


Adversity Quotient® and Emotional Intelligence of Selected Public-School Special Education Teachers Amidst the Pandemic


ABSTRACT
	The purpose of this study was to identify the relationship of AQ® (Adversity Quotient®) and EI (emotional intelligence) of the selected public-school special education teachers amidst the pandemic. This research tried to see whether gender, age, civil status, generation, and length of service contributed to level of AQ and EQ among special education teachers. 20 special education teachers who are currently teaching have been selected as samples in this research. The instruments used were adapted. Kruskal Wallis test was used to determine the respondents' differences when grouped according to their demographic profile in terms of the generation of the respondents. Meanwhile Mann Whitney U test was used to determine the respondents' differences when grouped according to their demographic profile in terms of age, gender, length of service, and civil status. This study found that only ownership as an aspect of adversity quotient and emotional awareness of others established a strong significant relationship (ρ=0.502, p=0.024). This means that if there is an increase in the level of ownership in one unit, there is a 50.2% increase in the level of emotional awareness of others, but the other variables did not show any significant differences.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The World Health Organization (WHO) (2020) declared COVID-19 a global pandemic around the middle of March 2020. This resulted in a post-intervention in various areas (e.g., shutting down non-essential businesses, loss of jobs, uncertainty about how to continue education, and possible lockdown) (Davis, 2021). There has been a disruption in the school setting due to the unforeseen future of the first quarter of 2020. As a result of continuing education, many students around the world have had to adapt to their traditional (face-to-face instruction) learning methods. Since the outbreak, the way education is delivered has shifted dramatically from face-to-face meetings to online learning. In response to public health officials' declarations of emergency, K-12 school systems around the world suspended classroom-based operations (Davis, 2021; Code, Ralph, & Forde, 2020). Many schools and institutions have adopted a distance learning approach, in which they use remote teaching practices to continue education around the world.
Before moving forward with emergency remote teaching, it is important to understand the difference between traditional and remote learning. Face-to-face instruction receives the highest ratings from students in terms of usefulness and support in the classroom (Gaskell, 2009). Given the complexities of COVID-19 and the possibility of being unable to meet in person, teachers must opt for distance learning. While teaching online, teachers are also responsible for managing students' behavior as well as their socio-emotional health. With the rise of special education services and their unique needs, as well as distance learning, a clear understanding of how such needs will be met is required.
Special education teachers’ adversity quotient and emotional quotient are two crucial skills to cultivate nowadays. Priya (2016) once said that teachers face a barrage of challenges in their daily life. Aside from doing their educational programs, administrative tasks, and activities, they also have the responsibility to cater to the physical and moral needs of the students. The role of the teacher has undergone tremendous changes. Asio (2021) mentioned that before the pandemic, school personnel were productive. The massive damage of COVID-19 may be incalculable, but in the spirit of taking opportunities as they present themselves, this event offers a prospect of rethinking education. The change in direction should not be about improving schooling but should focus on what, how, and where of learning (Zhao, 2020).
Adversity is an unavoidable aspect of life. Individuals from all walks of life are certain to face an infinite number of problems—whether extreme or simple. The COVID-19 pandemic has been a global menace, with destructive effects on many industries, including education. Numerous schools in the Philippines have decided to close their doors due to financial problems induced by the pandemic, resulting in widespread joblessness among educators and academic staff (Pino & Merin, 2021).
Adversity Quotient® (AQ) determines a person's resiliency in times of misfortune, circumstances, troubles, and other challenging situations. Stoltz (1997) conceptualized AQ as an index of how well an individual may respond when misfortune occurs. Individuals with a high adversity quotient can better cope with setbacks and choose constructive responses that turn obstacles into opportunities (Phoolka & Kaur, 2012).
Emotional Intelligence (EI), as defined by Salovey and Mayer (1990), is the ability of an individual to identify her/his own emotions as well as the emotions of others, and thus to form favorable relationships. Teachers experience a range of positive and negative emotions (Brackett & Katulak, 2006) and must deal with their own emotions as well as those of students, parents, colleagues, and administrators. EI has been viewed as an important factor within the teaching profession, influencing burnout, job satisfaction, and psychological distress (Chan, 2004, 2006; Mérida-López & Extremera, 2017).
Emotionally intelligent teachers demonstrate concern for their students, cultivate an emotional climate in the classroom that fosters a conducive learning environment, and help promote academic achievement (Jennings & Greenberg, 2009). Dr. Reuven Baron (1985) introduced the term EQ to describe the ability to deal successfully with other people and with one’s feelings, reflecting one’s ability to deal with daily environment challenges and predict success in life.
At present, special education teachers and schools are still coping with the new normal of education. During the pandemic, special education teachers are left with uncertainties in the teaching and learning process (Jimenez, 2021). Therefore, it is time to focus on these two different constructs and extend the literature to teachers in the Philippines. This investigation attempts to portray an AQ® and EQ profile of teachers regarding their age, gender, civil status, generation, and length of service in the school

1.1 PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
The researcher had long been intrigued by how teachers could bounce back as more assertive and wiser individuals amidst certain events in their lives that brought tremendous change in how they function. 
As a teacher herself, the researcher observes that pressure and stress, when accumulated and piled over time, may cause conflict, and result to further adversities. Most of these stressors come from teachers' overflowing workloads (academic requirements, preparation for classes, dealing with parents and students, etc.) and even emotional stressors coming from personal life. As a result, most of the teachers may face adversities regarding their well-being and, thus, cannot perform to their full potential.
Most teachers are aware that teaching is a dynamic profession that entails emotional bonds, emotional comprehension, and emotional work, and that is why their emotional intelligence (defined as the ability to express, manage, and control one's own and others' emotions) is a variable that needs to be addressed.

1.2 LITERATURE REVIEW
In study of Jimenez (2021) titled “Adversity and Emotional Quotients of Public Elementary School Heads Amidst The COVID-19” The study has a sample of 25 public school heads in the school division. Study have shown that (1) the school heads’ adversity quotient scores fall within above average level which indicates above normal capacity for challenges, difficulties, setbacks, and demands; (2) the school heads’ emotional quotient scores fall above the average level also which shows above normal capability for self-awareness, managing emotions, motivating oneself, empathy, and social skills; and (3) there is strong evidence of relationship between adversity and emotional quotient.
Meanwhile, Cando and Villacastin (2014) examined the relationship between the adversity quotient®, emotional intelligence, and the instructional performance of university instructors. This study aimed to create a descriptive profile of the PE faculty at the Cebu Institute of Technology regarding their EQ and AQ® scores. Additionally, the researchers examined faculty evaluation performance as determined by their students. The results indicated that participants had an average overall AQ®, which is indicative of their ability to overcome obstacles in their lives. The EQ scores of PE instructors revealed an overall average profile, indicating that they are likely to be able to control and manage their own emotions and those of others. Additionally, the results revealed an evaluation of the instructors' teaching performance, which averaged very well. This indicated that students viewed their instructors as effective and capable of delivering high-quality instruction. Nonetheless, the results were inconsistent when EQ and AQ® were attempted to be associated with their teaching performance. Both EQ and AQ® were found to not correlate with students' ratings of their teaching performance. This indicates that their ability to deal with personal problems and comprehend their own and others' emotions have no bearing on the outcome of their teaching performance.
Similarly, adversity quotient might be effective in predicting performance, tenacity, resilience, longevity, and responsiveness to change, according to Phoolka and Kaur's (2012) study, "Adversity Quotient: A New Paradigm in Management to Explore." The adversity quotient of a person has a significant impact on their quality of life and career.
Furthermore, Canivel (2010) also investigated the relationship between Adversity Quotient® leadership styles, performance, and practices among Rizal province principals. Data on principals' performance and procedures was collected through interviews. In one of its dimensions, particularly ownership, the generated data yielded below-average AQ®. When faced with adversity, 21 principals with low scores on the said dimension are more likely to blame the source of their issues. When it came to leading their workforce, however, principals employed the participative technique. In the same way as their practices, their performance was found to link with their adversity quotient® positively. Despite this, no link between the principals' hardship quotient® and leadership styles has been established. This demonstrated the importance of AQ® to principals in their leadership styles and practices


1.3 CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
Conceptual framework is present in figure 1
Profile of Teachers
· Age
· Gender
· Civil Status
· Generation
· Length of Service



	



Emotional Intelligence
Adversity Quotient®
A proposed training for special education teachers to improve AQ and EI.





Figure 1. A schematic diagram showing the adversity quotient and emotional quotient of the special education teachers.

1.4  RESEARCH QUESTIONS

1. What are the profile variables of the special education teachers based on their:
1.1 Age
1.2 Gender
1.3 Civil Status
1.4 Length of service in this school
1.5 Generation
2. What are the special education teachers’ mean adversity quotient scores on the following dimensions as measured by the AQ® Profile:
2.1 control
2.2 ownership
2.3 reach
2.4 endurance?

3. What are the mean scores of the special education teachers on the following emotional intelligence skills as measured by Genos Emotional Intelligence Inventory: 
3.1 emotional self-awareness
3.2 emotional expression
3.3 emotional awareness of others
3.4 emotional reasoning
3.5 emotional self-management
3.6 emotional management of others
3.7 emotional self-control?

4. Are there significant differences of special education teachers’ EI and AQ® based on the following demographic variables:
 4.1 age 
4.2 gender
4.3 civil status
4.4 generation
4.5  length of service in the school?

5. Is there a significant relationship between special education teachers’ EI skills and their AQ® dimensions?
6. Based on the results of the study, what training program may be proposed to improve the adversity quotient and emotional quotient of the special education teachers?

2. METHODOLOGY

This study employed a correlational research design to determine the relationship between adversity as measured by the adversity quotient® profile and emotional quotient as measured by the genos emotional intelligence inventory. The research was conducted in selected public schools in Marikina City, with twenty (20) special education teachers currently teaching chosen as participants. The AQ® profile developed by Dr. Paul Stoltz and the genos emotional intelligence inventory developed by Gignac (2010) were adapted as instruments, and the questionnaires were converted into online forms for administration. Data collection was carried out through these online questionnaires, ensuring accessibility and convenience for respondents during the pandemic.

[bookmark: _Hlk216636736]"On a specific purpose rather than randomly" (Teddlie, Yu, 2007). The participants of the study is limited to public-school special education teachers. From a pool of twenty-seven (27) special education teachers, only twenty (20) of them were included in the study. About seven (7) initial respondents missed to answer the Genos Emotional Intelligence Inventory; thus, the researcher removed them from the final data.

Purposive sampling were used in choosing the respondents. Specific criteria were identified in choosing the respondents, and they were limited to public-school special education teachers. A purposive sample is a non-probability sample that is selected based on the characteristics of a population and the objective of the study (Crossman, 2017). Purposive sampling techniques have also been referred to as nonprobability sampling or purposeful sampling. Purposive sampling techniques include selecting specific units or cases based.

The online AQ Profile® 9.0, the most recent and most thorough version of the AQ®, will be used to determine the respondents' adversity Quotient®. It is a scale-based and forced-choice questionnaire developed by Dr. Paul Stoltz to elicit a hardwired reaction pattern to a broad spectrum of bad events. Each scenario or event is followed by a series of questions to be answered on a 5-point Likert scale. Approximately ten minutes are allocated to respond to the online questions. The AQ Profile® has been tested on respondents from 51 nations and has demonstrated universality and applicability across cultures. The standards are based on a global sample of 500,000 employees and students from 37 different firms and educational institutions. PEAK Learning Inc. will be the one to release the AQ Profile® scoring

The Genos Emotional Intelligence Inventory (Genos EI) is a 70-item, multi-rater questionnaire that assesses emotional intelligence. It is designed to quantify the frequency with which an individual engages in emotionally intelligent activity. Inventory items incorporate workplace contexts, making them well-suited for this study. The normative samples consist of individuals aged 18 to 76 years; thus, they are appropriate for working adults. Additionally, the Genos EI is reliable: internal consistency reliability is.96; test-retest correlations are.83 and.72. The Self-Assessment Full Version will be used for this endeavor and will be turned into an online questionnaire. Additionally, the online version will include demographic data about the respondents. Respondents will rate the 70 items on a 5-point Likert scale, with 1 representing Almost Never, 2 representing Seldom, 3 representing Sometimes, 4 representing Usually, and 5 representing Almost Always. The Genos EI contains negatively worded items (items 5, 9, 11, 12, 16, 17, 21, 26, 30, 35, 38, 43, 49, 55, 57, 61, 64, 65, 67, and 68) that must be reverse-scored in order to determine the item's EI skill score. The scoring and interpretation will be based on the Genos EI Technical Manual, 2010 edition

For data analysis, the Kruskal Wallis test was used to determine differences among respondents when grouped according to generation, while the Mann-Whitney U test was applied to assess differences based on age, gender, length of service, and civil status. Ethical considerations were observed throughout the study, including securing permissions and endorsements from relevant authorities, as documented in the appendices.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This study found that only ownership as an aspect of adversity quotient and emotional awareness of others established a strong significant relationship. This means that if there is an increase in the level of ownership in one unit, there is a 50.2% increase in the level of emotional awareness of others. The other variables did not show any significant differences.

Problem No. 1. Profile variables of the special education teachers based on their:
1.1 Age
1.2 Gender
1.3 Civil Status
1.4 Generation
1.5 Length of service in this school
Table 1. Profile Variables of the Special Education Teachers
	Profile
	Frequency
	Percentage

	Age
	
	

	21 – 30 years old
	12
	60

	31 years and above
	8
	40

	Total
	20
	100

	Generation
	
	

	Gen X
	2
	10

	Millennials
	12
	60

	Gen Z
	6
	30

	Total
	20
	100

	Gender
	
	

	Male
	6
	30

	Female
	14
	70

	Total
	20
	100

	Civil Status
	
	

	Single
	14
	70

	Married
	6
	30

	Total
	20
	100

	Length of Service
	
	

	1 – 20 years
	18
	90

	21 years & above
	2
	10

	Total
	20
	100



	Table 1 shows the frequency and percent distribution of the respondents according to their demographic profile. 
In terms of age groups, majority of the respondents were from ages 21 to 30 years old, with 60% of the total number of respondents, whereas the age group 31 years old and above made up only 40%. Moreover, millennials group got the largest percentage share with 60% of the total sample size, while Gen Z and Gen X only obtained 30% and 10%, respectively. As to the gender of the respondents, there were more female than male participants with corresponding percentages of 70% and 30%. Furthermore, majority of the respondents were single, with 70% of the total number. Meanwhile, married respondents only made up 30%. Finally, respondents with 1 to 20 years of service got the largest percentage with 90% of the total sample size, while those 21 years and above only obtained 10%.

Problem No. 2. Special education teachers’ level of adversity quotient on the following dimensions as measured by the AQ® Profile:
2.1 control
2.2 ownership
2.3 reach
2.4 endurance?




Table 2. Special Education Teachers’ Level of Adversity Quotient as Measured by AQ Profile in terms of Control

	Score Interval
	Level of Adversity Quotient
	Frequency
	Percentage

	46-50
	High
	
	

	41-45
	Above Average
	3
	15

	34-40
	Average
	12
	60

	29-33
	Below Average
	4
	20

	10-28
	Low
	1
	5

	Total
	20
	100

	Mean
	35.45

	SD
	5.58



	Table 2 presents the frequency distribution of the respondents with respect to their level of adversity quotient as measured by AQ profile in terms of control. Weighted mean score and standard deviation are also calculated. This study found out that majority of the respondents have average level of adversity quotient with 60% of the total number of responses. An average score in control means that the respondents are invulnerable to stress when problems arise which they perceive control over adversities. Meanwhile, below average, above average and low scores got 20%, 15% and 5% respectively. The mean is 35.45, and SD is 5.58 which make them experience apathy and frustration.







Table 3. Special Education Teachers’ Level of Adversity Quotient as Measured by AQ Profile in terms of Ownership

	Score Interval
	Level of Adversity Quotient
	Frequency
	Percentage

	50
	High
	
	

	46-49
	Above Average
	3
	15

	38-45
	Average
	8
	50

	28-37
	Below Average
	5
	25

	10-27
	Low
	4
	20

	Total
	20
	100

	Mean
	36.10

	SD
	9.43



 	Table 3 displays the frequency distribution of the respondents with respect to their level of adversity quotient as measured by AQ profile in terms of ownership with corresponding weighted mean score and standard deviation. This study observed that most respondents responded that they have average level of adversity quotient in terms of ownership with 50% of the total number of responses. This means that they have a sense of accountability, they tend not to blame others whenever adverse situations arise. This particular result is in contrast with the study of Canivel (2010) in which she found out that school principals had low scores for this AQ® dimension. On the other hand, below average, low and above average scores obtained 25%, 20% and 15% respectively. Mean is at 36.10 and SD is 9.43.

Table 4. Special Education Teachers’ Level of Adversity Quotient as Measured by AQ Profile in terms of Reach

	Score Interval
	Level of Adversity Quotient
	Frequency
	Percentage

	40-50
	High
	
	

	33-39
	Above Average
	1
	5

	25-32
	Average
	6
	30

	20-24
	Below Average
	8
	40

	10-19
	Low
	5
	25

	Total
	20
	100

	Mean
	23

	SD
	5.58



Table 4 illustrates the frequency distribution of the respondents with respect to their level of adversity quotient as measured by AQ profile in terms of reach. Weighted mean score and standard deviation are also calculated. This study found that a large number of respondents have a below-average level of adversity quotient with 40% of the total. A below average score in reach may suggest that they do not essentially deal with and perceive the problems moderately and let the problems affect their lives. Meanwhile, average, low, and above-average scores got 30%, 25%, and 5% respectively. The mean is at 23, and SD is 5.58.

Table 5. Special Education Teachers’ Level of Adversity Quotient as Measured by AQ Profile in terms of Endurance

	Score Interval
	Level of Adversity Quotient
	Frequency
	Percentage

	43-50
	High
	
	

	37-42
	Above Average
	7
	35

	30-36
	Average
	8
	40

	25-29
	Below Average
	3
	15

	10-24
	Low
	2
	10

	Total
	20
	100

	Mean
	33.70

	SD
	5.42



Table 5 exhibits the frequency distribution of the respondents with respect to their level of adversity quotient as measured by the AQ profile in terms of endurance with corresponding weighted mean score and standard deviation. This study distinguished that most respondents said they have an average level of adversity quotient with 40% of the total number of responses. An average score in endurance implies the tendency to perceive difficulties as temporary. The respondents may show a sense of hope that they will overcome difficulties. These findings support from what is popularly known as Filipino resiliency. Tiangco (2006) described Filipinos in the philosophy of Katatagang-loob, which particularly denotes the characteristics of Filipinos to endure adversities. Considerable number of foreign and local studies alike, had shown impressive AQ® scores (Santos, 2012; Cando and Villacastin, 2014; Macabiog, 2014) in various participants. On the other hand, above-average, below average and low scores obtained 35%, 15%, and 10%, correspondingly. The mean is 33.70, and SD is 5.42.

Table 6. Overall Special Education Teachers’ Level of Adversity Quotient as Measured by AQ Profile 

	Score Interval
	Level of Adversity Quotient
	Frequency
	Percentage

	167-200
	High
	
	

	148-166
	Above Average
	1
	5

	125-147
	Average
	13
	65

	112-124
	Below Average
	3
	15

	40-111
	Low
	3
	15

	Total
	20
	100

	Mean
	128.25

	SD
	13.22



Table 6 reveals the frequency distribution of the respondents with respect to their level of adversity quotient as measured by AQ profile. Weighted mean scores and standard deviation are also presented. This study indicated that majority of respondents have an average level of adversity quotient of 65% of the total. The respondents’ mean levels are average in the Overall Adversity Quotient. This could imply that, while respondents may not use their full capacity to perceive control and responsibility, which may have an unnecessarily negative impact on their lives, the inverse is equally possible. That is, they may continue to perceive control and responsibility. Also it implies that the faculty member s possessed a balanced outlook in life in perceiving adversities. It is the same from the findings in another study by Patdo, Mariano, and Gonzales (2011) among parents with special children and with parents with normal children wherein their results show an average level of AQ, as well as in the study conducted by Isidro and Ablana (2016) among LGU employees at Tayabas wherein the results also show that majority of the respondents fell in the average level. Based on these findings, the respondents in this study show a strong potential to cope with obstacles and difficulties, and they do not have the tendency to give up easily.

Problem No. 3. Level of emotional intelligence skills of special education teachers as measured by Genos Emotional Intelligence Inventory: 
3.1 emotional self-awareness
3.2 emotional expression
3.3 emotional awareness of others
3.4 emotional reasoning
3.5 emotional self-management
3.6 emotional management of others
3.7 emotional self-control

Table 7. Level of Emotional Intelligence Skills of Special Education Teachers as Measured by Genos Emotional Intelligence Inventory in Terms of Emotional Self-Awareness 

	Score Interval
	Level of Emotional Intelligence
	Frequency
	Percentage

	38-50
	High
	10
	50

	25-37
	Moderate 
	10
	50

	Less than 25
	Low
	
	

	Total
	20
	100

	Mean
	39

	SD
	5.04



Table 7 shows the frequency distribution of the respondents in relation to the level of emotional intelligence skills of faculty members as measured by genos emotional intelligence inventory in terms of emotional awareness with corresponding mean score and standard deviation. An equal number of respondents said they have a high and moderate level of emotional intelligence, with 50% of the total respondents. This component describes the respondents as having consciously identified their emotions at work. It further shows that they are aware of their emotions may affect their thoughts and behaviors at work. However, none of the respondents have low scores. The mean is computed at 39, and SD is 5.04.

Table 8. Level of Emotional Intelligence Skills of Special Education Teachers as Measured by Genos Emotional Intelligence Inventory in Terms of Emotional Expression 

	Score Interval
	Level of Emotional Intelligence
	Frequency
	Percentage

	38-50
	High
	4
	20

	25-37
	Moderate 
	16
	80

	Less than 25
	Low
	
	

	Total
	20
	100

	Mean
	35.70

	SD
	3.16



Table 8 displays the frequency distribution of the respondents in relation to the level of emotional intelligence skills of faculty members as measured by genos emotional intelligence inventory in terms of emotional expression. Mean score and SD were also included. This study observed that a large number of respondents scored moderate in the level of emotional intelligence assessment, with 80% of the total respondents. This component describes that the respondents express their emotions in an appropriate manner meaning, the right way, at the right time, and to the right people. Meanwhile, the high and low scores obtained 20% and 0% corresponding percentages. The mean is 35.70, and SD is 3.16
Table 9. Level of Emotional Intelligence Skills of Special Education Teachers as Measured by Genos Emotional Intelligence Inventory in Terms of Emotional Awareness of Other
	Score Interval
	Level of Emotional Intelligence
	Frequency
	Percentage

	38-50
	High
	9
	45

	25-37
	Moderate 
	11
	55

	Less than 25
	Low
	
	

	Total
	20
	100

	Mean
	37.5

	SD
	3.09



Table 9 exhibits the frequency distribution of the respondents in relation to the level of emotional intelligence skills of faculty members as measured by genos emotional intelligence inventory in terms of emotional awareness of others with corresponding mean score and standard deviation. Fifty-five (55%) percent of the respondents scored moderate in the emotional intelligence assessment level. This factor means that they can identify the emotions expressed by other people in their respective workplace. While 45% got high scores. The mean is computed at 37.5, and SD is 3.09.












Table 10. Level of Emotional Intelligence Skills of Special Education Teachers as Measured by Genos Emotional Intelligence Inventory in Terms of Emotional Reasoning
	Score Interval
	Level of Emotional Intelligence
	Frequency
	Percentage

	38-50
	High
	7
	35

	25-37
	Moderate 
	13
	65

	Less than 25
	Low
	
	

	Total
	20
	100

	Mean
	.0536

	SD
	3.80



Table 10 presents the frequency distribution of the respondents in relation to the level of emotional intelligence skills of faculty members as measured by genos emotional intelligence inventory in terms of emotional reasoning. Mean score and SD were also included. This study found out that a substantial number of respondents scored moderate in the level of emotional intelligence assessment, with 65% of the total respondents. This factor means that when it comes to the process of their decision-making at work, they integrate emotionally relevant information. Meanwhile, only 35% of them scored high. The mean is 0.536, and SD is 3.80.

Table 11. Level of Emotional Intelligence Skills of Special Education Teachers as Measured by Genos Emotional Intelligence Inventory in Terms of Emotional Self-Management

	Score Interval
	Level of Emotional Intelligence
	Frequency
	Percentage

	38-50
	High
	7
	35

	25-37
	Moderate 
	13
	65

	Less than 25
	Low
	
	

	Total
	20
	100

	Mean
	35.75

	SD
	3.68



Table 11 exhibits the frequency distribution of the respondents in relation to the level of emotional intelligence skills of faculty members as measured by genos emotional intelligence inventory in terms of emotional awareness of others with corresponding mean score and standard deviation. Sixty-five (65%) percent of the respondents scored moderate in the level of emotional intelligence assessment. This factor describes their approach to solving problems at work, they take into account the emotions of other people as well as their own emotions. It can also be gleaned from the study that they successfully maintain a favorable emotional state. Also, they easily moved on when faced with problems instead of dwelling unto them. While 35% garnered high scores. The mean is calculated at 35.75, and SD is 3.68.

Table 12. Level of Emotional Intelligence Skills of Special Education Teachers as Measured by Genos Emotional Intelligence Inventory in Terms of Emotional Management of Others

	Score Interval
	Level of Emotional Intelligence
	Frequency
	Percentage

	38-50
	High
	9
	45

	25-37
	Moderate 
	11
	55

	Less than 25
	Low
	
	

	Total
	20
	100

	Mean
	36.95

	SD
	4.29



Table 12 illustrates the frequency distribution of the respondents in relation to the level of emotional intelligence skills of faculty members as measured by genos emotional intelligence inventory in terms of emotional management of others. Mean score and SD were also presented. This study indicated that 55% of respondents scored moderate in the level of emotional intelligence assessment, which makes them a motivator of positive work environment to their colleagues. Specifically, they help their colleagues resolve issues that cause them tribulation. whereas only 45% of them scored high. The mean is 36.95, and SD is 4.29.

Table 13. Level of Emotional Intelligence Skills of Special Education Teachers as Measured by Genos Emotional Intelligence Inventory in Terms of Emotional Self-Control

	Score Interval
	Level of Emotional Intelligence
	Frequency
	Percentage

	38-50
	High
	11
	55

	25-37
	Moderate 
	9
	45

	Less than 25
	Low
	
	

	Total
	20
	100

	Mean
	39

	SD
	4.12



Table 13 discloses the frequency distribution of the respondents in relation to the level of emotional intelligence skills of faculty members as measured by genos emotional intelligence inventory in terms of emotional self-control with corresponding mean score and standard deviation. Fifty-five (55%) percent of the respondents scored moderate in the level of emotional intelligence assessment which means that they demonstrate control towards emotional adversity. They still demonstrate focus on their tasks even when faced with challenges at work. This particular result is observed in the theory of Guthrie and Azores when they asserted that Filipinos possess emotional control (as cited in Church, 1986). According to them, Filipinos show an impressive attitude of controlling emotions in times of negative experiences and 45% got high scores. The mean is 39, and SD is 4.12.

Table 14. Overall Level of Emotional Intelligence Skills of Special Education Teachers as Measured by Genos Emotional Intelligence Inventory 

	Score Interval
	Level of Emotional Intelligence
	Frequency
	Percentage

	263-350
	High
	8
	40

	175-262
	Moderate 
	12
	60

	Less than 175
	Low
	
	

	Total
	20
	100

	Mean
	259.95

	SD
	20.89



Table 14 has shown that 60% of respondents scored moderate in the level of emotional intelligence assessment. The overall emotional intelligence would describe the respondents being engaged in a variety of emotionally intelligent behaviors. With a total mean score of 259.95 they show an ability to purposely adapt to their work environment on a relatively frequent basis. Guthrie and Azores shared the same claim when they asserted that Filipinos possess emotional control (as cited in Church, 1986). while only 40% of them scored high. The mean is 259.95, and SD is 20.89.

Problem No. 4. Differences of faculty members' level of EI and level of AQ® on the basis of the following demographic variables:
 4.1 age 
4.2 gender
4.3 civil status
4.4 length of service in the school?
4.5 Generation

Table 15. Differences of Special Education Teachers’ Level of Adversity Quotient in Terms of Control When Grouped According to Demographic Profile

	Profile
	Mean
	Computed Value
	p-value
	Interpretation 
	Decision

	Age
	
	
	
	
	

	21 – 30 years old
	36.25
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
42.50 
	
0.669
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	31 years and above
	34.25
	
	
	
	

	Generation
	
	
	
	
	

	Gen X
	37.5
	Kruskal Wallis Test
0.885
	0.643
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Millennials
	34.5
	
	
	
	

	Gen Z
	36.67
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	

	Male
	33.5
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
36.50
	
0.648
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Female
	36.29
	
	
	
	

	Civil Status
	
	
	
	
	

	Single
	36.14
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
40
	
0.868
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Married
	33.83
	
	
	
	

	Length of Service
	
	
	
	
	

	1 – 20 years
	35.22
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
12
	
0.447
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	21 years & above
	37.50
	
	
	
	


Note: p-value ≤ 0.05 – significant, p-value > 0.05 – not significant
	Table 15 shows the significant difference differences of faculty members’ level of adversity quotient in terms of control when grouped according to demographic profile using Kruskal Wallis and Mann-Whitney U tests. This study found that there were no significant differences in the respondents’ level of adversity quotient and age (U=42.50, p=0.669), generation (H=0.643, p=0.643), gender (U=36.50, p=0.648), civil status (U=40, p=0.868) and length of service (U=12, p=0.447). This indicates that faculty members’ level of adversity quotient in terms of control do not vary when grouped according to their demographic profile.





Table 16. Differences of Special Education Teachers’ Level of Adversity Quotient in Terms of Ownership When Grouped According to Demographic Profile

	Profile
	Mean
	Computed Value
	p-value
	Interpretation 
	Decision

	Age
	
	
	
	
	

	21 – 30 years old
	37.33
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
37.50 
	
0.417
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	31 years and above
	34.25
	
	
	
	

	Generation
	
	
	
	
	

	Gen X
	42
	Kruskal Wallis Test
1.171
	
0.557
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Millennials
	36.58
	
	
	
	

	Gen Z
	33.17
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	

	Male
	32.33
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
33
	
0.457
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Female
	37.71
	
	
	
	

	Civil Status
	
	
	
	
	

	Single
	36
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
42
	
0.999
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Married
	36.33
	
	
	
	

	Length of Service
	
	
	
	
	

	1 – 20 years
	35.44
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
11.5
	
0.412
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	21 years & above
	42
	
	
	
	


Note: p-value ≤ 0.05 – significant, p-value > 0.05 – not significant
Table 16 presents the differences in differences in faculty members’ level of adversity quotient in ownership when grouped according to demographic profile using Kruskal Wallis and Mann-Whitney U tests. This study revealed that there were no significant differences in the respondents’ level of adversity quotient and age (U=37.50, p=0.417), generation (H=1.171, p=0.557), gender (U=33, p=0.457), civil status (U=42, p=0.999) and length of service (U=11.50, p=0.412). This means that faculty members’ level of adversity quotient in terms of ownership do not differ across demographic groups.

Table 17. Differences of Special Education Teachers’ Level of Adversity Quotient in Terms of Reach When Grouped According to Demographic Profile

	Profile
	Mean
	Computed Value
	p-value
	Interpretation 
	Decision

	Age
	
	
	
	
	

	21 – 30 years old
	22.50
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
39.50
	
0.511
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	31 years and above
	23.75
	
	
	
	

	Generation
	
	
	
	
	

	Gen X
	27
	Kruskal Wallis Test
3.243
	
0.198
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Millennials
	23.58
	
	
	
	

	Gen Z
	20.50
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	

	Male
	22.5
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
36
	
0.620
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Female
	23.21
	
	
	
	

	Civil Status
	
	
	
	
	

	Single
	23.14
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
42
	
0.999
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Married
	22.67
	
	
	
	

	Length of Service
	
	
	
	
	

	1 – 20 years
	22.56
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
8
	
0.207
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	21 years & above
	27
	
	
	
	


Note: p-value ≤ 0.05 – significant, p-value > 0.05 – not significant
Table 17 displays the significant difference in faculty members’ level of adversity quotient in terms of reach when grouped according to demographic profile using Kruskal Wallis and Mann-Whitney U tests. This study found that there were no significant differences in the respondents’ level of adversity quotient and age (U=39.50, p=0.511), generation (H=3.243 p=0.198), gender (U=36, p=0.620), civil status (U=42, p=0.999) and length of service (U=8, p=0.207). This indicates that faculty members’ level of adversity quotient in terms of reach do not vary when grouped according to their demographic profile.

Table 18. Differences of Special Education Teachers’ Level of Adversity Quotient in Terms of Endurance When Grouped According to Demographic Profile

	Profile
	Mean
	Computed Value
	p-value
	Interpretation 
	Decision

	Age
	
	
	
	
	

	21 – 30 years old
	33.08
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
38.50 
	
0.461
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	31 years and above
	34.63
	
	
	
	

	Generation
	
	
	
	
	

	Gen X
	36.50
	Kruskal Wallis Test
0.684
	
0.710
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Millennials
	33.17
	
	
	
	

	Gen Z
	33.83
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	

	Male
	32.17
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
30
	
0.319
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Female
	34.36
	
	
	
	

	Civil Status
	
	
	
	
	

	Single
	32.79
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
29
	
0.281
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Married
	35.83
	
	
	
	

	Length of Service
	
	
	
	
	

	1 – 20 years
	33.39
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
11.5
	
0.410
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	21 years & above
	36.50
	
	
	
	


Note: p-value ≤ 0.05 – significant, p-value > 0.05 – not significant
Table 18 presents the significant difference differences in faculty members’ level of adversity quotient in terms of endurance when grouped according to demographic profile using Kruskal Wallis and Mann-Whitney U tests. This study discovered that there were no significant differences in the respondents’ level of adversity quotient and age (U=38.50, p=0.461), generation (H=0.684, p=0.319), gender (U=30, p=0.319), civil status (U=29, p=0.281) and length of service (U=11.5, p=0.410). This means that faculty members’ level of adversity quotient in endurance does not differ across demographic groups.

Table 19. Overall Differences of Special Education Teachers’ Level of Adversity Quotient
	Profile
	Mean
	Computed Value
	p-value
	Interpretation 
	Decision

	Age
	
	
	
	
	

	21 – 30 years old
	129.17
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
48.99
	
0.999
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	31 years and above
	126.88
	
	
	
	

	Generation
	
	
	
	
	

	Gen X
	143
	Kruskal Wallis Test
4.302
	
0.116
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Millennials
	127.83
	
	
	
	

	Gen Z
	124.17
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	

	Male
	120.50
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
24.50
	
0.148
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Female
	131.57
	
	
	
	

	Civil Status
	
	
	
	
	

	Single
	128.07
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
37
	
0.679
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Married
	128.67
	
	
	
	

	Length of Service
	
	
	
	
	

	1 – 20 years
	126.61
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
3
	
0.058
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	21 years & above
	143
	
	
	
	


Note: p-value ≤ 0.05 – significant, p-value > 0.05 – not significant
	Table 19 displays the significant difference in faculty members’ overall level of adversity quotient when grouped according to demographic profile using Kruskal Wallis and Mann-Whitney U tests. This study found that there were no significant differences in the respondents’ overall level of adversity quotient and age (U=48.99, p=0.116), generation (H=4.302, p=0.198), gender (U=24.50, p=0.148), civil status (U=37, p=0.679) and length of service (U=3, p=0.058). This means that faculty members’ overall level of adversity quotient does not vary when grouped according to their demographic profile. This result deviates with the study of Chao-Ying (2014) that length of service has a significant difference with the adversity quotient of the respondents. They also mentioned in their study that gender has no significant effect on the adversity quotient of the respondents.

Table 20. Differences of Special Education Teachers’ Level of Emotional Intelligence in Terms of Emotional Self-Awareness When Grouped According to Demographic Profile
	Profile
	Mean
	Computed Value
	p-value
	Interpretation 
	Decision

	Age
	
	
	
	
	

	21 – 30 years old
	38.75
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
43
	
0.699
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	31 years and above
	39.38
	
	
	
	

	Generation
	
	
	
	
	

	Gen X
	46.5
	Kruskal Wallis Test
4.383
	
0.112
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Millennials
	38.17
	
	
	
	

	Gen Z
	38.17
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	

	Male
	38.17
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
37
	
0.679
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Female
	39.36
	
	
	
	

	Civil Status
	
	
	
	
	

	Single
	38.71
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
36
	
0.619
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Married
	39.67
	
	
	
	

	Length of Service
	
	
	
	
	

	1 – 20 years
	38.17
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
1.50
	
0.037
	Significant
	Reject
Ho

	21 years & above
	46.50
	
	
	
	


Note: p-value ≤ 0.05 – significant, p-value > 0.05 – not significant
Table 20 shows the significant difference in faculty members' emotional intelligence level in terms of emotional self-awareness when grouped according to demographic profile using Kruskal Wallis and Mann-Whitney U tests. This study found that there were no significant differences in the respondents’ level of emotional intelligence and age (U=48.99, p=0.116), generation (H=4.302, p=0.198), gender (U=24.50, p=0.148), and civil status (U=37, p=0.679) This means that faculty members’ level of emotional intelligence in terms of emotional self-awareness does not vary when grouped according to their demographic profile.
However, there was statistical evidence to support a significant difference and the level of emotional intelligence in terms of emotional self-awareness when grouped according to length of service (U=1.50, p=0.037). This signifies that their level of emotional intelligence in terms of emotional self-awareness differs according to the length of service they have.








Table 21. Differences of Special Education Teachers’ Level of Emotional Intelligence in Terms of Emotional Expression When Grouped According to Demographic Profile

	Profile
	Mean
	Computed Value
	p-value
	Interpretation 
	Decision

	Age
	
	
	
	
	

	21 – 30 years old
	35
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
41
	
0.586
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	31 years and above
	36.75
	
	
	
	

	Generation
	
	
	
	
	

	Gen X
	43
	Kruskal Wallis Test
5.219
	
0.074
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Millennials
	34.92
	
	
	
	

	Gen Z
	34.83
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	

	Male
	35.33
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
41.50
	
0.967
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Female
	35.86
	
	
	
	

	Civil Status
	
	
	
	
	

	Single
	35.07
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
35.5
	
0.589
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Married
	37.17
	
	
	
	

	Length of Service
	
	
	
	
	

	1 – 20 years
	34.89
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
0.30
	
0.022
	Significant
	Reject
Ho

	21 years & above
	43
	
	
	
	


Note: p-value ≤ 0.05 – significant, p-value > 0.05 – not significant
Table 21 presents the significant difference in faculty members' emotional intelligence level in terms of emotional expression when grouped according to demographic profile using Kruskal Wallis and Mann-Whitney U tests. This study revealed that there were no significant differences in the respondents’ level of emotional intelligence and age (U=41, p=0.586), generation (H=5.219, p=0.074), gender (U=41.50, p=0.967), and civil status (U=35.5, p=0.589). This means that faculty members’ levels of emotional intelligence in terms of emotional expression do not vary when grouped according to their demographic profile.
On the other hand, there was a significant difference in the level of emotional intelligence in terms of emotional expression when grouped according to length of service (U=0.30, p=0.022). This means that their level of emotional intelligence in terms of emotional expression changes according to the length of service they have.

Table 22. Differences of Special Education Teachers’ Level of Emotional Intelligence in Terms of Emotional Awareness of Others When Grouped According to Demographic Profile

	Profile
	Mean
	Computed Value
	p-value
	Interpretation 
	Decision

	Age
	
	
	
	
	

	21 – 30 years old
	37.58
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
41.50
	
0.612
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	31 years and above
	37.38
	
	
	
	

	Generation
	
	
	
	
	

	Gen X
	42.5
	Kruskal Wallis Test
4.96
	
0.084
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Millennials
	36.67
	
	
	
	

	Gen Z
	37.50
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	

	Male
	36.83
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
34.50
	
0.532
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Female
	37.79
	
	
	
	

	Civil Status
	
	
	
	
	

	Single
	37.57
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
37
	
0.677
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Married
	37.33
	
	
	
	

	Length of Service
	
	
	
	
	

	1 – 20 years
	36.94
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
1
	
0.030
	Significant
	Reject
Ho

	21 years & above
	42.50
	
	
	
	


Note: p-value ≤ 0.05 – significant, p-value > 0.05 – not significant

Table 22 illustrates the significant difference in faculty members' emotional intelligence level in terms of others' emotional awareness when grouped according to demographic profile using Kruskal Wallis and Mann-Whitney U tests. This study observed that there were no significant differences in the respondents’ level of emotional intelligence and age (U=4150, p=0.612), generation (H=4.96, p=0.532), gender (U=34.50, p=0532), and civil status (U=37, p=0.677). This assumes that faculty members’ level of emotional intelligence in terms of emotional awareness of others do not vary when grouped according to their demographic profile.
Meanwhile, there was a significant difference and the level of emotional intelligence in terms of emotional awareness of others when grouped according to length of service (U=1, p=0.030). This implies that their level of emotional intelligence in terms of emotional awareness of others varies according to their length of service.

Table 23. Differences of Special Education Teachers’ Level of Emotional Intelligence in Terms of Emotional Reasoning When Grouped According to Demographic Profile
	Profile
	Mean
	Computed Value
	p-value
	Interpretation 
	Decision

	Age
	
	
	
	
	

	21 – 30 years old
	35.50
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
37.50
	
0.416
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	31 years and above
	36.88
	
	
	
	

	Generation
	
	
	
	
	

	Gen X
	41.50
	Kruskal Wallis Test
4.109
	0.128
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Millennials
	35.25
	
	
	
	

	Gen Z
	35.83
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	

	Male
	36.33
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
41.50
	
0.967
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Female
	35.93
	
	
	
	

	Civil Status
	
	
	
	
	

	Single
	35.57
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
31
	
0.362
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Married
	37.17
	
	
	
	

	Length of Service
	
	
	
	
	

	1 – 20 years
	35.44
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
2
	
0.043
	Significant
	Reject
Ho

	21 years & above
	41.50
	
	
	
	


Note: p-value ≤ 0.05 – significant, p-value > 0.05 – not significant

Table 23 explains the significant difference in faculty members' emotional intelligence level in terms of emotional reasoning when grouped according to demographic profile using Kruskal Wallis and Mann-Whitney U tests. This study observed that there were no significant differences in the respondents’ level of emotional intelligence and age (U=37.50, p=0.416), generation (H=4.109, p=0.128), gender (U=41.50, p=0.967), and civil status (U=31, p=0.362). This adopts that faculty members’ level of emotional intelligence in terms of emotional reasoning do not fluctuate when grouped according to their demographic profile.
On the contrary, there was a significant difference established in the level of emotional intelligence in terms of emotional reasoning when grouped according to length of service (U=2, p=0.043). This suggests that their level of emotional intelligence in terms of reasoning differs according to their length of service.







Table 24. Differences of Special Education Teachers’ Level of Emotional Intelligence in Terms of Emotional Self-Management When Grouped According to Demographic Profile

	Profile
	Mean
	Computed Value
	p-value
	Interpretation 
	Decision

	Age
	
	
	
	
	

	21 – 30 years old
	34.92
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
31
	
0.186
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	31 years and above
	37
	
	
	
	

	Generation
	
	
	
	
	

	Gen X
	42
	Kruskal Wallis Test
5.072
	
0.079
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Millennials
	34.75
	
	
	
	

	Gen Z
	35.67
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	

	Male
	35.67
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
40
	
0.868
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Female
	35.79
	
	
	
	

	Civil Status
	
	
	
	
	

	Single
	34.79
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
17
	
0.038
	Significant
	Reject
Ho

	Married
	38
	
	
	
	

	Length of Service
	
	
	
	
	

	1 – 20 years
	35.06
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
0.50
	
0.026
	Significant
	Reject
Ho

	21 years & above
	42
	
	
	
	


Note: p-value ≤ 0.05 – significant, p-value > 0.05 – not significant
Table 24 illustrates the significant difference in faculty members' emotional intelligence level in terms of emotional self-management when grouped according to demographic profile using Kruskal Wallis and Mann-Whitney U tests. This study observed that there were no significant differences in the respondents’ level of emotional intelligence and age (U=31, p=0.186), generation (H=5.072, p=0.079), and gender (U=40, p=0.868). This assumes that faculty members’ level of emotional intelligence in terms of emotional awareness of others does not vary when grouped according to their demographic profile.
Meanwhile, there were significant differences and the level of emotional intelligence in terms of emotional self-management when grouped according to civil status (U=17, p=0.038) and length of service (U=0.5, p=0.026). This implies that their level of emotional intelligence in terms of emotional self-management varies according to their civil status and length of service.

Table 25. Differences of Special Education Teachers’ Level of Emotional Intelligence in Terms of Emotional Management of Others When Grouped According to Demographic Profile

	Profile
	Mean
	Computed Value
	p-value
	Interpretation 
	Decision

	Age
	
	
	
	
	

	21 – 30 years old
	36.5
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
40
	
0.535
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	31 years and above
	37.88
	
	
	
	

	Generation
	
	
	
	
	

	Gen X
	43.5
	Kruskal Wallis Test
5.48
	
0.065
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Millennials
	35.33
	
	
	
	

	Gen Z
	38
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	

	Male
	35.33
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
26
	
0.185
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Female
	37.64
	
	
	
	

	Civil Status
	
	
	
	
	

	Single
	36.57
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
35
	
0.562
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Married
	37.83
	
	
	
	

	Length of Service
	
	
	
	
	

	1 – 20 years
	36.22
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
2
	
0.043
	Significant
	Reject
Ho

	21 years & above
	43.50
	
	
	
	


Note: p-value ≤ 0.05 – significant, p-value > 0.05 – not significant

Table 25 shows the significant difference in faculty members' emotional intelligence level in terms of others' emotional management when grouped according to demographic profile using Kruskal Wallis and Mann-Whitney U tests. This study found out that there were no significant differences in the respondents’ level of emotional intelligence and age (U=40, p=0.535), generation (H=5.48, p=0.065), gender (U=26, p=0.185), and civil status (U=35, p=0.562). This accepts that faculty members’ levels of emotional intelligence in terms of emotional reasoning do not fluctuate when grouped according to their demographic profile.
However, there was a significant difference established in the level of emotional intelligence in terms of emotional management of others when grouped according to length of service (U=2, p=0.043). This suggests that their level of emotional intelligence in terms of reasoning differs according to their length of service.

Table 26. Differences of Special Education Teachers’ Level of Emotional Intelligence in Terms of Emotional Self-Control When Grouped According to Demographic Profile

	Profile
	Mean
	Computed Value
	p-value
	Interpretation 
	Decision

	Age
	
	
	
	
	

	21 – 30 years old
	39.75
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
35 
	
0.312
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	31 years and above
	37.88
	
	
	
	

	Generation
	
	
	
	
	

	Gen X
	43
	Kruskal Wallis Test
3.507
	
0.173
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Millennials
	37.67
	
	
	
	

	Gen Z
	40.33
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	

	Male
	38.67
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
37.5
	
0.709
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Female
	39.14
	
	
	
	

	Civil Status
	
	
	
	
	

	Single
	39.79
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
26
	
0.184
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Married
	37.17
	
	
	
	

	Length of Service
	
	
	
	
	

	1 – 20 years
	38.56
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
7
	
0.163
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	21 years & above
	43
	
	
	
	


Note: p-value ≤ 0.05 – significant, p-value > 0.05 – not significant

Table 26 discloses the significant differences in faculty members' emotional intelligence levels in terms of emotional self-control when grouped according to demographic profile using Kruskal Wallis and Mann-Whitney U tests. This study indicates that there were no significant differences in the respondents’ level of emotional intelligence and age (U=35, p=0.312), generation (H=3.507, p=0.173), gender (U=37.5, p=0.709), and civil status (U=26, p=0.184) and length of service (U=7, p=0.163). This means that faculty members’ level of emotional intelligence in terms of emotional self-control does not vary when grouped according to their demographic profile.







Table 27. Overall Differences of Special Education Teachers’ Level of Emotional Intelligence When Grouped According to Demographic Profile

	Profile
	Mean
	Computed Value
	p-value
	Interpretation 
	Decision

	Age
	
	
	
	
	

	21 – 30 years old
	258
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
48
	
0.999
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	31 years and above
	262.88
	
	
	
	

	Generation
	
	
	
	
	

	Gen X
	302
	Kruskal Wallis Test
5.497
	
0.064
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Millennials
	252.75
	
	
	
	

	Gen Z
	260.33
	
	
	
	

	Gender
	
	
	
	
	

	Male
	256.33
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
35
	
0.564
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Female
	261.50
	
	
	
	

	Civil Status
	
	
	
	
	

	Single
	258.07
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
40
	
0.869
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject
Ho

	Married
	264.33
	
	
	
	

	Length of Service
	
	
	
	
	

	1 – 20 years
	255.28
	Computed Mann-Whitney U Test
0.50
	
0.023
	Significant
	Reject
Ho

	21 years & above
	302
	
	
	
	


Note: p-value ≤ 0.05 – significant, p-value > 0.05 – not significant

Table 27 shows the significant difference in faculty members’ overall level of emotional intelligence when grouped according to demographic profile using Kruskal Wallis and Mann-Whitney U tests. This study observed that there were no significant differences in the respondents’ level of emotional intelligence and age (U=48, p=0.999), generation (H=5.497, p=0.064), gender (U=35, p=0.564), and civil status (U=40, p=0.869). This signifies that faculty members’ overall level of emotional intelligence does not vary when grouped according to their demographic profile.
However, a significant difference was established in the overall level of emotional intelligence when grouped according to length of service (U=0.5, p=0.023). This recommends that their overall level of emotional intelligence differ according to their length of service.


Problem no. 5. Relationship between special education teachers’ EI skills and their AQ® dimensions?

Table 28. Relationship Between Special Education Teachers’ Level of Adversity Quotient and Level of Emotional Intelligence 

	Variables
	Spearman Rho
Computed Value
	Relationship
	p-value
	Interpretation 
	Decision

	AQ (Control) vs EI (ESA)
	0.381
	Moderate Relationship
	0.098
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Control) vs EI (EE)
	-0.005
	No or Negligible Relationship
	0.983
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Control) vs EI (EAO)
	0.333
	Moderate Relationship
	0.152
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Control) vs EI (ER)
	0.143
	No or Negligible Relationship
	0.549
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Control) vs EI (ESM)
	0.075
	No or Negligible Relationship
	0.754
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Control) vs EI (EMO)
	0.399
	Moderate Relationship
	0.081
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Control) vs EI (ESC)
	0.411
	Strong Relationship
	0.072
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Ownership) vs EI (ESA)
	0.378
	Moderate Relationship
	0.10
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Ownership) vs EI (EE)
	0.156
	No or Negligible Relationship
	0.513
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Ownership) vs EI (EAO)
	0.502
	Strong Relationship
	0.024
	Significant
	Reject Ho

	AQ (Ownership) vs EI (ER)
	-0.015
	No or Negligible Relationship
	0.949
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Ownership) vs EI (ESM)
	-0.044
	No or Negligible Relationship
	0.855
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Ownership) vs EI (EMO)
	-0.015
	No or Negligible Relationship
	0.951
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Ownership) vs EI (ESC)
	0.103
	No or Negligible Relationship
	0.666
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Reach) vs EI (ESA)
	0.115
	No or Negligible Relationship
	0.631
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Reach) vs EI (EE)
	0.281
	Weak Relationship
	0.231
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Reach) vs EI (EAO)
	-0.042
	No or Negligible Relationship
	0.860
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Reach) vs EI (ER)
	0.117
	No or Negligible Relationship
	0.622
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Reach) vs EI (ESM)
	0.085
	No or Negligible Relationship
	0.722
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Reach) vs EI (EMO)
	-0.236
	Weak Relationship
	0.316
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Reach) vs EI (ESC)
	-0.069
	No or Negligible Relationship
	0.772
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Endurance) vs EI (ESA)
	0.156
	No or Negligible Relationship
	0.510
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Endurance) vs EI (EE)
	0.297
	Weak Relationship
	0.204
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Endurance) vs EI (EAO)
	0.119
	No or Negligible Relationship
	0.618
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Endurance) vs EI (ER)
	0.178
	Weak Relationship
	0.453
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Endurance) vs EI (ESM)
	0.222
	Weak Relationship
	0.348
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Endurance) vs EI (EMO)
	0.057
	No or Negligible Relationship
	0.813
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	AQ (Endurance) vs EI (ESC)
	0.117
	Weak Relationship
	0.624
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho

	Overall AD vs Overall EI
	0.401
	Strong Relationship
	0.079
	Not Significant
	Do not Reject Ho


Note: p-value ≤ 0.05 – significant, p-value > 0.05 – not significant

	Table 28 shows the significant relationships between the aspects of adversity quotient and emotional intelligence using Spearman’s Correlation. This study found that only ownership as an aspect of adversity quotient and emotional awareness of others established a strong significant relationship (ρ=0.502, p=0.024). This means that if there is an increase in the level of ownership in one unit, there is a 50.2% increase in the level of emotional awareness of others.

Problem 6: Based on the results of the study, what training program may be proposed to improve the adversity quotient and emotional quotient of the special education teachers?

	From the results of the study, the researcher proposed with the following training program: 

Chart 1: Training Program

	Proposed Program
	Project Wellness

	Target Participants
	Special Education Teachers

	Proposed Date and Platform
	July 2022 (face to face)

	School
	Public schools in Marikina City

	Proposed Budget
	Php 5,000.00

	Registration Fee
	There will be no registration fee to be collected

	Project Objectives
	The project aims to:    
· Provide a healthy environment for the teachers to improve their morale and motivation in the program. 
· Build and maintain a harmonious relationship among the teachers, and they will be satisfied with their work. 
· Help in making the educators physically fit, mentally fit, and well-rounded in all aspects of health so that they can compete in their noble profession.
· Strengthen the teachers' skills and abilities not only for their professional growth, but also so they can easily adapt to new trends, issues, and modernity.

	Program Flow
	DAY 1

	
	8:45 – 8:45 AM
	Assembly

	
	8:45 – 9:00 AM
	National Anthem
Welcome Remarks 

	
	9:00 – 10:00 AM
	Program: Teachers’ Zumba at The Beat 

	
	10:00 – 10:30 AM
	Morning Break

	
	10:30 – 11:50 AM
	Program: The Turn-It Around Attitude

	
	11:50 AM – 1:00 PM
	Lunch break

	
	1:00 – 2:30 PM
	Program: Teaching Through a Pandemic: A Mindset for This Moment

	
	2:30 – 3:00 PM
	Afternoon Break

	
	3:00 – 4:00 PM
	Program: Connecting with Teachers Through Spiritual Connection

	
	4:00 – 4:30 PM
	Wrap Up



	Program Flow
	DAY 2

	
	8:45 – 8:45 AM
	Assembly

	
	8:45 – 9:00 AM
	National Anthem
Welcome Remarks 

	
	9:00 – 10:00 AM
	Program: Move It! Coast to Coast: A Morning Exercise 

	
	10:00 – 10:30 AM
	Morning Break

	
	10:30 – 11:50 AM
	Program: Class Dojo: How to effectively use it with students with special needs

	
	11:50 AM – 1:00 PM
	Lunch break

	
	1:00 – 2:30 PM
	Program: Practicing Mindfulness

	
	2:30 – 3:00 PM
	Afternoon Break

	
	3:00 – 4:00 PM
	Program: Let It Grow: A Gardening Activity for Special Education Teachers

	
	4:00 – 4:30 PM
	Wrap Up

	Delivery Mode
	If permitted by the local government of Marikina City, this will be delivered in person.

	Resource Packages


	1. Session Guide
2. Presentation Materials (Slide deck Presentation and videos)




4. CONCLUSION

Based on the results of this study, the researcher concluded that: 

1. Special education teachers display emotionally intelligent behaviors at work. Typical EI behaviors are evident in all the EI skills to wit: emotional self awareness, emotional expression, emotional reasoning, emotional management of others, emotional self-control, and emotional awareness of others.

2. The emotional intelligence of special education teachers is found to be independent on their length of service. Those who have been teaching for twenty-one (21) years and above are more expressive of their emotions, convey their emotions appropriately, and are aware of the emotions of their colleagues at work. This is probably because older special education teachers have experienced a variety of emotionally challenging situations throughout their careers. In furtherance to this, these teachers happened to be married already – showing that civil status are factors associated with EI.

3. Special education teachers have an average adversity quotient® (AQ®). Such adequacy may manifest when they are confronted with adversity at work, particularly when dealing with students with special needs, which necessitates their resiliency. This quieting result could be attributed to the difficulties that special education teachers face, them being exposed to problems of the students first-hand something that the nature of their work necessitates. This, subsequently, may have an impact on how they handle problems.

4. Energy – one’s ability to do work – is another contributing factor that affects their average AQ®. This is directly proportional to their response to work demands and other personal issues. That is, they can positively respond to stress and physical exhaustion of they have high energy; in the same way, they may not respond positively when they have low energy.

5. These same teachers, molded and experienced, demonstrate greater control over perceived adversities than their younger counterparts. They have the perception that they have control over their circumstances. Their extensive experiences have equipped them with the skills and behaviors required to deal with adversity.

6. Special education teachers who are aware of and manage their emotions are less likely to show resiliency when faced with adversity. At work, there may be factors that limit their ability to overcome problems and challenges. However, when they can manage their emotions, they are likely to evaluate how adversities affect the different areas of their lives.
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