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ABSTRACT 

	This study examined the levels of awareness on gender laws, discrimination, and equality among students of Davao Oriental State University – Cateel Campus during the second semester of Academic Year 2024–2025. Guided by Paulo Freire’s Consciousness-Raising Theory, the research used quantitative-descriptive design and involved 321 respondents selected through stratified random sampling. Data were gathered using an adapted questionnaire and analyzed using descriptive statistics, t-tests, and ANOVA. Results showed a high level of awareness of gender laws (𝑥̄= 3.89, 𝑠 = 0.79), especially on the Anti-Sexual Harassment Act (𝑥̄= 3.98, 𝑠 = 0.96), but lower familiarity with the Gender and Development (GAD) Budget (𝑥̄= 3.80, 𝑠 = 0.98). Gender discrimination awareness was moderate (𝑥̄= 3.37, 𝑠 = 0.83), with notable recognition of feedback inequality (𝑥̄= 3.52, 𝑠 = 1.03) but less awareness of subject-based discrimination, such as the belief that women are poor in mathematics (𝑥̄= 3.23, 𝑠 = 1.12). Gender equality awareness was high (𝑥̄= 4.16, 𝑠 = 0.56), particularly in classroom and leadership contexts, with strong support for gender-inclusive leadership roles (𝑥̄= 4.36, 𝑠 = 0.75). Significant differences in gender laws awareness were found based on age, gender, and academic program, but not by year level. For gender discrimination, significant differences were observed based on age, year level, and academic program, but not by gender. Regarding gender equality awareness, only the academic program showed a significant difference, while age, gender, and year level did not. The findings suggest the need for targeted interventions such as integrating lesser-known gender laws in classroom discussions and enhancing gender sensitivity training across programs. The study recommends institutional efforts to promote inclusive practices and improve awareness of subtle forms of gender bias. Findings provide actionable insights for university administrators and educators to enhance gender awareness programs, strengthen inclusive educational practices, and inform gender-responsive policy development in higher education institutions.
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Gender equality implies that both women and men should have equal benefits from the same resources and opportunities (Iqbal et al., 2022). As stated by Copper (2020), equal rights for men and women do not imply that they should become the same; nonetheless, a person's rights, obligations, and opportunities must not be contingent on their gender at birth. Since both men and women have rights, responsibilities, and opportunities regardless of whether they are born male or female, gender equality is viewed as a human rights issue (Gavino-Gumba, 2013). However, most societies tend to favor and celebrate masculine traits and behaviors. This bias often leads to increased male dominance and privilege (Yesil & Balci Karaboga, 2021). Consequently, gender equality has not been realized in many countries, where social, cultural, and tribal practices and norms have limited women's equal opportunities in all aspects of life, including education (Orfan & Samady, 2023). 
Moreover, research by Abalkhail (2017), Dahlan (2023), and Elhadary and Samat (2023) indicates that women have been significantly underrepresented in higher education globally for several decades. In Afghanistan, women are denied access to public, social, and cultural life, thus banned from attending state colleges and universities (Qazi Zada & Qazi Zada, 2024). Additionally, hundreds of people are drowned in poverty, and girls and women are left uneducated, as mentioned in the study of Orfan and Feng (2021). Furthermore, students who are members of the LGBTQ community often experience a negative school environment where they are subject to victimization based on gender orientation, identity, and expression (Rusell et al., 2021). According to Eagly (2018), equity in academia remains a long way off, despite the tremendous strides made over the past three decades to reduce gender bias. Presently, Saudi Arabia has a large number of females enrolled in higher education, which almost equals, and in some cases surpasses, that of males. However, despite this, gender inequality still exists (Abdelatti & Elhadary, 2024). According to various studies, when women have equal access to resources as men, such as education, they are deemed empowered. 
The Philippines has seen a slight improvement in gender equality. In fact, in the country’s educational system, an increasing number of female students are enrolled in colleges and state universities (Gavino-Gumba, 2013). Nevertheless, the study by Orbeta and Paqueo (2019) found that, since the 1970s, gender disparities in higher education completion have become strikingly evident, with a larger percentage of male graduates falling behind than female graduates. Persistent prejudice and stereotypes based on gender constitute one of the main hurdles. Traditional roles for boys and girls are frequently determined by cultural norms and societal expectations, which restrict their access to higher education (Dost, 2024). Gender-sensitive and inclusive Education is crucial in our educational system, for it lessens gender prejudice and increases gender awareness at all levels, including state colleges (Cagang et al., 2023). 
Given the pervasive global challenge of gender inequality, the Municipality of Cateel is actively working to address and eliminate gender biases within its community, especially at school, where individuals under the umbrella of LGBTQIA+ are prone to discrimination and biases. Because of the growing scope of umbrella identity and sexual orientation, the lack of awareness among students about it causes so much trouble and discrimination that leads to gender crisis and, worst, dropping out of school. According to Tuvilla (2024), a Registered Social Worker assigned at the Municipal Social Welfare and 3 Development (MSWD), because of a lack of education and awareness of people about the LGBTQ community, some tend to discriminate and, worse, humiliate them for going against the typical men and women. With that, the researchers aim to determine the level of gender and equality awareness among students at DORSU-CC. 
Despite numerous studies on gender and equality, there are few, if any, comprehensive studies on gender equality awareness among students in the locality yet. There is an urgent need for teachers and school administrators to become aware of and sensitive to gender issues to promote gender-responsive teaching (Yuden et al., 2020). The existing problem of gender stereotypes, biases, and disparities within educational institutions is also the primary factor why it is necessary to conduct this research study. Thus, this study aims to determine the level of gender and equality awareness among students at Davao Oriental State University – Cateel Campus.

1.1 Objectives

The primary goal of this study was to determine the level of gender and equality awareness among students of the Davao Oriental State University – Cateel Campus. Thus, the researchers focused on the following objectives: 
1. To determine the profile of the respondents in terms of: 
a. Age 
b. Gender 
c. Year Level 
d. Program. 
2. To identify the level of gender laws awareness among students. 
3. To identify the level of gender discrimination among students. 
4. To identify the level of gender equality among students. 
5. To determine the significant difference in the level of gender laws awareness when respondents are grouped in terms of profile. 
6. To determine the significant difference in the level of gender discrimination when respondents are grouped according to the enumeration of profiles. 
7. To determine the significant difference in the level of gender equality when respondents are grouped according to profile.

2. MATERIALS AND METHODS

2.1 Research Design

The study utilized a quantitative-descriptive survey research design to determine the level of gender equality awareness among students at Davao Oriental State University – Cateel Campus. This design allowed for the use of a multidimensional construct to assess gender awareness, as supported by Lusardi and Mitchell (2014). Descriptive research, by definition, describes a sample or population (Coe et al., 2017). Quantitative research focuses on data that can be quantified and analyzed using objective tools. Priadana and Sunarsi (2021) defined it as a method centered on collecting and analyzing numerical data. Similarly, Abdullah (2015) emphasized the use of objective measurement and statistical analysis derived from questionnaires. Hence, this research design was deemed appropriate for quantifying the level of gender equality awareness among the students. Additionally, it enabled the collection of data from a large and diverse student population, leading to the generation of factual and generalizable insights.

2.2 Research Instrument

This study utilized an adapted survey questionnaire in gathering data. According to Arikunto (2019), a questionnaire is a list of questions given to the respondents with the intention of getting their responses. The survey questionnaire for this study was adapted from the research article by Generale and Cubing (2023), titled "Gender Awareness: Classroom Experiences of Senior High School Students," published in the Journal of Gender, Culture and Society. The adaptation ensured alignment with the study's objectives. 

Furthermore, the researchers used the Likert Scale for the questionnaire, involving a series of statements that respondents may choose from to rate their responses to evaluate questions. Anyhow, the adapted survey questionnaire is divided into three (3) parts. The first part has five categories in each construct in the questionnaire: Highly Aware, Aware, Moderately Aware, Slightly Aware, and Not Aware. The scores of the options range from five (5) to one (1). Moreover, the researcher used another set of 5- point Likert scale in second and last part of study. It has five categories in each construct in the questionnaires: Strongly Agree, Agree, Neutral, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree. The scores of the options range from five (5) to one (1), respectively. 

2.3 Respondents of the Study

This study employed stratified random sampling to ensure proportional representation of students from the different programs at Davao Oriental State University – Cateel. The total population of 1,620 students was grouped into strata (BSBA, BSC, BSAM, BAT/BSA, BEED). Slovin’s formula was used to determine the sample size, with a 5% margin of error. The computed sample size was 321 respondents, proportionally distributed across programs, ensuring representativeness of the student population. The calculated total population of students of Davao Oriental State University – Cateel Campus, as the sample size of this study, according to their respective department, is a total of 321, as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Distribution of respondents
	Department
	Population Size (N)
	Sample Size (n)

	BSBA
	739
	146

	BSC
	289
	57

	BSAM
	346
	69

	BAT/BSA
	142
	28

	BEED
	104
	21

	TOTAL
	1,620
	321



2.4 Data Gathering 

The researchers followed the proper procedure for gathering data and collecting necessary information for the study. First, ethical clearance was secured from the University Research Ethics Board of Davao Oriental State University to ensure that the study complied with established ethical standards. After obtaining approval, the researchers sought formal permission from the Campus Administrator of Davao Oriental State University – Cateel Campus to conduct the study within the institution by submitting a written request letter together with copies of the approved research instruments. Once permission was granted, the researchers coordinated with program coordinators to facilitate the distribution of survey questionnaires. Prior to the administration of the survey, the respondents were provided with informed consent forms and were oriented regarding the purpose of the study, the voluntary nature of their participation, and the confidentiality of their responses. The questionnaires were then distributed at a convenient time for the respondents with minimal disruption to their academic activities. After completion, the questionnaires were systematically retrieved and checked for completeness before data encoding and tabulation. Finally, the collected data were analyzed using appropriate statistical tools by an expert statistician, and the results were interpreted in accordance with the objectives of the study while ensuring the anonymity and confidentiality of all respondents.
3. results and discussion

3.1 Profile of the Respondents 

This section presents the demographic distribution of the respondents, namely their age, gender, year level, and program. 

Table 2 presents the age profile of the respondents, revealing that the largest portion of respondents (f=124, p=38.63%) falls within the 21 to 23-year-old group. These findings indicate that the majority of the respondents are in their early adulthood, a developmental stage where awareness and understanding of social issues such as gender equality and discrimination are actively formed and challenged through academic, social, and digital experiences. Meanwhile, a small percentage (f-11, p=3.43%) belongs to the 27 years old and above category, which includes the lowest number of respondents. This result aligns with data from Cebu (2023), which confirms that the majority of college students in the Philippines are between 18 and 20 years old. According to Mauman and Cranney (2020), this age group represents the bulk of undergraduate enrollment, especially in public colleges and universities. Similarly, the findings of Liu et al. (2019) emphasized that students in this range are most likely to be in their undergraduate years. 

Table 2. Profile of the respondents in terms of age 
	Age Interval
	Frequency
	Percent (%)

	18 to 20 years old
	120
	37.38

	21 to 23 years old
	124
	38.63

	24 to 26 years old
	66
	20.56

	27 years old and above
	11
	3.43

	Total
	321
	100.00



In terms of gender, as presented in Table 3, majority of the respondents are female (f=210, p=65.42%), followed by male (f=101, p=31.46%). On the other hand, a smaller portion (f=10, p=3.12%) identifies themselves as members of the LGBTQ+ community, which accounts for the lowest number of respondents in this study. The inclusion of LGBTQ+ respondents, though a minority in this study, is significant as it indicates growing visibility and acceptance of diverse gender identities within the academic community. The predominance of female respondents aligns with Viloria (2022), who noted that women make up a higher percentage of enrollees in Philippine higher education, especially in education, business, and health programs. Cheryan et al. (2017) also observed that women outnumber men in most university programs except engineering and technical fields. The inclusion of LGBTQ+ respondents reflects efforts to recognize diverse gender identities, consistent with inclusive academic practices and gender-sensitive research protocols (Pusateri, 2023).

Table 3. Profile of the respondents in terms of gender 
	Gender
	Frequency
	Percent (%)

	Female
	210
	65.42

	Male
	101
	31.46

	LGBTQ+
	10
	3.12

	Total
	321
	100.00



For year level, Table 4 displays a well-distributed sample across all year levels, with third-year students slightly leading (f=82, p=25.55%). Contrarily, second-year students account for the lowest number of respondents (24.61%). This even distribution allows for a balanced perspective on gender-related matters. In line with the results, academic year level is often considered in student profiling as it relates to exposure to college-level learning experiences (Duncheon, 2020). According to Tipton and Olsen (2018), even distribution across year levels allows for broader generalization of results in higher education research. The Jaggars and Bickerstaff (2018) further recommend proportional sampling across year levels for better insight into developmental trends in education. Furthermore, Masagca (2025) emphasized that students in different year levels have distinct academic loads and responsibilities, making year-level stratification essential in survey-based studies. 

Table 4. Profile of the respondents in terms of year level 
	Year Level
	Frequency
	Percent (%)

	First Year
	80
	24.92

	Second Year
	79
	24.61

	Third Year
	82
	25.55

	Fourth Year
	80
	24.92

	Total
	321
	100.00



Meanwhile, as shown in Table 5, the distribution of respondents across academic programs reflects varying representation. The Business Administration program has the highest number of respondents (f=146, p=45.48%), indicating a strong presence of students from this discipline. In contrast, the Elementary Education program recorded the lowest number of respondents, contributing only 6.54%. This variation in program representation provides insight into the academic backgrounds of the participants

Table 5. Profile of the respondents in terms of program 
	Program
	Frequency
	Percent (%)

	Business Administration
	146
	45.48

	Criminology
	57
	17.76

	Agribusiness Management
	69
	21.50

	Agriculture
	28
	8.72

	Elementary Education
	21
	6.54

	Total
	321
	100.00



Aligned to the results, CHED's data on enrollment by discipline, programs such as Business Administration and related fields consistently have higher student populations due to their broad career applicability and market-driven curriculum (Aldaba et al., 2024). Studies by Fahim et al (2021) confirmed the popularity of business-related programs in regional state universities, often due to perceived job opportunities and flexible course content. Meanwhile, Agribusiness and Criminology programs attract students with interests in specialized and community-oriented careers (Arkow, 2021). Lastly, Education and Agriculture programs, although less populated, remain essential due to national development priorities and scholarship availability (Homillano, 2025). 

3.2 Level of Awareness on Gender Laws Among Students

This section presents the level of awareness of the respondents regarding gender-related legislation. The responses evaluate awareness of key laws and constitutional provisions that aim to promote gender equity, protect women’s rights, and institutionalize gender and development (GAD) policies. 

The data in Table 6 illustrates the public’s awareness of various gender laws. Notably, the highest mean score (x̄ =3.98, s=0.96) pertains to awareness of Republic Act 7877, also known as the Anti-Sexual Harassment Act of 2003. This score indicates that students are aware of this law. On the other hand, the lowest mean score (x̄=3.80, s=0.98) is recorded for awareness of Section 28 of the General Appropriations Act (GAD Budget). While this still falls within the same descriptive range, it suggests that students are comparatively less aware of administrative or fiscal policies concerning gender, despite maintaining a general awareness of them.

Table 6. Level of awareness of gender laws among students
	Indicators
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Interpretation

	Awareness of the Republic Act (RA) 7192 – Women Development and Nation Building Act (An Act Promoting the Integration of Women as full and Equal Partners of Men in Development and Nation Building and for Other Purposes)
	3.90
	0.96
	High

	Awareness of the RA 9710 – The Magna Carta of Women (An Act Providing for the Magna Carta of Women)
	3.81
	0.99
	High

	Awareness of the RA 7877 – Anti -Sexual Harassment Act of 2003 (An Act Declaring Sexual Harassment Unlawful in the Employment, Education, or Training Environment and for Other Purposes)
	3.98
	0.96
	High

	Awareness of the RA 9208 – Anti -Trafficking in Persons Act of 2003 (An Act Instituting Policies to eliminate Trafficking in Persons, Especially Women and Children, Establishing the Necessary Institutional Mechanisms for the Protection and Support of Trafficked Persons, Providing Penalties for its Violations, and for other Purposes)
	3.93
	0.89
	High

	Awareness of the RA 8353 – Anti -Rape Law of 1997 (An Act Expanding the Definition of the Crime of Rape, Reclassifying the Same as a Crime against Persons, Amending for the Purpose Act No. 3815, as amended, otherwise known as the Revised Penal Code, and for Other Purposes.
	3.94
	0.90
	High

	Awareness  of Section 14, Article II of the 1987 Constitution (Recognizing the Role of Women in Nation Building and shall ensure the Fundamental Equality before the Law of Women and Men)
	3.94
	0.91
	High

	Awareness of Section 28 of the General Appropriations Act (GAA) (Directing Government Entities to formulate a GAD plan, the Cost of which shall not be less than Five Percent of their Yearly Budget, otherwise known as the GAD Budget)
	3.80
	0.98
	High

	Awareness of the Executive Order (EO) 273 (Directing all Government Agencies and Local Levels to institutionalize (GAD) efforts in Government by incorporating GAD concerns in their Planning, Programming, and Budgeting Processes
	3.83
	0.94
	High

	Overall Mean
	3.89
	0.79
	High




In line with the results, increased legal literacy empowers individuals to recognize, assert, and protect their rights, thereby strengthening the overall impact of gender equality measures. Awareness of laws such as Republic Act 7877 (Anti-Sexual Harassment Act) reflects the effectiveness of institutional mandates and public advocacy. Stromquist (2020) and Eckes (2021) underscore the importance of embedding anti-discrimination policies in educational and workplace settings to foster safe environments. Similarly, awareness of RA 9710 (Magna Carta of Women) highlights the role of institutionalized gender education and mandated sensitivity training in government agencies, as noted by Aranjuez et al. (2023). Foundational legal provisions, like Section 14, Article II of the 1987 Constitution, further reinforce gender equality as a national value, promoting inclusivity through policy integration and civic education (Aquino et al., 2023). In contrast, technical provisions such as Section 28 of the General Appropriations Act (GAD Budget) receive comparatively less attention, likely due to their complexity and perceived distance from daily student experiences. Price (2020) and Tang & Lui (2024) suggest that specialized legal content may be less accessible without targeted education efforts.  

Moreover, aligning the results with Paulo Freire’s Consciousness-Raising Theory (1970), the generally high level of awareness among students signifies an emerging stage of conscientização, or critical consciousness (Reyes, 2019). Freire (1978) posited that true education empowers individuals to question, reflect, and act upon the realities of their social conditions. In this context, the students' high awareness of key laws, such as RA 7877 (Anti-Sexual Harassment Act) and RA 8353 (Anti-Rape Law), suggests that they are not only familiar with protective legislation but are also beginning to understand their role in fostering a safe and gender-fair environment. Awareness is a crucial first step toward active engagement in resisting gender-based injustices (Shah, 2024). As students become more aware of gender laws, especially those directly impacting their social 44 and educational environments, they move beyond passive knowledge toward active engagement (Banerjee & Rakshit, 2024). However, the relatively lower awareness of technical laws like Section 28 of the General Appropriations Act (GAD Budget) highlights the limitations of surface-level understanding, particularly for policies perceived as administrative or detached from everyday student experiences (Kettle, 2017). Further, according to Takona (2024), Freire’s theory emphasized that for learners to become truly empowered, educational content must be made relevant and accessible to their lived realities. 

3.3 Level of Gender Discrimination Among Students

This section addresses the level of gender discrimination experienced and observed among students in school-related situations. The results in Table 10 indicate that gender discrimination is moderately present in the school environment (x̄ =3.37, s=0.83). In addition, several indicators fall under the high range, reflecting that gender discrimination is often observed, especially in areas such as classroom participation and teacher feedback (x̄ =3.52, s=1.03). The lowest-rated indicator (x̄ =3.23, s=1.12) suggests that while discrimination in subject-specific expectations, such as the belief that women are poor in mathematics, is less frequently perceived, it still occurs occasionally. These findings underscore the persistence of both subtle and overt forms of gender bias that affect students’ school experiences. These findings align with previous research that highlight gender disparities in classroom dynamics. The high and moderate levels of gender discrimination experienced and observed by students in school settings align with broader research emphasizing the persistence of gender-based disparities in educational environments.

Table 7. Level of gender discrimination among students
	Indicators
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Interpretation

	Men are given greater attention in terms of providing them with more opportunities to respond and participate than women.
	3.49
	1.02
	High

	Men who shout out their answers or call out their teachers get more attention than girls who raise their hands to answer, because it gives women less chance of being heard.
	3.52
	1.03
	High

	Women are more likely to be praised for their appearance and neatness, while men are praised for their work.
	3.47
	1.07
	High

	Men are offered or given more specific feedback on their work – including praise, criticism, and remedial tasks.
	3.43
	1.03
	High

	Men are more often called up to answer or give their answers in a mathematics class because women are poor at Math.
	3.23
	1.12
	Moderate

	When men spontaneously call out or shout out answers to questions, they get the teacher’s immediate attention. However, when women act similarly, they are often reprimanded or scolded to restrain themselves and told to behave.
	3.26
	1.11
	Moderate

	Women are given fewer opportunities to join in sports and engage in physical activities, while men are encouraged and better supported.
	3.31
	1.13
	Moderate

	Men receive harsher reprimands or punishments than women, even when the misbehavior is identical or similar.
	3.42
	1.10
	High

	In class, female students are most likely to lose the position of class president because of their gender (being female).
	3.30
	1.19
	Moderate

	Male students are given more opportunities to respond and participate in class than women.
	3.26
	1.12
	Moderate

	Overall Gender Discrimination Awareness
	3.37
	0.83
	Moderate



As highlighted by Hodgins and O’Connor (2021), educational institutions often reflect the same structural inequalities seen in the workplace and other domains. Cultural and institutional biases lead to unequal treatment, such as boys receiving more teacher engagement and girls being praised more for appearance than performance, echoing deep-seated norms observed in educational contexts. De Welde and Stepnick (2023) also point out that such disparities are fueled by traditional societal expectations, which often lead to reduced support for female students, especially in competitive or leadership-driven spaces such as sports and class elections. These entrenched behaviors contribute to the subtle yet persistent discrimination seen in everyday classroom interactions, where boys dominate discussions and receive more feedback, while girls are more frequently reprimanded or ignored when attempting to participate assertively. 
Additionally, the data is supported by Clavero and Galligan (2021), who argue that gender awareness is vital in equipping individuals to recognize and resist institutionalized stereotypes. Gender norms that expect men to be assertive and dominant while expecting women to be compliant and reserved are reflected in differential disciplinary actions and feedback in schools. These patterns are further reinforced by toxic masculinity, which Salter (2019) describes as promoting aggression and control, thereby shaping how students perceive authority and leadership. This may explain why male students are more encouraged in roles involving visibility and dominance, such as class leadership or sports participation. Meanwhile, systemic issues, such as the lack of intersectional approaches, continue to exacerbate these inequalities, especially for marginalized groups (Goldsmith et al., 2021; Kuran et al., 2020). Therefore, Yadav (2023) stated that promoting gender sensitivity among educators and creating inclusive academic spaces is essential to reducing the moderate but widespread discrimination present in schools.
The results align with Paulo Freire’s Consciousness-Raising Theory (1970), as the students’ awareness of gender discrimination in their educational environment reflects the early stages of developing critical consciousness (Kumlu, 2024). Freire emphasized the 47 importance of recognizing and questioning oppressive social patterns, and the students' ability to perceive biases, such as unequal classroom participation and gendered feedback. shows they are beginning to identify these issues (Freemyer, 2025). While some forms of discrimination are less frequently observed, their presence still indicates the need for deeper reflection (Greenland et al., 2018). Through continued exposure to inclusive education and critical dialogue, students can move from passive observation to active engagement in addressing gender-based injustices (Sruthi, 2024). This process embodies Freire’s idea of transforming awareness into meaningful social action. 
3.4 Level of Gender Equality Among Students

This section presents the findings on the level of gender equality among students, based on their perceptions of whether fair and equal treatment exists between male and female students across different aspects of school life. The data in Table 8 suggests that students perceive a generally high level of gender equality within the school environment (x̄=4.16, s=0.56). A majority of the indicators were rated very high, reflecting strong practices of fairness and inclusivity across academic, disciplinary, and extracurricular areas. The highest-rated indicator points to equal opportunities in leadership roles (x̄=4.36, s=0.75), while the lowest-rated item, though still in the high category, reveals areas where perceptions of equality, such as how discipline or participation dynamics are handled (x̄=3.84, s=0.97), could be further strengthened. Overall, these results highlight a positive and supportive climate for gender equality among students. 

Table 8. Level of gender equality among students
	Indicators
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Interpretation

	Both male and female students are given equal attention and opportunities in class.
	4.34
	0.79
	Very High

	Equal chances are given to students who raise their hands or call out in class, regardless of gender.
	3.99
	1.00
	High

	Both women and men are praised for their appearance, neatness, and work.
	4.34
	0.82
	Very High

	Equal feedback is given to both men and women regarding academic work.
	4.34
	0.78
	Very High

	Equal time is provided in Math class, regardless of gender.
	3.85
	1.07
	High

	Equal opportunities and support are given to participate in sports.
	4.34
	0.77
	Very High

	Female students who call out in class are not reprimanded more than males.
	3.84
	0.97
	High

	Discipline is administered equally to men and women for the same behavior.
	4.21
	0.81
	Very High

	Both male and female students have equal opportunities to run for class president.
	4.36
	0.75
	Very High

	Equal opportunities are granted in school activities.
	3.97
	1.24
	High

	Overall Mean
	4.16
	0.56
	High



The high level of gender equality reflected in the school setting aligns closely with the implementation of institutional reforms and educational policies that promote inclusive practices. Since 2010, the Commission on Higher Education (CHED) has been pushing for the agenda to mainstream gender and development in higher education. As stated by Manuel (2024), CHED has issued several landmark policy statements and documents, the most prominent of which is CHED Memorandum Order (CMO) No. 01, series of 2015, or the “Establishing the Policies and Guidelines on Gender and Development in CHED and HEIs.” That is why CHED mandated the integration of the idea, Gender and Development (GAD), in all the activities of all higher education institutions in the country, including instruction, research, extension, and training and production, which are the universities’ four-fold functions. As a result, students who are educated within such gender-sensitive environments tend to exhibit more egalitarian views and engage in behaviors that reflect mutual respect and inclusion (Lopez & Andal, 2024). This cultural shift in academic environments fosters more balanced attention and opportunities for both male and female students in areas like class participation, feedback, discipline, and leadership roles (Massouti et al., 2024).

According to the United Nations Women (2021), equitable feedback, fair disciplinary practices, and equal access to academic and extracurricular activities are critical components in breaking down structural barriers that historically hindered female participation and visibility in education. Furthermore, education’s role as a transformative force is evident in how it redefines expectations and promotes equitable experiences for all students, as supported by Lopez and Andal (2024) and Psaki et al. (2022), who affirm that gender-aware classrooms contribute to both academic success and emotional wellbeing. Although some indicators, such as gender equity in Math and classroom participation, still received only “high” ratings, the overall trend suggests that schools are steadily advancing toward greater equality. As Smith and Sinkford (2022) and Kim (2022) emphasize, deeply rooted cultural and societal attitudes continue to challenge full gender parity, especially in regions where patriarchal values are dominant. However, the current educational climate appears to be increasingly effective in countering these narratives by normalizing gender balance in everyday school activities. 

Recent literature has also stressed the importance of intersectionality in achieving sustainable gender equality. UNESCO (2025) promotes gender equality throughout the education system, including participation in education (access), within education (content, teaching and learning context and practices), and through education (learning outcomes, life and work opportunities). Ryder and Boone (2021) and Thomas et al. (2021) argue that inclusive policies must account for the overlapping identities that shape student experiences, especially among marginalized populations. While current school practices seem to address general gender disparities, Christoffersen (2021) cautions that without 50 an intersectional lens, such progress may exclude students who experience compounded discrimination. Moreover, the cultural shift toward greater gender balance is further supported by media and public discourse. Movements highlighted by Anitha et al. (2020) and Mustafa and Ameen (2023) illustrate how social platforms and advertising challenge traditional stereotypes and offer new representations of gender roles. As highlighted by Lorber (2021) and Mohajan (2022), society’s evolving understanding of gender as a continuum rather than a binary provides the context for more inclusive school policies. 

The results presented align with Paulo Freire’s Consciousness-Raising Theory (1970), as the students’ high perception of gender equality reflects a growing awareness of equitable practices within their educational environment (Kumlu, 2024). True education involves recognizing and transforming one’s reality, and the students’ recognition of fair treatment in leadership, classroom participation, and disciplinary actions indicates progress toward this ideal. Furthermore, the ability to discern both strong and weaker areas, such as slight disparities in discipline or participation dynamics, demonstrates an evolving critical consciousness (Jemal, 2017). As students continue to reflect on and engage with their social environment, they move closer to what Freire described as liberation through education (Freire, 2021). Thus, the high levels of perceived equality not only signal inclusivity but also the empowering impact of education that encourages awareness and transformation. 

3.5 Significant Differences in the Level of Awareness of Gender Laws Based on Respondents’ Demographic Profile 

To determine whether significant differences exist in the level of awareness of respondents on gender laws when grouped according to demographic characteristics, Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and post hoc tests were employed. The results below present the interpretation based on age, gender, year level, and program. Table 9 shows that age significantly affects the respondents’ level of awareness regarding gender laws, as indicated by the ANOVA result (f=4.257, p=.006). This means that awareness varies among different age groups. More specifically, the post hoc analysis in table 10 revealed that respondents aged 27 years old and above exhibit significantly different levels of awareness compared to those aged 21 to 23 (mean difference = -0.66, p = .04) and 24 to 26 years old (mean difference = -0.75, p = .02). This suggests that older respondents tend to be more aware of gender laws than their slightly younger counterparts.

Table 9. Significant difference in the level of awareness of gender laws when grouped according to age
	Source
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	7.687
	3
	2.562
	4.257
	.006

	Within Groups
	190.789
	317
	0.602
	
	

	Total
	198.477
	320
	
	
	



Table 10. Post hoc test – differences in gender laws awareness across age groups
	Age Groups Compared
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Interpretation

	18 to 20 vs. 21 to 23
	0.19
	0.10
	0.24
	[-0.07, 0.44]
	No Difference

	18 to 20 vs. 24 to 26
	0.27
	0.12
	0.10
	[-0.03, 0.58]
	No Difference

	18 to 20 vs. 27 and above
	-0.47
	0.24
	0.21
	[-1.11, 0.16]
	No Difference

	21 to 23 vs. 24 to 26
	0.09
	0.12
	0.88
	[-0.22, 0.39]
	No Difference

	21 to 23 vs. 27 and above
	-0.66
	0.24
	0.04
	[-1.29, -0.03]
	Has Difference

	24 to 26 vs. 27 and above
	-0.75
	0.25
	0.02
	[-1.40, -0.10]
	Has Difference



Scholarly research supports the idea that legal awareness grows with age, as individuals become more engaged in civic matters. According to Cox (2021), older adults are more likely to engage in discussions and media that focus on legal rights and social justice. Similarly, Huda et al. (2018) highlighted that civic knowledge and responsibility increase through life experience and formal education. Moreover, Khamisy-Farah and Bragazzi (2022) found that older individuals are more likely to attend seminars or workshops on gender-related issues, particularly in professional or academic settings. Younger respondents, on the other hand, may not prioritize such topics due to a focus on peer dynamics or emerging adult responsibilities (Katsiaficas, 2017). 

As shown in Table 11, gender also showed a significant difference in respondents’ awareness of gender laws (f=6.114, p=.002). The following post hoc test table specifies which gender groups significantly differ from each other. Specifically, Table 12 shows that females have significantly higher awareness of gender laws compared to males (mean difference = 0.31, p = .00). However, no significant difference was found between the LGBTQ+ group and either male or female respondents. 

Table 11. Significant difference in the level of awareness of gender laws when grouped according to gender
	Source
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	7.350
	2
	3.675
	6.114
	.002

	Within Groups
	191.127
	318
	0.601
	
	

	Total
	198.477
	320
	
	
	



Table 12. Post hoc test – differences in gender laws awareness across gender identities
	Genders Compared
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Interpretation

	Female vs. Male
	0.31
	0.09
	0.00
	[0.09, 0.53]
	Has Difference

	Female vs. LGBTQ+
	0.36
	0.25
	0.32
	[-0.23, 0.95]
	No Difference

	Male vs. LGBTQ+
	0.05
	0.26
	0.98
	[-0.55, 0.66]
	No Difference



Several studies affirm that women tend to be more aware of gender-related legal frameworks due to their increased vulnerability to gender discrimination and their proactive engagement in women’s rights issues. Relatively, according to Shah (2024), women often participate in awareness campaigns, educational programs, and community advocacy that elevate their knowledge on such laws. Moreover, Clak and Vissandjée (2019) explained that gender-based legal literacy is higher among women due to direct exposure to gender inequality and intersectional challenges. Meanwhile, male respondents may view gender laws as less relevant to their personal experiences, leading to lower engagement (Meeussen et al, 2020). Awareness among LGBTQ+ individuals can vary depending on societal openness and access to inclusive education (Galgo et al., 2023).

As to year level, the statistical analysis in Table 13 indicates that there is no significant difference in the level of awareness of gender laws among students when grouped according to year level, as evidenced by the result (f=0.167, p=.918). This high p-value, which is well above the standard alpha level of 0.05, suggests that students' awareness of gender-related legal frameworks remains relatively uniform regardless of their academic year. Such findings imply that progression through academic levels does not significantly contribute to an increased understanding or awareness of gender laws. This finding suggests that year level, by itself, does not influence increased or decreased awareness of gender laws among students. In line with this, the consistency across groups implies that awareness may be shaped by factors outside the progression of academic standing, such as personal interest, exposure to external information, or informal learning rather than structured academic instruction (Darling-Hammond et al., 2020). As the data does not show any significant trend, it cannot be concluded that advancing through year levels inherently leads to greater knowledge of gender laws. Further, this may suggest that institutional curricula may not significantly expand gender law knowledge as students progress (Verge et al., 2018). 

Table 13. Significant difference in the level of awareness of gender laws when grouped according to year level
	Source

	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	0.314
	3
	0.105
	0.167
	0.918

	Within Groups
	198.163
	317
	0.625
	
	

	Total
	198.477
	320
	
	
	



Furthermore, the one-way ANOVA results shown in Table 14 reveal a statistically significant difference in the level of awareness of gender laws when respondents are grouped according to their academic program (f=3.333, p=.011). This indicates that students’ academic disciplines play a role in shaping their level of awareness of gender-related legal frameworks. To identify where these differences specifically occur, a post hoc analysis was conducted. 

Table 14. Significant difference in the level of awareness of gender laws when grouped according to the program
	Source
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	8.034
	4
	2.009
	3.333
	0.011

	Within Groups
	190.443
	316
	0.603
	
	

	Total
	198.477
	320
	
	
	



As shown in Table 15, significant differences were observed between students in the Elementary Education program and those in Business Administration (mean difference = -0.57, p = .01) and Agriculture (mean difference = -0.58, p = .07). These results suggest that students pursuing degrees in Elementary Education exhibit a different level of awareness regarding gender laws compared to their peers in Business Administration and Agriculture. Other program comparisons, such as Criminology and Agricultural Management versus other fields, did not show statistically significant differences.

Table 15. Post hoc test – differences in gender laws awareness across academic programs
	Programs Compared
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Interpretation

	Bus. Ad. vs. Criminology
	-0.25
	0.12
	0.24
	[-0.58, 0.08]
	No Difference

	Bus. Ad. vs. Agri. Mgt.
	-0.17
	0.11
	0.55
	[-0.48, 0.14]
	No Difference

	Bus. Ad. vs. Agriculture
	0.01
	0.16
	1.00
	[-0.43, 0.45]
	No Difference

	Bus. Ad. vs. Elem. Educ.
	-0.57
	0.18
	0.01
	[-1.07, -0.08]
	Has Difference

	Criminology vs. Others
	Various
	Various
	> 0.05
	
	No Difference

	Agriculture vs. Elem. Educ.
	-0.58c
	0.22
	0.07
	[-1.20, 0.03]
	Has Difference



In conformity with the results, the disparity in awareness levels may be attributed to the nature and structure of the curriculum in each program. Education-related courses typically include components on child development, gender sensitivity, inclusive education, and legal protections relevant to teaching contexts (Cerna et al., 2021). According to Cole (2022), teacher training programs are more likely to embed legal literacy, gender equity, and human rights education into their coursework. Similarly, Rarieya et al (2024) emphasized that education students are systematically introduced to gender-responsive pedagogy and inclusive learning strategies, which help cultivate a deeper understanding of gender laws and policies. In contrast, programs such as Business Administration and Agriculture often emphasize technical, managerial, or sector-specific competencies, which may not explicitly include gender or legal awareness components (Upulwehera et al., 2024). These findings highlight the uneven integration of gender law content across academic programs and underscore the importance of interdisciplinary approaches to legal and social education (Bin Latif et al., 2024). Institutions may consider enhancing curricular frameworks to ensure that all students, regardless of academic track, acquire fundamental knowledge of gender laws as part of their holistic development and civic responsibility.

3.5 Significant Differences in Gender Discrimination According to Respondents’ Demographic Profile 

To determine whether significant differences exist in the perception of gender discrimination when respondents are grouped according to their demographic characteristics. The following sections interpret results based on age, gender, year level, and academic program. The ANOVA results indicate that age has a statistically significant effect on how gender discrimination is perceived: (f= 4.509, p= .004. This finding implies that the respondents’ perceptions vary meaningfully across different age groups. The specific age brackets that contributed to this difference are examined in the post hoc test results below.

Table 16. Significant difference in the level of gender discrimination when grouped according to age
	Source
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	8.986
	3
	2.995
	4.509
	.004

	Within Groups
	210.575
	317
	.664
	
	

	Total
	219.561
	320
	
	
	



Table 17. Post hoc test: significant difference in the level of gender discrimination by age group
	(I) Age Group
	Mean Difference (I–J)
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Interpretation

	18–20 vs. 21–23
	0.26
	0.10
	0.06
	-0.01 to 0.53
	Has Difference

	18–20 vs. 24–26
	0.38
	0.12
	0.02
	0.05 to 0.70
	Has Difference

	18–20 vs. 27+
	0.59
	0.26
	0.10
	-0.07 to 1.26
	No Difference

	21–23 vs. 24–26
	0.11
	0.12
	0.79
	-0.21 to 0.44
	No Difference

	21–23 vs. 27+
	0.33
	0.26
	0.56
	-0.33 to 1.00
	No Difference

	24–26 vs. 27+
	0.22
	0.27
	0.84
	-0.47 to 0.91
	No Difference



Specifically, The post hoc analysis on the table above reveals that respondents aged 18–20 years significantly differ in their perception of gender discrimination compared to those aged 21–23 (p = .06) and 24–26 (p = .02). Specifically, the younger group appears to perceive higher levels of gender discrimination. However, no significant differences were found between other age groups. This suggests that younger individuals may be more sensitive or responsive to gender-related issues, potentially due to heightened exposure to advocacy campaigns on social media or discussions in educational settings. Scholarly literature supports the idea that generational experiences shape perspectives on social justice. According to Donna (2022), younger generations such as Gen Z are more socially aware and vocal about inequality issues, including gender-based discrimination. Similarly, Earl et al (2017) found that youth are more likely to engage in gender equality movements and are more attuned to subtle forms of discrimination due to digital activism. On the other hand, older individuals may have been socialized in environments where traditional gender roles were normalized, resulting in less perceived discrimination (Anderson, 2020). These differences highlight the evolving awareness shaped by media, education, and societal discourse.

Table 18. Significant difference in the level of gender discrimination when grouped according to gender
	Source
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	0.259
	2
	0.130
	0.188
	.829

	Within Groups
	219.302
	318
	0.690
	
	

	Total
	219.561
	320
	
	
	



On the other hand, as shown in Table 18, the ANOVA results indicate that there is no significant difference in the perception of gender discrimination when respondents are grouped according to gender (f= 0.188, p=.829). This statistical outcome suggests that individuals, regardless of whether they identify as male, female, or another gender, report similar experiences or perceptions of gender-based discrimination within their environment. In line with the results, the uniformity in responses may reflect the shared institutional and cultural context in which the respondents operate, where gender discrimination is perceived in similar ways across gender identities. Studies have shown that in settings where gender equity initiatives are institutionalized, perceptions of discrimination tend to converge (Kossek et al., 2017). For example, García-González et al (2019) found that in academic institutions promoting gender fairness, both men and women reported comparable levels of perceived bias and discrimination. Similarly, Thompson (2020) emphasized that gender discrimination is not always experienced in isolated ways but can be perceived collectively, especially in environments that foster open discussions about equity and social justice. This does not necessarily indicate equal treatment but rather a shared recognition of its manifestations. Therefore, the lack of a significant difference in perception does not negate the presence of gender discrimination; it merely suggests that respondents, regardless of gender, are perceiving these issues in a relatively similar manner.

The ANOVA results in table 19 indicate a significant difference in perceptions of gender discrimination when grouped according to year level: (f= 3.017, p= .030). This suggests that a respondent’s academic standing affects their views on gender discrimination. The post hoc results identify which year levels contributed to this finding.

Table 19. Significant difference in the level of gender discrimination when grouped according to year level
	Source
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	6.095
	3
	2.032
	3.017
	.030

	Within Groups
	213.466
	317
	0.673
	
	

	Total
	219.561
	320
	
	
	



Table 20. Post hoc test: significant difference in the level of gender discrimination by year level
	Year Levels Being Compared
	Mean Difference
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Interpretation

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	First Year
	Second Year
	-0.22
	0.13
	0.35
	-0.55
	0.12
	No Difference

	
	Third Year
	-0.01
	0.13
	1.00
	-0.34
	0.32
	No Difference

	
	Fourth Year
	0.18
	0.13
	0.53
	-0.16
	0.51
	No Difference

	Second Year
	Third Year
	0.21
	0.13
	0.38
	-0.13
	0.54
	No Difference

	
	Fourth Year
	0.39
	0.13
	0.02
	0.05
	0.73
	Has Difference

	Third Year
	Fourth Year
	0.18
	0.13
	0.48
	-0.15
	0.52
	No Difference



The post hoc test results in table 20 reveal that among the year-level groupings, a statistically significant difference in the perception of gender discrimination exists specifically between second-year and fourth-year students (mean difference = 0.39, p = .02). This indicates that fourth-year students report a notably higher perception of gender discrimination compared to their second-year counterparts. All other comparisons yielded non-significant results, suggesting general consistency in perceptions among other year levels. The observed difference between second and fourth-year students may be explained by several factors. As students advance through their academic journey, they are likely to develop greater critical awareness and sensitivity toward social issues, including gender discrimination (Sruthi, 2024). Students in their last year often engage in more complex coursework, capstone projects, community immersion, or field-based experiences, which may expose them to real-world instances of discrimination or inequality (Gauci et al., 2022). These exposures can heighten their understanding and recognition of subtle or systemic forms of gender bias (Brown et al., 2020). Additionally, Mallman and Lee (2017) share that senior students are generally more socially and intellectually mature, enabling them to identify and articulate discriminatory practices that may go unnoticed by their younger peers.  

Meanwhile, table 21 shows that academic program is a significant factor affecting the perception of gender discrimination: (f= 2.859, p=.024). This indicates that students from different programs perceive gender discrimination differently, as identified in the post hoc test. 

Table 21. Significant difference in the level of gender discrimination when grouped according to the program
	Source
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	7.669
	4
	1.917
	2.859
	.024

	Within Groups
	211.892
	316
	0.671
	
	

	Total
	219.561
	320
	
	
	



Table 22. Post hoc test: significant difference in the level of gender discrimination by program
	Departments Being Compared
	Mean Diffe-
rence
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Interpretation

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Bus. Admin.
	Criminology
	-0.39
	0.13
	0.02
	-0.74
	-0.04
	Has Difference

	
	Agri. Mgt.
	-0.13
	0.12
	0.81
	-0.46
	0.20
	No Difference

	
	Agriculture
	-0.22
	0.17
	0.70
	-0.68
	0.25
	No Difference

	
	Elem. Educ.
	-0.36
	0.19
	0.33
	-0.89
	0.16
	No Difference

	Criminology
	Agri. Mgt.
	0.26
	0.15
	0.38
	-0.14
	0.66
	No Difference

	
	Agriculture
	0.17
	0.19
	0.89
	-0.34
	0.69
	No Difference

	
	Elem. Educ.
	0.03
	0.21
	1.00
	-0.54
	0.60
	No Difference

	Agri. Mgt.
	Agriculture
	-0.09
	0.18
	0.99
	-0.59
	0.42
	No Difference

	
	Elem. Educ.
	-0.23
	0.20
	0.79
	-0.79
	0.33
	No Difference

	Agriculture
	Elem. Educ.
	-0.14
	0.24
	0.97
	-0.79
	0.50
	No Difference



The only significant difference found was between Business Administration and Criminology students (p = .02), where Criminology students reported higher levels of perceived gender discrimination. This could be due to the unique gender dynamics within Criminology, a field often associated with law enforcement and traditionally male-dominated professions, which may heighten sensitivity to gender issues. In line with the results, literature suggests that students in programs tied to justice and law are more likely to encounter and reflect on gender disparities in institutional settings (Bottia et al, 2016). Criminology curricula often include discussions on gender-based violence, gender roles in criminal justice, and discrimination within legal systems (Torres Diaz, 2020), which may explain their heightened awareness. In contrast, business education may focus more on profit-driven and competitive models, with less emphasis on social justice themes (Edward & Ellis, 2020). 

3.6 Significant Differences in the Level of Gender Equality Based on Respondents’ Demographic Profile

To examine whether significant differences exist in respondents' perceptions of gender equality based on their demographic characteristics, statistical analyses were conducted. The following section discusses the interpretation of results categorized according to age, gender, year level, and academic program. Table 23 indicate no significant difference in perceptions of gender equality across age groups (f = 2.837, p = .051), suggesting that age is not a decisive factor in shaping views within this sample. Although close to the significance threshold, the result remains non-significant, indicating relatively uniform perceptions.  

Table 23. Significant difference in the level of gender equality when grouped according to age
	Source
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	2.636
	3
	0.879
	2.837
	0.051

	Within Groups
	98.188
	317
	0.310
	
	

	Total
	100.824
	320
	
	
	



Aligned with the results, previous studies present mixed insights regarding the influence of age on gender-related attitudes (Shakeri & North, 2025). For instance, Knight and Brinton (2017) found that younger generations are generally more progressive in their perceptions of gender roles due to increased exposure to modern egalitarian values. Conversely, Genner and Siss (2017) argue that age alone may not determine one’s views unless combined with other factors such as education, culture, or media exposure. In this case, the statistical evidence suggests that age alone does not significantly contribute to differing views on gender equality, perhaps indicating a more uniformly shared perception across age groups within the respondent population.

Table 24. Significant difference in the level of gender equality when grouped according to gender
	Source
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.541
	2
	0.771
	2.468
	0.086

	Within Groups
	99.283
	318
	0.312
	
	

	Total
	100.824
	320
	
	
	



Table 24 shows that there is no statistically significant difference in perceptions of gender equality across genders (f=2.468, p=.086). This indicates that respondents, regardless of gender identity, express relatively similar perspectives on gender equality. In line with the results, studies by Abbas & Smith (2023) have examined genderbased perceptions of equality, noting that while men and women often differ in lived experiences, modern educational and societal shifts can foster similar views, particularly in environments that promote gender-sensitive learning. These environments, such as inclusive classrooms and co-curricular programs, often emphasize mutual respect and critical reflection, which can help bridge perceptual gaps among gender groups (Assefa, 2024). In support, Pattani et al. (2018) emphasizes the importance of institutional policies in reducing gender-based disparities in perception. When such policies are actively implemented, through training, curriculum content, or advocacy efforts, they can create a shared framework of understanding that minimizes differences in how gender discrimination is perceived. In this study’s context, the findings may reflect the impact of education and social discourse in shaping unified gender equality views among all genders.

Table 25. Significant difference in the level of gender equality when grouped according to year level
	Source
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	1.973
	3
	0.658
	2.109
	0.099

	Within Groups
	98.851
	317
	0.312
	
	

	Total
	100.824
	320
	
	
	



Table 25 indicates no significant difference in perceptions of gender equality based on year level (f=2.109, p=.099). This suggests that students across different academic standings hold relatively consistent views regarding gender equality. In line with the results, Verge et al. (2018) stated that educational progression alone does In line with the results, Verge et al. (2018) stated that educational progression alone does not always equate to differences in gender-related attitudes unless it is accompanied by a specialized curricular emphasis on gender issues. Without intentional integration of gender-focused content, student attitudes may remain unchanged despite academic advancement (Cadeliña, 2025). Moreover, Wu (2024) found that students in universities with inclusive environments and targeted programs tend to develop early and sustained gender-equal perspectives regardless of their academic year. These findings suggest that institutional culture, rather than year level, plays a more pivotal role in shaping students’ views. This result may indicate that students at all levels have had similar exposure to gender equality topics or institutional values, resulting in consistent perceptions. 

Table 26. Significant difference in the level of gender equality when grouped according to program
	Source
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups
	5.864
	4
	1.466
	4.878
	0.001

	Within Groups
	94.960
	316
	0.301
	
	

	Total
	100.824
	320
	
	
	



Table 27. Post hoc test: significant difference in the level of gender equality by program
	Departments Being Compared
	Mean Diffe-
Rence
	Std. Error
	Sig.
	95% Confidence Interval
	Interpretation

	
	
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound
	

	Bus. Admin.
	Criminology
	-0.03
	0.09
	1.00
	-0.27
	0.20
	No Difference

	
	Agri. Mgt.
	-0.27
	0.08
	0.01
	-0.49
	-0.05
	Has Difference

	
	Agriculture
	0.23
	0.11
	0.27
	-0.08
	0.54
	No Difference

	
	Elem. Educ.
	-0.08
	0.13
	0.97
	-0.43
	0.27
	No Difference

	Criminology
	Agri. Mgt.
	-0.24
	0.10
	0.11
	-0.51
	0.03
	No Difference

	
	Agriculture
	0.26
	0.13
	0.25
	-0.09
	0.61
	No Difference

	
	Elem. Educ.
	-0.05
	0.14
	1.00
	-0.43
	0.34
	No Difference

	Agri. Mgt.
	Agriculture
	0.50
	0.12
	0.00
	0.16
	0.83
	Has Difference

	
	Elem. Educ.
	0.19
	0.14
	0.62
	-0.18
	0.57
	No Difference

	Agriculture
	Elem. Educ.
	-0.30
	0.16
	0.31
	-0.74
	0.13
	No Difference



Table 26 revealed a significant difference in perceptions of gender equality when respondents were grouped according to their academic program (f 4.878, p=.001). This indicates that students’ views on gender equality vary notably depending on their field of study. On the other hand, table 27 shows that significant differences were found between Agricultural Management and Business Administration (p = .01) as well as Agricultural Management and Agriculture (p = .00). These findings imply that students in Agricultural Management perceive gender equality differently compared to those in other programs. These results may reflect program-specific cultures or curriculum content. For instance, Levy (2024) emphasizes that disciplines such as education and the social sciences often engage more critically with gender-related content, while fields like agriculture and management may carry more traditional gender role expectations. Moreover, Lu (2018) suggests that student exposure to gender issues varies by academic context, influencing their sensitivity to equality matters. Thus, the difference may arise from differing institutional emphasis or the gender dynamics typically experienced in each field.

4. Conclusions AND RECOMMENDATIONs

4.1 Conclusions

Based on the analyzed results, the following conclusions were drawn:

1. Based on the findings of the study, it can be concluded that the respondents come from a demographically diverse background. The majority of them were aged 21 to 23 years old (f=124, p=38.63%), predominantly female (f=210, p=65.42%), and evenly distributed across all academic year levels. Most of the respondents were enrolled in the Business Administration program (f=146, p=45.48%). This diversity in profile suggests a wide-ranging perspective on gender-related awareness among the student population. 
2. It can be concluded that the respondents exhibited an overall high level of awareness regarding gender laws (x̄ =3.89, s=0.79). This indicates that students are generally aware of the legal provisions designed to promote gender equality and protect individuals from gender-based discrimination and violence. The highest level of awareness was observed for RA 7877 (x̄ =3.98, s=0.96), while awareness of the GAD Budget provision under the General Appropriations Act was comparatively lower (x̄=3.80, s=0.98), though still within the high category. 
3. The results revealed a moderate level of awareness regarding gender discrimination (x̄ =3.37, s=0.83). While respondents showed high gender discrimination in areas such as classroom participation and teacher feedback (x̄ =3.52, s=1.03), moderate gender discrimination (x̄ =3.23, s=1.12) was observed in more subtle forms of discrimination, such as stereotypes in math abilities. This suggests that although many respondents recognize visible forms of discrimination, there remains a need for a deeper understanding of more ingrained gender biases.
4. It can be concluded that the respondents had a high level of gender equality (x̄=4.16, s=0.56). This reflects a strong belief in equal treatment and opportunities for all genders, particularly in education and classroom settings. Respondents showed clear support for gender equity in leadership opportunities (x̄=4.36, s=0.75). The overall result highlights a positive mindset among students regarding gender equality.
5. The study concludes that there are significant differences in gender laws awareness when respondents are grouped by age (f=4.257, p=.006), gender (f=6.114, p=.002), and academic program (f=3.333, p=.011). Specifically, students aged 21–26 showed greater awareness than those 27 and above. Females were significantly more aware of gender laws than males, while LGBTQ+ respondents did not differ significantly from either group. Additionally, students enrolled in Business Administration were more aware than those in Elementary Education. No significant differences were found across year levels. 
6. It can be concluded that there is no significant difference in gender discrimination awareness when respondents are grouped according to gender (f= 0.188, p=.829). However, significant differences exist based on age (f= 4.509, p= .004), year level (f= 3.017, p= .030), and academic program (f= 2.859, p=.024), suggesting that the said demographic factors may influence their level of awareness regarding gender discrimination. 
7. The findings indicate that there is no significant difference in gender equality awareness when respondents are grouped by age (f=2.837, p=.051), gender (f=2.468, p=.086), and year level (f=2.468, p=.086). However, there is a significant difference in terms of academic program (f= 4.878, p=.001). This implies that the field of study may influence students’ views and awareness of gender equality. 

4.2 Recommendations

Based on the study’s findings and conclusions, the following recommendations are made:

1. Given the demographically diverse composition of the respondents, particularly in terms of age, gender identity, academic year, and field of study, it is recommended that the institution implement inclusive gender-related initiatives. These should be sensitive to the varied perspectives of different student groups. Activities such as focus group discussions, modular content delivery, and student-led forums can help ensure that diverse experiences and viewpoints are acknowledged and integrated into gender-related efforts on campus. 
2. As students exhibited high awareness of major gender laws, the institution should focus on strengthening familiarity with lesser-known but equally important legal provisions, particularly the Gender and Development (GAD) Budget under the General Appropriations Act. This can be done by incorporating these topics into classroom discussions, legal literacy sessions, and distributing informative materials that explain the real-life applications of these laws in educational and community settings. Specifically, the implementation of focused workshops on GAD budgeting should be prioritized to enhance students’ understanding of how gender-responsive programs are planned and funded. In addition, subject-based gender sensitivity seminars should be conducted, particularly addressing underrepresentation and discrimination in specific fields. These may include activities like mentorship programs for female students, gender-inclusive teaching strategy training for educators, and awareness campaigns that challenge stereotypes about gender roles in academic disciplines.
3. Since the results indicate a moderate level of gender discrimination, it is recommended that the institution develop learning activities and engagement platforms that challenge discriminatory norms and behaviors. Educational interventions such as scenario analysis, role-playing exercises, and discussions on social norms can encourage students to critically examine how gender discrimination manifests in both obvious and subtle ways. Programs should also include student-led dialogues that promote respectful peer interaction and challenge everyday instances of bias within the campus environment. 
4. Given the high level of gender equality observed among respondents, the institution is encouraged to sustain this by involving students in practices that reinforce inclusive values. This may include support for student organizations that advocate for equitable participation, recognition of diverse leadership, and the promotion of balanced representation in school activities. Opportunities for joint projects, leadership roles, and classroom collaboration across genders should be consistently provided to embed equitable practices into everyday academic and social experiences. 
5. Significant differences in gender law awareness across age, gender, and academic programs suggest the need for more targeted educational strategies. Students in programs with lower awareness, such as Elementary Education, should receive customized content that emphasizes the relevance of gender laws to their future professional roles. Younger and male students may benefit from participatory sessions that relate gender laws to their personal experiences and societal roles. 
6. Since levels of understanding about gender discrimination vary by age, academic program, and year level, it is recommended that the school adopt a differentiated approach to gender sensitivity training. Curricular revisions should ensure that concepts of gender fairness and social justice are meaningfully addressed across subjects. Peer mentoring, discussions, and scenario-based learning activities can also help bridge understanding gaps among different student groups. 
7. Given that the perception of gender equality varies significantly across academic programs, the institution should conduct a curriculum audit to evaluate how gender equality is integrated in each course of study. Fields showing lower engagement with gender equality principles should be provided with additional instructional resources, professional development for instructors, and interdepartmental collaboration. These efforts aim to build a school-wide culture of gender responsiveness across all programs.
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