongly Disagree” to “Strongly Agree.” 86 
 87 
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Respondents of the Study 88 
  89 

A total of 299 BEED stakeholders participated in the study. The sample included 97 90 
students (32.4%), 67 parents (22.4%), 11 alumni (3.7%), 101 industry partners (33.8%), 12 91 
faculty members (4.0%), and 11 non-teaching staff (3.7%). A purposive sampling technique 92 
was used, and complete enumeration was applied for non-teaching staff. 93 
 94 
Data Gathering 95 
 96 

The data gathering procedure began with the researcher securing ethical clearance 97 
from the University Research Ethics Board to ensure compliance with institutional and 98 
ethical standards. The research team then identified key stakeholders, including faculty 99 
members, non-teaching staff, students, parents, alumni, and industry partners. 100 

Formal permission was sought from the Registrar’s Office to access a verified list of 101 
BEED stakeholders for the 2024–2025 academic year. Researchers identified parents 102 
through student communication. Alumni and industry partners were identified using 103 
purposive sampling, coordinated with the Alumni Office and faculty members. 104 

Participants received information about the study and gave written informed 105 
consent. Printed surveys were distributed on campus for faculty, staff, and students, and 106 
delivered to local stakeholders. For alumni outside the area, surveys were administered 107 
online via Google Forms through alumni office coordination. 108 
 109 
4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 110 
 111 
 The analysis of the stakeholders’ responses revealed important insights into the 112 
levels of awareness and acceptance of DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program Educational 113 
Objectives (VMPEO) across stakeholder categories and demographic profiles. 114 
 115 
Levels of Awareness and Acceptance 116 
 Stakeholders showed high awareness and strong acceptance of the VMPEO. 117 
Faculty and students had the highest mean ratings, while parents consistently recorded the 118 
lowest. 119 
 120 
Table 1: Summary of Mean Scores of Awareness and Acceptance of VMPEO per 121 
Stakeholder Category 122 

Stakeholder 
Awareness 

(Mean) 
Acceptance  

(Mean) 

Faculty 4.75 4.83 

Students 4.70 4.81 

Industry Partners 4.60 4.70 

Non-Teaching Staff 4.57 4.68 

 123 
These results suggest that those more engaged in university operations (faculty, 124 

students) are more familiar with and supportive of the institution's strategic vision. The 125 
relatively lower scores from parents point to gaps in outreach and communication. 126 
 127 
Differences by Sex 128 

An independent samples t-test revealed no significant difference in the acceptance 129 
of VMPEO between male and female respondents (P = .95), indicating that sex does not 130 
influence stakeholders’ acceptance levels. 131 
Table 2: Difference in Acceptance of VMPEO According to Sex 132 
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T Df P-value Mean Difference 

0.059   297      .95     -0.003 

 133 
Differences by Age 134 

One-way ANOVA indicated significant differences in acceptance based on age (F = 135 
4.51, P = .001). Post hoc tests showed that stakeholders aged 21–30 had significantly higher 136 
acceptance than those aged 41–50 and older. 137 
 138 
Table 3: ANOVA – Acceptance of VMPEO by Age Group 139 

Source SS df     MS F 
      P-
value 

Between Groups    3.774       5      0.755      4.510       .001 

Within Groups   49.038       293      0.167   

Total   52.812       298    

 140 
This suggests that younger stakeholders are more engaged or have more recent 141 

exposure to VMPEO initiatives. 142 
 143 
Differences by Educational Attainment 144 
 Awareness and acceptance varied significantly by educational attainment (P = .000). 145 
Respondents with college and graduate-level education scored significantly higher 146 
compared to those with high school education. 147 
 148 
Table 4:  Post Hoc Analysis – Acceptance by Educational Attainment 149 

Group (I vs. J) Mean Diff. P-value Interpretation 

High School vs. 
College 

  -0.38 .000 Significant difference 

High School vs. 
Graduate 

  -0.44 .000 Significant difference 

High School vs. 
Elementary 

  ~0.02 1.000 No significant difference 

 150 
This confirms that education enhances stakeholders’ ability to understand and align 151 

with institutional goals. 152 
 153 

Differences by Stakeholder Category 154 
There was a statistically significant difference in acceptance based on stakeholder 155 

category (P = .000). Parents showed significantly lower acceptance compared to faculty (P = 156 
.004), students (P < .001), and industry partners (P < .001). 157 
 158 
Table 5:  Post Hoc Comparison – Acceptance by Stakeholder Category 159 

Group (I vs. J) Mean Diff. P-value Interpretation 

Parent vs. 
Student 

- 0.40 .000 Significant difference 

Parent vs. 
Faculty 

-0.45 .004 Significant difference 

Parent vs. 
Alumni 

-0.25 .383 No significant difference 
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These results reflect differences in stakeholder engagement. Those closer to daily 160 
university operations are more accepting of the VMPEO. 161 
 162 
Correlation Between Awareness and Acceptance 163 

Pearson correlation analysis indicated a strong positive correlation between 164 
awareness and acceptance (r = .874, P = .000). This means that as awareness increases, 165 
so does acceptance. 166 
 167 
Table 6: Pearson Correlation Between Awareness and Acceptance 168 

 Awareness Acceptance 

Awareness 1.000 .874 

Acceptance .874 1.000 

P-value  .000 

 169 
The high correlation (r = .874) underscores the importance of increasing stakeholder 170 

familiarity with DOrSU’s VMPEO as a strategy to boost acceptance. 171 
 172 
5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS  173 
 174 
Conclusion 175 
 176 

Based on the findings and statistical results of the study, the following conclusions were 177 
drawn: 178 

1. The demographic profile of the respondents was thoroughly examined in terms of 179 
stakeholder category, age, sex, and educational attainment, with respondents 180 
including industry partners, students, parents, faculty, alumni, and non-teaching 181 
staff, where industry partners comprised the largest group and parents the smallest. 182 

2. The study found that the level of awareness of DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and 183 
Program Educational Objectives (PEO) was generally high among BEED 184 
stakeholders, with faculty and students exhibiting the highest levels, whereas 185 
parents showed comparatively lower awareness, and overall, stakeholders were 186 
fully aware of the university's goals, particularly its commitment to institutional 187 
excellence and educational quality. 188 

3. In terms of acceptance, most BEED stakeholders demonstrated full acceptance of 189 
DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program Educational Objectives, with faculty and 190 
students showing the highest levels of full acceptance, while parents exhibited lower 191 
levels compared to other groups, and this highlighted a gap in engagement and 192 
alignment that could be addressed through targeted strategies. 193 

4. Significant differences in the level of awareness of DOrSU’s PMEO were observed 194 
when BEED stakeholders were grouped by stakeholder category, age, sex, and 195 
educational attainment, with parents exhibiting lower awareness compared to 196 
faculty, students, and industry partners. 197 

 198 
Recommendation 199 
 200 

1. Although alumni participation in the survey was relatively low, their responses 201 
indicated consistent support for the goals; to enhance future engagement, 202 
administrators can implement tracking strategies and establish a dedicated 203 
database to communicate regularly through an online platform such as social media. 204 

2. In response to the high but varied awareness of DOrSU’s VMPEO among BEED 205 
stakeholders, the university should sustain campaigns, institutionalize orientations, 206 
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207 incorporate VMPEO discussions into classes, and display key statements to ensure 
208 stakeholders internalize its significance academically and non-academically. 
209 3. Regarding VMPEO acceptance, which was generally positive but uneven across 
210 categories, the university can offer reflective opportunities like workshops, 
211 integration programs, and school events, helping stakeholders feel they are 
212 contributing to the university's mission and support it meaningfully. 
213 4. The study revealed awareness differences based on stakeholder category, age, sex, 
214 and education; the university may offer targeted sessions like parent-alumni 
215 orientations and student-based activities, ensuring all groups can engage with 
216 institutional goals, regardless of background, using customized approaches. 
217 5. Considering significant acceptance differences among demographic groups, 
218 targeted efforts like community narratives, success stories, and inclusion in planning 
219 can build stronger alignment, especially among parents and those with lower 
220 educational attainment, clarifying the VMPEO’s relevance and promoting 
221 stakeholder ownership. 
222 6. Given the identified gap between VMPEO awareness and acceptance, the university 
223 is encouraged to implement annual surveys, FGDs, or feedback tools to monitor 
224 improvement areas, ultimately building increased acceptance across all groups for a 
225 purpose-driven academic community. 
226  
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