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ABSTRACT 

	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. These findings suggest the need for targeted awareness campaigns and inclusive communication strategies to better engage all stakeholder groups, which may help inform educational policies and improve stakeholder alignment with institutional goals.



Keywords: stakeholder awareness, stakeholder acceptance, Educational Policy, Higher Education, Program Evaluation

1. INTRODUCTION 

The vision, mission, and Program Educational Objectives (PEOs) were fundamental strategic tools that defined the direction, purpose, and long-term goals of higher education institutions. These elements were essential for aligning institutional objectives with societal needs and national priorities (Senge, 2015). At Davao Oriental State University (DOrSU), the vision and mission articulated its goals of fostering quality education, promoting research, and engaging in meaningful community partnerships. Similarly, the university's Program Educational Objectives (PEOs) established pathways for its graduates to acquire the necessary skills, knowledge, and values required for personal and professional success while contributing to national and local development goals (Brewster et al., 2017). 
The importance of the VMPEO (vision, mission, and program educational objectives) provided institutional clarity and strategic guidance, ensuring all programs and operations were aligned with overarching institutional objectives. These guiding statements were central to strategic decision-making, governance, leadership, and the successful implementation of the institution's academic and professional goals. Despite the strategic significance of DOrSU's vision, mission, and Program Educational Objectives (PEOs), there was evidence suggesting a gap in awareness and acceptance among key institutional stakeholders—specifically, BEED students and faculty members. Challenges such as strategic communication gaps, ineffective dissemination, and limited stakeholder engagement hindered understanding and alignment with DOrSU's goals.

2. OBJECTIVES 

The researchers aim to ascertain the awareness and acceptance of Davao Oriental State University's Vision, Mission, and Graduate Outcomes among BEED stakeholders. As such, the objectives of this study are the following:

1. Determine the demographic and contextual profile among BEED stakeholders.
2. Assess the level of awareness of DOrSU's vision, mission, and Program Educational Objectives (PEO) among BEED stakeholders
3. Evaluate the level of acceptance of DORSU's vision, mission, and Program Educational Objectives (PEO) among BEED stakeholders.
4. Examine the significant differences in the levels of awareness of DOrSU's vision, mission, and PEO across BEED stakeholders when grouped according to: 
a. stakeholder category;
b. age;
c. sex; and
d. educational attainment.
5. Determine the significant difference in the levels of acceptance of DOrSU's vision, mission, and PEOs across BEED stakeholders when grouped according to:
a. stakeholder category;
b. age;
c. sex; and
d. educational attainment.
6. Investigate the relationship between the level of awareness and the level of acceptance of DOrSU's vision, mission, and Program Educational Objectives (PEO) among BEED stakeholders.

3. MATERIALS AND METHODS 

Research Design

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


Research Instrument

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

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

Data Gathering

The data gathering procedure began with the researcher securing ethical clearance from the University Research Ethics Board to ensure compliance with institutional and ethical standards. The research team then identified key stakeholders, including faculty members, non-teaching staff, students, parents, alumni, and industry partners.
Formal permission was sought from the Registrar’s Office to access a verified list of BEED stakeholders for the 2024–2025 academic year. Researchers identified parents through student communication. Alumni and industry partners were identified using purposive sampling, coordinated with the Alumni Office and faculty members.
Participants received information about the study and gave written informed consent. Printed surveys were distributed on campus for faculty, staff, and students, and delivered to local stakeholders. For alumni outside the area, surveys were administered online via Google Forms through alumni office coordination.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Profile of the BEED Stakeholders

	The demographic profile of the BEED Stakeholders, categorized by group, is presented in Table 1. It shows that the industry partners comprised the largest group, with 101 respondents (33.80%). In contrast, the alumni and non-teaching staff were the smallest groups, each with only 11 respondents (3.70%).

Table 1: Profile of the BEED stakeholders according to their category
	Profile Factors
	Category
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Stakeholder Category
	Alumni
	11
	3.70

	
	Faculty
	12
	4.00

	
	Industry
	101
	33.80

	
	Non-Teaching Staff
	11
	3.70

	
	Parent
	67
	22.40

	
	Student
	97
	32.40

	
	Total
	299
	100.00



The large representation of industry stakeholders reflects their critical involvement in both academic delivery and graduate employment outcomes. As emphasized by Roberts et al. (2016), institutions with visible engagement from these groups are more likely to align strategic goals with stakeholder expectations. Meanwhile, the minimal participation of alumni and non-teaching staff suggests a possible disconnect in institutional communication or engagement, a concern raised by Di Maddaloni and Davis (2018), who argue that low stakeholder involvement may hinder full awareness and acceptance of institutional objectives. 

Table 2 presents the distribution of BEED stakeholders by age group. It shows that the largest group of respondents was aged 21 to 30 years old (90 respondents or 30.10%), while the smallest group was those aged 61 years old and above (15 respondents or 5.00%).

Table 2: Profile of the BEED stakeholders according to their age group
	Profile Factors
	Category
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Age
	20 years old and below
	39
	13.0

	
	21 to 30 years old
	90
	30.1

	
	31 to 40 years old
	49
	16.4

	
	41 to 50 years old
	65
	21.7

	
	51 to 60 years old
	41
	13.7

	
	61 years old and above
	15
	5.0

	
	Total
	299
	100.0



The high number of younger stakeholders suggests active involvement from students and early-career professionals. As noted by Bridgstock and Jackson (2019), this age group is more likely to engage with institutional goals when aligned with their career and personal development. Their participation supports DOrSU’s mission to produce competent and socially responsive graduates. Meanwhile, the low participation from older stakeholders may indicate limited engagement. Shapiro et al. (2017) highlighted that older groups often face fewer opportunities to contribute to institutional objectives. These findings align with Freeman's Stakeholder Theory (1984), which emphasizes the importance of considering the interests of all stakeholders. By promoting age-inclusive engagement, DOrSU can foster broader awareness, shared responsibility, and a stronger commitment to its Vision, Mission, and Program Educational Objectives.

Table 3 presents the distribution of BEED stakeholders according to their sex. The results show that the majority of respondents were female (222 individuals, 74.2%), while male respondents totaled 77 (25.8%).

Table 3: Profile of the BEED stakeholders according to their sex
	Profile Factors
	Category
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Sex
	Male
	77
	25.8

	
	Female
	222
	74.2

	
	Total
	299
	100.0



	The higher number of female stakeholders reflects the broader pattern in the education sector, particularly in elementary education, where women are more likely to pursue teaching careers. According to UNESCO (2019), the global teaching workforce, especially in basic education, is predominantly female due to traditional roles and societal expectations that associate caregiving and teaching with women. 

	Table 4 presents the educational attainment of BEED stakeholders. It shows that the most significant proportion of respondents were college graduates (110 individuals or 36.8%), followed closely by those at the college level (106 individuals or 35.5%). In contrast, the smallest group consisted of those at the elementary level, comprising 4 individuals (1.3%).

Table 4:  Profile of the BEED stakeholders according to their educational attainment
	Profile Factors
	Category
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Educational Attainment
	Elementary Level
	4
	1.3

	
	Elementary Graduate
	7
	2.3

	
	High School Level
	10
	3.3

	
	High School Graduate
	31
	10.4

	
	College Level
	106
	35.5

	
	College Graduate
	110
	36.8

	
	Graduate Level
	31
	10.4

	
	Total
	299
	100.0



The high number of college-level and college-graduate respondents reflects the academically oriented nature of the stakeholder group, which largely consists of current students, alumni, faculty, and industry professionals affiliated with higher education institutions. This aligns with Roberts et al. (2016), who observed that stakeholders with higher educational attainment tend to be more engaged in institutional processes and better aligned with program objectives due to their deeper understanding of academic goals and outcomes. Conversely, the minimal number of respondents with only an elementary-level education may reflect broader societal trends, particularly the growing prevalence of basic education completion among parents and other stakeholders. As many parent-respondents likely belong to a generation with access to at least secondary education, the low representation of elementary-level attainment appears consistent with expectations. This pattern supports Di Maddaloni and Davis’s (2018) view that educational background significantly shapes an individual’s awareness of and participation in institutional planning and evaluation. In light of Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory (1984), these findings underscore the need for inclusive engagement strategies that accommodate varying educational backgrounds, ensuring that all stakeholders—regardless of academic attainment—can meaningfully contribute to DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program Educational Objectives.

BEEd Stakeholders’ Level of Awareness of DOrSU’s VMPEO

The level of awareness among BEEd stakeholders of DOrSU’s Vision is shown in Table 5. It shows that all items received a qualitative interpretation of “Fully Aware,” with mean scores (ranging from x̄ = 4.52 to 4.58), which means that stakeholders are fully aware of DOrSu’s VMPEO, as recorded (x̄ = 4.52). The highest level of awareness recorded (4.58) is on the statement that DOrSu’s vision is "A university of excellence, innovation and inclusion," while the lowest observed (x̄ = 4.52) is on gender and environment sensitivity in research-based development.



Table 5:  Level of awareness of DOrSU’s vision
	Statement
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Interpretation

	DOrSU’s vision is to be “A university of excellence, innovation, and inclusion.
	4.58
	.58
	Fully Aware

	DOrSU delivers higher-quality education based on nationalism, high morale, and human diversity.
	4.58
	.57
	Fully Aware

	DOrSU emphasizes gender and environmental sensitivity in research-based development
	4.52
	.60
	Fully Aware



The results show that stakeholders have a strong grasp of the university’s vision, particularly in aspects related to institutional excellence and educational quality. As supported by Roberts et al. (2016), clear and consistent communication of institutional goals enhances stakeholder alignment and awareness. However, the slightly lower score suggests that some elements of the vision may not be as effectively emphasized or understood, which calls for targeted communication strategies.
This aligns with Freeman's Stakeholder Theory (1984), which emphasizes the importance of institutions considering and engaging all stakeholders in a meaningful manner. To fully achieve its vision, DOrSU must ensure that each component is equally communicated, enabling every stakeholder to participate in the shared direction and purpose of the institution.

Table 6 presents the level of awareness of BEEd stakeholders on DOrSU’s Mission. It shows that all items received a qualitative interpretation of “Fully Aware,” with mean scores (ranging from x̄ = 4.54 – 4.60), indicating that stakeholders are highly familiar with the university’s mission statements. The highest level of awareness, recorded (x̄ = 4.60), pertains to three statements: (1) that the mission includes elevating knowledge generation, utilization, and distribution, (2) that it addresses the needs of the local and global community, and (3) that it aims to produce holistic, creative, and inclusive human resources. Meanwhile, the lowest observed mean score (x̄ = 4.54) is on the statement that “DOrSU promotes inclusive sustainable development through research and extension-based education.” 

Table 6: Level of awareness of DOrSU’s mission
	Statement
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Interpretation

	The mission of DOrSU includes elevating knowledge generation, utilization, and distribution.
	4.60
	.58
	Fully Aware

	DOrSU promotes inclusive and sustainable development through research- and extension-based education.
	4.54
	.57
	Fully Aware

	DOrSU’s mission addresses the needs of the local and global community.
	4.60
	.57
	Fully Aware

	DOrSU aims to produce holistic, creative, and inclusive human resources. 
	4.60
	.55
	Fully Aware

	DOrSU focuses on resilience to global challenges while maintaining a strong sense of nationhood
	4.56
	.58
	Fully Aware

	DOrSU empowers human resources sensitive to local and global needs
	4.56
	.58
	Fully Aware



These results suggest that BEEd stakeholders demonstrate strong awareness and understanding of the university’s mission, especially in its commitment to academic excellence, community engagement, and global responsiveness. As noted by Roberts et al. (2016), clear articulation of institutional missions enhances stakeholder alignment and commitment, particularly when these missions are relevant to societal advancement.

Table 7 presents the level of awareness of BEEd stakeholders on DOrSU’s Program Educational Objectives. It shows that all items received a qualitative interpretation of “Fully Aware,” with mean scores (ranging from x̄ = 4.58 – 4.62), indicating that stakeholders possess a strong understanding of the educational goals outlined in the BEEd program. The highest awareness, with a mean score (x̄ = 4.62), pertains to the statement that “BEEd graduates are trained to create and utilize materials appropriate to the elementary level.” On the other hand, the lowest mean score (x̄ = 4.58) was consistently observed across three indicators: (1) designing assessment tools to measure learners’ outcomes, (2) alignment of the program with DOrSU’s vision and mission, and (3) contribution of this alignment to institutional success. 

Table 7: Level of awareness of DOrSU’s program educational objectives
	Statement
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Interpretation

	The BEEd program aims to develop an in-depth understanding of the elementary learners
	4.60
	.54
	Fully Aware

	BEEd graduates are expected to demonstrate comprehensive knowledge of learning areas in the elementary curriculum
	4.61
	.53
	Fully Aware

	BEEd graduates are trained to create and utilize materials appropriate to the elementary level
	4.62
	.55
	Fully Aware

	BEEd graduates are equipped to design assessment tools that measure the outcomes of elementary learners.
	4.58
	.58
	Fully Aware

	The BEEd program aligns its objectives with DOrSU’s vision and mission. 
	4.58
	.57
	Fully Aware

	The alignment of the program’s educational objectives contributes to institutional success
	4.58
	.58
	Fully Aware



These findings reflect that BEEd stakeholders are fully aware of the program’s objectives, especially in preparing future educators to meet the instructional and developmental needs of elementary learners. These objectives, centered on learner understanding, curriculum mastery, and assessment competence, are integral to preparing future educators. As noted by Kissell et al. (2020), stakeholder awareness of program goals strengthens institutional credibility and graduate readiness by aligning academic standards with stakeholder expectations.

BEEd Stakeholders’ Level of Acceptance of DOrSU’s VMPEO

The level of acceptance of BEEd stakeholders on DOrSU’s Vision is shown in Table 8. It shows that all statements were interpreted as “Fully Accepted,” with mean scores (ranging from x̄ = 4.61 – 4.71), indicating a strong level of acceptance among the respondents. The highest level of acceptance was observed in the statement, "DOrSU’s vision, mission, and program objectives are essential for achieving academic and professional excellence,” with a mean score  (x̄ = 4.71). Conversely, the lowest recorded mean (x̄ = 4.61) corresponds to the statement that “DOrSU’s vision is relevant to achieving institutional excellence.” 
Table 8: Level of acceptance of DOrSU’s vision
	Statement
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Interpretation

	DOrSU’s vision is relevant to achieving institutional excellence.
	4.61
	.54
	Fully Accepted

	My role as a stakeholder contributes to the fulfillment of DOrSU’s vision and mission
	4.66
	.51
	Fully Accepted

	Active engagement with DOrSU’s objectives fosters better awareness and acceptance. 
	4.64
	.52
	Fully Accepted

	DOrSU’s vision, mission, and program objectives are essential for achieving academic and professional excellence.
	4.71
	.48
	Fully Accepted



These results suggest that stakeholders not only recognize the importance of the university's vision but also feel a strong personal connection to its realization, particularly in terms of academic achievement and active participation in institutional goals. As discussed by Truong et al. (2025), institutional success is reinforced when stakeholders accept and align themselves with the university's long-term direction, making their roles more purposeful and participative.

Table 9 presents the level of acceptance of BEEd stakeholders on DOrSU’s Mission. It shows that all statements received a qualitative interpretation of “Fully Accepted,” with mean scores (ranging from x̄ = 4.56 – 4.63), indicating that stakeholders strongly accept the core principles of the university’s mission. The highest level of acceptance, both with a mean score  (x̄ = 4.63), pertains to the statements: (1) “Promoting inclusive and sustainable development is an important aspect of DOrSU’s mission” and (2) “DOrSU’s emphasis on gender and environmental sensitivity aligns with global educational standards.” Meanwhile, the lowest recorded mean (x̄ = 4.56) corresponds to the statement, "DOrSU’s mission reflects global resilience and a strong sense of national identity.”

Table 9: Level of acceptance of DOrSU’s mission
	Statement
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Interpretation

	DOrSU’s mission effectively addresses the needs of its stakeholders.
	4.60
	.52
	Fully Accepted

	Promoting inclusive and sustainable development is an important aspect of DOrSU’s mission.
	4.63
	.53
	Fully Accepted

	DOrSU’s mission reflects global resilience and a strong sense of national identity.
	4.56
	.57
	Fully Accepted

	DOrSU’s focus on nationhood and diversity strengthens its institutional goals.
	4.57
	.53
	Fully Accepted

	DOrSU’s emphasis on gender and environmental sensitivity aligns with global educational standards
	4.63
	.52
	Fully Accepted

	The alignment between DOrSU’s mission and the BEEd program promotes institutional success
	4.62
	.53
	Fully Accepted



These findings suggest that while all mission aspects are entirely accepted, stakeholders show the most substantial alignment with DOrSU’s inclusive, development-oriented, and globally aware educational goals. As emphasized by Sullivan and Shaw (2017), stakeholders are more likely to support institutional goals when these reflect broader societal values and demonstrate relevance to current global challenges.

Table 10 presents the level of acceptance of BEEd stakeholders on DOrSU’s Program Educational Objectives. It shows that all statements were interpreted as “Fully Accepted,” with mean scores (ranging from x̄ = 4.57 – 4.64), reflecting a high level of stakeholder agreement with the program’s educational priorities. The highest level of acceptance, recorded (x̄ = 4.64), corresponds to the statement, "Designing and implementing assessment tools is a critical skill for BEEd graduates.” On the other hand, the lowest mean score (x̄ = 4.57) was noted for the statement “The development of in-depth understanding of elementary learners is essential for BEEd graduates.” 

Table 10: Level of acceptance of DOrSU’s program educational objectives
	Statement
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Interpretation

	BEEd program’s objectives are vital to producing competent elementary education professionals
	4.58
	.54
	Fully Accepted

	The development of an in-depth understanding of elementary learners is essential for BEEd graduates
	4.57
	.55
	Fully Accepted

	Having a comprehensive knowledge of learning areas is crucial for BEEd graduates.
	4.62
	.51
	Fully Accepted

	Creating and utilizing materials for elementary learning enhances teaching and learning outcomes.
	4.61
	.53
	Fully Accepted

	Designing and implementing assessment tools is a critical skill for BEEd graduates.
	4.64
	.53
	Fully Accepted



These findings affirm that stakeholders strongly support the BEEd program's objectives, especially in equipping future educators with practical skills and comprehensive content knowledge for effective teaching at the elementary level. As stated by McLaughlin and Marshall (2015), program objectives that are aligned with industry expectations and academic needs tend to receive stronger stakeholder approval and trust.

Differences in BEEd Stakeholders’ Level of Awareness of DOrSU’s VMPEO

Table 11 presents the test for differences in awareness levels by stakeholder category. The results of a one-way ANOVA test conducted to determine if there is a significant difference in the level of awareness of DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program Educational Objectives (PEO) among various stakeholder categories are presented. 




Table 11: Test for difference in the level of awareness of DOrSU’s vision, mission, and program educational objectives (PEO) according to their category
	
	Sum of Squares
	Df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	8.158
	5
	1.632
	8.993
	.000

	Within Groups
	53.155
	293
	.181
	
	

	Total
	61.313
	298
	
	
	



The results showed a significant difference (p < 0.05) in the level of awareness of DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program of Experiments (PEO) among different stakeholder categories (p = 0.000). 

Table 12 presents a detailed comparison that highlights the specific stakeholder categories with significant differences in their level of awareness. It shows the post hoc comparison of awareness levels among various stakeholder categories. The findings reveal that parents show significantly lower awareness compared to faculty members (p = 0.013), industry partners (p = 0.000), non-teaching staff (p = 0.006), and students (p = 0.000). 

Table 12: Detailed comparison of stakeholder category where significant difference in the level of awareness is found
	(I) Stakeholder_Category
	(J) Stakeholder_Category
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Interpretation

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Parent
	Alumni
	-.36950
	.13856
	.085
	-.7670
	.0280
	Has no difference

	
	Faculty
	-.44230*
	.13351
	.013
	-.8253
	-.0593
	Has difference

	
	Industry
	-.28472*
	.06711
	.000
	-.4772
	-.0922
	Has difference

	
	Non-Teaching Staff
	-.49132*
	.13856
	.006
	-.8888
	-.0938
	Has difference

	
	Student
	-.42396*
	.06766
	.000
	-.6181
	-.2299
	Has difference



These results confirm that parents are notably less aware of the institution’s VMPEO compared to most other stakeholder groups. However, the comparison between parents and alumni (p = 0.085) revealed no statistically significant difference, suggesting that both groups have similarly lower levels of awareness.
This outcome further supports earlier findings that external stakeholders, especially those not actively engaged in the university’s daily operations, tend to have reduced familiarity with institutional goals. According to Freeman (1984) and Yáñez et al. (2018), stakeholder engagement and proximity to institutional processes are key factors influencing awareness levels. Parents and alumni, being more distanced from the academic environment, may receive fewer opportunities to engage with or be informed about DOrSU’s strategic direction. 
Table 13 presents the test for differences in awareness levels according to age group. The results of the analysis of variance (ANOVA) indicate whether the level of awareness of DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program Educational Objectives (PEO) differs significantly among various age groups. The findings reveal a statistically significant difference (F = 5.594, p = .000), indicating that stakeholder awareness levels vary significantly across age groups.
Table 13: Test for difference in the level of awareness of DOrSU’s vision, mission, and program educational objectives (PEO) according to age group
	
	Sum of Squares
	Df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	5.343
	5
	1.069
	5.594
	.000

	Within Groups
	55.970
	293
	0.191
	
	

	Total
	61.313
	298
	
	
	


This statistically significant result suggests that not all age groups have the same level of awareness regarding DOrSU’s institutional goals. Factors such as age-related experiences, roles within the university, and exposure to institutional communication likely contribute to this variation. As described in Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory (1984), the level of awareness is often shaped by the degree to which stakeholders are engaged and connected with institutional processes. This result also aligns with Almarghani and Mijatovic (2017), who emphasized that effective communication and stakeholder involvement are essential for raising awareness of institutional objectives.
Table 14 presents a detailed comparison indicating that the different age groups have significant differences in their level of awareness. It shows the post hoc analysis of the differences in awareness levels between specific age groups. A significant difference was found between stakeholders aged 41 to 50 years old and those aged 20 years old and below (p = 0.002), as well as between those aged 21 to 30 years old (p = 0.000). In both comparisons, the younger stakeholders demonstrated higher levels of awareness of DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program Educational Objectives (VMPEO). No statistically significant differences were observed between the 41- to 50-year-old age group and those aged 31 to 40, 51 to 60, and 61 and above, indicating similar levels of awareness among these older age groups.

Table 14: Detailed comparison of different age groups where significant difference in the level of awareness is found
	(I) Age
	(J) Age
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Interpretation

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	41 to 50 years old
	20 years old and below
	-.33923*
	.08853
	.002
	-.5932
	-.0853
	Has difference

	
	21 to 30 years old
	-.32406*
	.07114
	.000
	-.5281
	-.1200
	Has difference

	
	31 to 40 years old
	-.17155
	.08269
	.303
	-.4088
	.0656
	Has no difference

	
	51 to 60 years old
	-.17705
	.08717
	.327
	-.4271
	.0730
	Has no difference

	
	61 years old and above
	-.00862
	.12519
	1.000
	-.3678
	.3505
	Has no difference



This pattern suggests that stakeholders in the 41- to 50-year-old group may have reduced exposure to institutional communication channels or initiatives compared to younger age groups, who are more likely to be active students or recent graduates frequently engaged in university activities. This supports the concept in Freeman's Stakeholder Theory (1984) that stakeholders' awareness is influenced by their level of engagement and proximity to institutional operations. Similarly, Yáñez et al. (2018) emphasize the role of sustained participation in enhancing stakeholder understanding of strategic frameworks. These findings underscore the importance of targeted engagement efforts among middle-aged stakeholders, particularly those who are not regularly involved in academic or institutional interactions, to foster broader awareness and alignment with DOrSU’s educational objectives.

Table 15 presents the test for differences in awareness levels by sex. The results of an independent samples t-test conducted to determine whether there is a significant difference in the level of awareness of DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program Educational Objectives (VMPEO) between male and female respondents are presented. The analysis yielded a (p-value of 0.864), which is greater than the 0.05 level of significance (p > 0.05). This indicates that there is no statistically significant difference in the level of awareness between male and female stakeholders.

Table 15: test for Difference in the Level of Awareness of DOrSU’s vision, mission, and program educational objectives (PEO) according to their sex
	
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	T
	df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Awareness of VMPEO
	.172
	297
	.864
	.01032
	.06009
	-.10793
	.12857



The result suggests that both male and female respondents exhibit comparable levels of awareness regarding the university's VMPEO. This outcome suggests that gender does not significantly influence how stakeholders perceive or understand the institution's vision, mission, and program objectives. This finding aligns with the ideas presented in Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory (1984), which emphasizes that stakeholder roles and engagement, rather than inherent demographic characteristics like gender, are more likely to influence awareness and alignment with institutional goals. Therefore, DOrSU’s communication strategies are gender-inclusive and equally effective in reaching both male and female stakeholders.

Table 16 presents the test for differences in awareness levels according to educational attainment. The results of the analysis of variance (ANOVA) conducted to determine whether the level of awareness of DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program Educational Objectives (PEO) significantly differs among groups with different educational attainment levels are presented. The analysis yielded a statistically significant result (F = 4.849, p = .000), indicating that awareness levels vary across educational backgrounds.

Table 16: Test for difference in the level of awareness of DOrSU’s vision, mission, and program educational objectives (PEO) according to their educational attainment 
	
	Sum of Squares
	Df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	5.555
	6
	1.069
	4.849
	.000

	Within Groups
	55.758
	292
	0.191
	
	

	Total
	61.313
	298
	
	
	



The significant difference suggests that stakeholders’ awareness of the university’s VMPEO is influenced by their level of educational attainment. This aligns with the principles of Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory (1984), which highlights how stakeholder characteristics—such as education and role—shape their level of engagement and understanding of institutional frameworks. The result also supports the findings of Yáñez et al. (2018) and Almarghani and Mijatovic (2017), who emphasized the importance of tailored communication strategies to effectively reach diverse stakeholder groups. Differences in educational background may correspond with varying degrees of exposure to academic and institutional messaging, which can impact how well stakeholders understand DOrSU’s core goals. 

Table 17 presents a detailed comparison that indicates significant differences in educational attainment levels of awareness. It presents the post hoc analysis of the differences in awareness levels of DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program Educational Objectives (PEOs) among stakeholders with varying educational attainment. The results reveal significant differences between high school graduates and college-level individuals (p = 0.001) and between high school graduates and graduate-level individuals (p = 0.047). In both cases, high school graduates demonstrated lower levels of awareness compared to those who pursued higher education. All other comparisons—such as high school graduates versus elementary-level graduates, elementary graduates, or college graduates—showed no statistically significant difference, indicating similar awareness levels among these groups.

Table 17: Detailed comparison of educational attainment where significant difference in the level of awareness is found
	(I) Educational Attainment
	(J) Educational Attainment
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Interpretation

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	High School Graduate
	Elementary Level
	.18540
	.23216
	.985
	-.5039
	.8747
	Has no difference

	
	Elementary Graduate
	.02862
	.18286
	1.000
	-.5143
	.5715
	Has no difference

	
	High School Level
	.03990
	.15892
	1.000
	-.4319
	.5117
	Has no difference

	
	College Level
	-.35936*
	.08923
	.001
	-.6243
	-.0944
	Has difference

	
	College Graduate
	-.24410
	.08886
	.091
	-.5079
	.0197
	Has no difference

	
	Graduate Level
	-.33161*
	.11099
	.047
	-.6612
	-.0021
	Has difference



These findings suggest that stakeholders with higher educational attainment have a better understanding of the university's VMPEO. This is consistent with Freeman’s (1984) Stakeholder Theory, which emphasizes that individuals’ ability to process and engage with institutional information is often shaped by their educational and experiential background. Likewise, Yáñez et al. (2018) and Almarghani and Mijatovic (2017) argue that stakeholder awareness is closely linked to their capacity to comprehend institutional objectives and their likelihood of engaging in strategic initiatives. 

Differences in BEEd Stakeholders’ Level of Acceptance of DOrSU’s VMPEO

The following table presents the test for differences in the level of acceptance of DOrSU’s VMPEO across stakeholder categories. The results of the analysis of variance (ANOVA) conducted to determine whether the level of acceptance of DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program Educational Objectives (PEO) significantly differs among various stakeholder categories are presented. The analysis yielded a statistically significant result (F = 10.174, p = .000), indicating that stakeholder groups differ significantly in their level of acceptance of the university's VMPEO.

Table 18: Test for difference in the level of acceptance of DOrSU’s vision, mission, and program educational objectives (PEO) according to their category
	
	Sum of Squares
	Df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	7.812
	5
	1.562
	10.174
	.000

	Within Groups
	45.000
	293
	.154
	
	

	Total
	52.812
	298
	
	
	



This finding implies that not all stakeholder groups share the same level of acceptance, which may be influenced by factors such as their roles, engagement levels, and direct involvement with the academic and operational aspects of the institution. According to Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory (1984), each group interprets and accepts institutional goals differently based on their interactions and stakes in the organization. This variation also reflects the perspectives presented by Yáñez et al. (2018), who argue that active stakeholder engagement enhances alignment with institutional values.

Table 19 presents a detailed comparison that highlights the specific stakeholder category with significant differences in awareness levels. It shows the post hoc analysis of the differences in the level of acceptance of DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program Educational Objectives (PEO) among various stakeholder categories. The results reveal that parents exhibit significantly lower levels of acceptance compared to faculty members (p = 0.004), industry partners (p < 0.0001), non-teaching staff (p = 0.001), and students (p < 0.0001). However, the comparison between parents and alumni (p = 0.383) showed no statistically significant difference, suggesting that these two groups share a similar level of acceptance toward the university's VMPEO.

Table 19. Detailed comparison of stakeholder category where significant difference in the level of acceptance is found
	(I) Stakeholder_Category
	(J) Stakeholder_Category
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Interpretation

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Parent
	Alumni
	-.24666
	.12749
	.383
	-.6124
	.1191
	Has no difference

	
	Faculty
	-.44780*
	.12284
	.004
	-.8002
	-.0954
	Has difference

	
	Industry
	-.33129*
	.06175
	.000
	-.5084
	-.1542
	Has difference

	
	Non-Teaching Staff
	-.52484*
	.12749
	.001
	-.8906
	-.1591
	Has difference

	
	Student
	-.39566*
	.06225
	.000
	-.5742
	-.2171
	Has difference


These findings suggest that parents and alumni show lower acceptance, likely due to limited involvement in daily academic activities. On the other hand, internal stakeholders—such as faculty, non-teaching staff, and students—demonstrated higher acceptance levels, possibly due to their direct involvement in implementing institutional objectives. 
This outcome aligns with Freeman’s (1984) Stakeholder Theory, which posits that stakeholders' perceptions and responses are shaped by their roles and engagement with the organization. Similarly, Yáñez et al. (2018) note that stakeholder acceptance increases with involvement, suggesting that DOrSU should enhance communication and inclusion to strengthen shared support for its goals.

Table 20 presents a test for differences in the level of acceptance of DOrSu’s VMPEO across various age groups. The results of the analysis of variance (ANOVA) conducted to determine whether the level of acceptance of DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program Educational Objectives (PEO) significantly differs among stakeholders from different age groups are presented. The analysis yielded a statistically significant result (F = 4.510, p = .001), indicating that stakeholders' acceptance levels vary significantly based on their age.

Table 20: Test for difference in the level of acceptance of DOrSU’s vision, mission, and program educational objectives (PEO) according to age group
	
	Sum of Squares
	Df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	3.774
	5
	0.755
	4.510
	.001

	Within Groups
	49.038
	293
	0.167
	
	

	Total
	52.812
	298
	
	
	



	This result suggests that age influences how stakeholders accept and relate to the institution’s VMPEO. Differences in acceptance could be attributed to generational values, experience with the university, and roles played within the academic environment. According to Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory (1984), such differences in perspective arise due to varying levels of engagement and exposure to institutional policies and culture. 

Table 21 presents a detailed comparison that highlights the specific age groups with significant differences in awareness levels. It shows that the 41 to 50 years old group had significantly lower acceptance compared to the 20 years old and below group (p = .003), the 21 to 30 years old group (p = .002), and the 31 to 40 years old group (p = .034). No other age group comparisons were significant.





Table 21: Detailed comparison of different age groups where significant difference in the level of acceptance is found
	(I) Age
	(J) Age
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Interpretation

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	41 to 50 years old
	20 years old and below
	-.31097*
	.08286
	.003
	-.5487
	-.0733
	Has difference

	
	21 to 30 years old
	-.26032*
	.06659
	.002
	-.4514
	-.0693
	Has difference

	
	31 to 40 years old
	-.23257*
	.07740
	.034
	-.4546
	-.0105
	Has difference

	
	51 to 60 years old
	-.13862
	.08159
	.534
	-.3727
	.0954
	Has no difference

	
	61 years old and above
	-.06077
	.11719
	.995
	-.3969
	.2754
	Has no difference



	With this, the lower acceptance observed in the 41 to 50 age group could be attributed to factors such as limited engagement with institutional updates or reduced participation in university initiatives. In contrast, the higher acceptance levels among younger stakeholders may stem from their ongoing academic involvement and direct exposure to the university’s VMPEO. This supports the argument of Yáñez et al. (2018) and Bridgstock & Jackson (2019) that active institutional engagement enhances stakeholder alignment. The findings also align with Ferrer-Estévez and Chalmeta (2021), who emphasized the importance of effective communication strategies in promoting awareness and acceptance of institutional goals. 
Table 22 presents a test for differences in the level of acceptance of DOrSU’s VMPEO based on sex. The results of an independent samples t-test conducted to determine whether there is a significant difference in the level of acceptance of DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program Educational Objectives (VMPEO) between male and female respondents are presented. The result yielded a p-value of 0.953, which is greater than the 0.05 level of significance (p > 0.05), indicating that there is no statistically significant difference in acceptance levels between male and female stakeholders.

Table 22:  Test for difference in the level of acceptance of DOrSU’s vision, mission, and program educational objectives (PEO) according to sex
	
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	t
	Df
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error Difference
	95% Confidence Interval of the Difference

	
	
	
	
	
	
	Lower
	Upper

	Acceptance of VMPEO
	-.059
	297
	.953
	-.00327
	.05577
	-.11302
	.10649



	This finding implies that gender does not influence how stakeholders accept or relate to the university’s VMPEO. Both male and female respondents appear to share similar levels of support and alignment with DOrSU’s institutional goals. This is consistent with Freeman's Stakeholder Theory (1984), which emphasizes that stakeholder alignment is more closely linked to involvement and institutional roles than to demographic characteristics such as gender. The result also aligns with the conclusions of Caldwell et al. (2017) and Gupta et al. (2020), who suggest that equitable and inclusive communication strategies facilitate consistent stakeholder engagement, regardless of gender.

Table 23 presents a test for differences in the level of acceptance of DOrSU’s VMPEO based on educational attainment. The results of the analysis of variance (ANOVA) conducted to determine whether the level of acceptance of DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program Educational Objectives (PEO) significantly differs among stakeholders with varying educational attainment are presented. The results indicate a statistically significant difference (F = 5.861, p = .000), which is less than the 0.05 level of significance, suggesting that acceptance levels vary depending on educational background.

Table 23:  Test for difference in the level of acceptance of DOrSU’s vision, mission, and program educational objectives (PEO) according to educational attainment
	
	Sum of Squares
	Df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	5.677
	6
	0.946
	5.861
	.000

	Within Groups
	47.135
	292
	0.161
	
	

	Total
	52.812
	298
	
	
	



	This finding implies that stakeholders’ acceptance of the university’s institutional goals may be shaped by their level of educational experience and exposure to academic or strategic initiatives. According to Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory (1984), stakeholder perceptions are influenced by their understanding and relationship with the institution, which can be affected by educational attainment. This is supported by Yáñez et al. (2018) and Ferrer-Estévez & Chalmeta (2021), who emphasize that higher levels of education can enhance individuals’ capacity to engage with and internalize institutional values and goals.

Table 24 presents a detailed comparison indicating the educational attainment. It shows the post hoc analysis of the differences in the level of acceptance of DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program Educational Objectives (PEO) among stakeholders with varying educational attainment. Significant differences were observed between high school graduates and college-level stakeholders (p = 0.000), high school graduates and college graduates (p = 0.003), and high school graduates and graduate-level stakeholders (p = 0.000). In these comparisons, those with higher educational attainment showed greater acceptance of the VMPEO. No significant differences were found between high school graduates and those with elementary or high school-level education, suggesting similar acceptance levels within these lower educational groups.

Table 24: Detailed comparison of educational attainment where significant difference in the level of acceptance is found
	(I) Educational Attainment
	(J) Educational Attainment
	Mean Difference (I-J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Interpretation

	
	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	High School Graduate
	Elementary Level
	.01871
	.21345
	1.000
	-.6150
	.6525
	Has no difference

	
	Elementary Graduate
	-.01558
	.16813
	1.000
	-.5148
	.4836
	Has no difference

	
	High School Level
	-.05429
	.14611
	1.000
	-.4881
	.3795
	Has no difference

	
	College Level
	-.38025*
	.08204
	.000
	-.6238
	-.1367
	Has difference

	
	College Graduate
	-.31320*
	.08170
	.003
	-.5558
	-.0706
	Has difference

	
	Graduate Level
	-.44032*
	.10205
	.000
	-.7433
	-.1373
	Has difference


These findings indicate that stakeholders with higher educational attainment are more likely to embrace and align with DOrSU’s institutional goals, likely due to enhanced exposure to academic frameworks and a deeper understanding of the university’s mission and objectives. This outcome supports the claims of Yáñez et al. (2018) and Ferrer-Estévez & Chalmeta (2021), who emphasized that education enhances stakeholders’ ability to internalize and support institutional strategies. 
The results reinforce Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory (1984), which explains that awareness and acceptance are influenced by engagement and the capacity to interpret institutional goals. This highlights the need for inclusive communication to bridge gaps among stakeholders with lower educational backgrounds and promote stronger alignment. DOrSU’s clear articulation of its Program Educational Objectives (PEOs) ensures that all education partners, from students to industry collaborators, contribute meaningfully to the achievement of its academic mission.

Relationship of DOrSU Stakeholders’ Level of Awareness and Level of Acceptance

The following table illustrates the relationship between the level of awareness and acceptance among DOrSU stakeholders. It shows that the Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to examine the relationship between stakeholders' awareness and acceptance of DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program Educational Objectives (VMPEO). The results show a strong positive correlation between awareness and acceptance, with a correlation coefficient of (r = 0.874 and a p-value of 0.000), indicating that the relationship is highly significant at the (0.01 level 2-tailed).

Table 25: Relationship between the level of awareness and the level of acceptance of DOrSU’s vision, mission, and program educational objectives (PEO) according to age, gender, educational attainment, and stakeholder category
	
	Awareness of VMPEO
	Acceptance of VMPEO

	Awareness of VMPEO
	Pearson Correlation
	1
	.874**

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	
	.000

	
	N
	299
	299

	Acceptance of VMPEO
	Pearson Correlation
	.874**
	1

	
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	.000
	

	
	N
	299
	299

	


This finding implies that as stakeholders’ awareness increases, their acceptance of the VMPEO also tends to rise, supporting the notion that informed stakeholders are more likely to align with institutional goals. This result aligns with the arguments of Ferrer-Estévez & Chalmeta (2021) and Yáñez et al. (2018), who assert that effective communication and stakeholder engagement foster greater understanding and institutional alignment. 
Additionally, the result reinforces Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory (1984), which emphasizes the importance of informing and involving stakeholders to gain their support and commitment. Therefore, these findings highlight the need for DOrSU to continue strengthening its awareness-raising efforts as a strategic pathway to improve acceptance and institutional unity across stakeholder groups.

5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Conclusion
Based on the findings and statistical results of the study, the following conclusions were drawn:
1. The demographic profile of the respondents was thoroughly examined in terms of stakeholder category, age, sex, and educational attainment, with respondents including industry partners, students, parents, faculty, alumni, and non-teaching staff, where industry partners comprised the largest group and parents the smallest.
2. The study found that the level of awareness of DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program Educational Objectives (PEO) was generally high among BEED stakeholders, with faculty and students exhibiting the highest levels, whereas parents showed comparatively lower awareness, and overall, stakeholders were fully aware of the university's goals, particularly its commitment to institutional excellence and educational quality.
3. In terms of acceptance, most BEED stakeholders demonstrated full acceptance of DOrSU’s Vision, Mission, and Program Educational Objectives, with faculty and students showing the highest levels of full acceptance, while parents exhibited lower levels compared to other groups, and this highlighted a gap in engagement and alignment that could be addressed through targeted strategies.
4. Significant differences in the level of awareness of DOrSU’s PMEO were observed when BEED stakeholders were grouped by stakeholder category, age, sex, and educational attainment, with parents exhibiting lower awareness compared to faculty, students, and industry partners.

Recommendation

1. Although alumni participation in the survey was relatively low, their responses indicated consistent support for the goals; to enhance future engagement, administrators can implement tracking strategies and establish a dedicated database to communicate regularly through an online platform such as social media.
2. In response to the high but varied awareness of DOrSU’s VMPEO among BEED stakeholders, the university should sustain campaigns, institutionalize orientations, incorporate VMPEO discussions into classes, and display key statements to ensure stakeholders internalize its significance academically and non-academically.
3. Regarding VMPEO acceptance, which was generally positive but uneven across categories, the university can offer reflective opportunities like workshops, integration programs, and school events, helping stakeholders feel they are contributing to the university's mission and support it meaningfully.
4. The study revealed awareness differences based on stakeholder category, age, sex, and education; the university may offer targeted sessions like parent-alumni orientations and student-based activities, ensuring all groups can engage with institutional goals, regardless of background, using customized approaches.
5. Considering significant acceptance differences among demographic groups, targeted efforts like community narratives, success stories, and inclusion in planning can build stronger alignment, especially among parents and those with lower educational attainment, clarifying the VMPEO’s relevance and promoting stakeholder ownership.
6. Given the identified gap between VMPEO awareness and acceptance, the university is encouraged to implement annual surveys, FGDs, or feedback tools to monitor improvement areas, ultimately building increased acceptance across all groups for a purpose-driven academic community.
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