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ABSTRACT This study assessed the awareness, practices, and implementation in terms of the key areas of GAD such 
as policy, people, enabling mechanisms, and programs/activities/projects of Gender and Development (GAD) among 
State Universities and Colleges in Region VI, Philippines for the academic year 2016-2017. The respondents of the 
study were the selected faculty and staff applying descriptive method as the research design in gathering data. The 
researcher made instrument was utilized after thorough validations of experts using Good and Scates 8 point agenda 
and reliability test using the Cronbach’s alpha and the statistical tools used and setting level of significance at 0.05 
alpha was prioritized. It found out that the respondents were highly aware, often practiced, and just implemented in 
terms of the key areas of GAD such as policy, people, enabling mechanisms, and programs/activities/projects. There 
were significant differences on the awareness when grouped according to SUC level, type of SUC, population, age, 
sex, civil status, religion, and employment status while no significant observed in terms of category, length of service, 
and educational attainment. There were significant differences on the practices when grouped according to SUC 
level, type of SUC, population, age, sex, civil status, and religion while no significant differences observed in terms 
of category, employment status, length of service, and educational attainment. There were significant differences on 
the implementation when grouped according to SUC level, type of SUC, population, age, sex, civil status, religion, and 
employment status while no significant observed in terms of category, length of service, and educational attainment. 
Lastly, there were significant relationship between the awareness, practices, and implementation.
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INTRODUCTION

Most of the countries are worried about gender inequality in society. In the Philippines, even though the country 
has a good record when it comes to gender equality, it is important to reach the widest possible audience (Sumasad 
and Tuazon, 2016). Article XIII, Section 14 says women need to have a say in how things work in the world. The 
Philippines is at the top of a list of countries with good records on gender equality in part because the country has 
a lot of good institutions in place to promote gender equality (MacPhail, 2015). It has been said that GAD looks at 
gender roles and social relations; how men and women show their "maleness" and "feminineness" in their access to 
resources. However, there is a glass ceiling, which means that there is a lot of opposition to women and minorities 
becoming managers in large organizations (Fritcher, 2017).

It was also thought that women were less productive because they would take a long time off work after having 
a child. Because women can see through the glass, they may be able to see where they could go, but they can't 
reach the ceiling, which leads to unfairness and discrimination. In the end, this led to efforts to include gender and 
development themes in government agencies and universities. In this study, the learned about the social aspects 
of hierarchical power relations that are built into social institutions, as well as how they affect men and women in 
society. After that, the survey asked about the awareness and implementation of GAD in the SUCs of Region 6. 
The results of this study can now be used to make changes to the Gender and Development Program Plan at State 
Universities and Colleges in Region VI, where this study took place.

In general, this study was conducted to assess the awareness, practices, and implementation of Gender and 
Development (GAD) when grouped according to SUC profile and respondent’s profile in terms of the key areas of GAD 
such as policy, people, enabling mechanisms, and programs/activities/projects among State Universities and Colleges 
in Region VI. No significant differences were likewise hypothesized. Hence, this study was conducted.

METHODOLOGY

This study employed descriptive research design that involved survey which describes the status quo, correlation 
studies which investigate the relationship between variables and developmental studies which seek to determine 
changes over time (Key, 2016). There are five provinces and this study was conducted in the identified eight (8) 
selected SUCs in region VI. The respondents were the randomly selected faculty and staff of the different SUCs in 
Region VI for AY 2016-2017 and determined by using Slovin’s formula. A modified instrument was used based from 
the Gender Mainstreaming Evaluation Framework in gathering the data that undergone experts’ validation using 
the Good and Scates Eight- Point Criteria for Validation and was subjected to pilot testing. Finally, the data were 
tallied, tabulated, and prepared for statistical evaluations and interpretations. The responses were encoded, tallied, 
tabulated, and be subjected for data analysis using SPSS v.17. Appropriate statistical tools were used to answer every 
specific stated problem. Frequency, percentages, mean, t-test, ANOVA, and Pearson r were utilized.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 1 presents the level of awareness on GAD among SUCs when grouped according to SUC level, type of 
school, population, age, sex, civil status, religion, category, employment status, length of service, and educational 
attainment. The entire mean was 3.96, indicating strong awareness. All of these SUCs have a well-established GAD 
program, in such, SUC level 4 was classified as very highly aware, while levels 1, 2, and 3 were described as highly 
aware with M=3.87, M=3.61 and M=4.15 accordingly. In terms of school type,College and University are classified as 
very aware (M=3.59 and M=4.15). The population mean results showed that big (5,000 and above) and small (5,000 
an below) are highly aware, with M=4.15 and M=3.60 respectively. The classification of age 3.96 was described as 
highly aware. M=4.06 in young (36 years and under) and M=3.36 in old (37 years and over). Regarding sex, females 
and males are equally aware, with M=4.06 and 3.76. In terms of civil status, the results showed that individuals who 
were single, married, or widowed had M=4.09, M=3.9, and M=3.76. Regarding religion, catholics and non-Catholics 
had M=4.02 and M=3.69. Furthermore, the results show that both faculty and staff have the same level, M=3.99 
and M=3.92. In terms of employment status, both casual and permanent have M=4.06 and are described as highly 
aware. Those short (10 yrs. and below) and long (11 yrs. and above) have the same level and got the M=3.95 and 
M=3.97 respectively and described as highly aware in terms of educational attainment, the global mean was 3.96. All 
bachelor's, master's, PhD/EdD/DM, and other degrees received M=4.00, M=3.97, M=3.85, and M=3.93 accordingly.
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Table 2 presents the level of awareness on the key areas of GAD such as policy, people, enabling mechanisms, 
and programs/activities/projects. The level of awareness on the key area of GAD policy taken as a whole had a mean 
M=4.07, described as highly aware. It shows that they were very highly aware (M=4.26) on the policy/s articulating 
support to GAD mandate. In terms of the key area of people, it shows that they were highly aware (M=3.84). As 
to the key of GAD Enabling Mechanisms, the mean (M=3.86) determined them to be highly aware. Lastly, as to the 
programs, activities, and projects, they were also highly aware, (M=3.96). 

Understanding how gender roles influence organizational settings can help Velasco & Alicar-Cadorna (2014) deliver 
gender responsive services (Aspiras et.al, 2017). To which human rights, gender equality, and gender sensitivity will 
be incorporated into fundamental education and governance (Llego, 2017). Even PH Women's Commission (2011) 
clarify the GFPS's roles and responsibilities, composition, and structure to enable it to act as a mechanism for 
promoting Gender Equality and Women's Empowerment.

Table 3 presents the practices on GAD among SUCs when grouped according to SUC level, type of school, 
population, age, sex, civil status, religion, category, employment status, length of service, and educational attainment. 
The level of practice on GAD had an overall mean of 3.79 and it means that they often practiced. As to SUC level, those 
in level 1, 3 and 4 often practiced with a mean of M=3.74, M=4.03 and M=4.04 while level 2 sometimes practiced 
with a mean M=3.35. In terms of type of school, those in college and university often practiced and had M=3.37 
and M=4.03 of means. In terms of population, it revealed that majority of big (5,000 and above) were often practice 
with the mean of 4.02, and small (less than 5,000) were often practiced it too with the mean of 3.36. In terms of 
age, the overall mean was 3.79 described as often practiced. Those young (36 yrs. and below) and old (37 yrs. and 
above) have the same level with different means, M=3.91 and M=3.68 respectively and they had often practiced. 
In terms of sex, both male and female have the same description, as often practiced and got M=3.56 and M=3.91 
respectively. In terms of civil status, those single, married and widow/er got M=3.95, M=3.72 and 3.50 respectively 
and all described as often practiced. In terms of religion, both catholic and non catholic have often practiced, M=3.85 
and M=3.53 respectively. In terms of employment status, those casual and permanent have the same scale of means, 
M=3.89 and M=3.74 respectively and they often practiced it. In terms of length of service, Those short (10 yrs and 
below) and long (11 yrs and above) have the same level described as often practiced with M=3.78 and M=3.80 
respectively. Lastly, in terms of educational attainment, those bachelor’s degree, master’s degree, PhD/EdD/DM have 
often practiced with M=3.81, M=3.80, M=3.68, and M=3.99.
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Table 4 presents the practices on the key areas of GAD such as policy, people, enabling mechanisms, and 
programs/activities/projects. In the area of GAD policy, the overall mean was M=3.81 and were described to be often 
practices. Adopting a GAD Agenda/Strategic Framework was the mostly practiced (M=3.89) and the least practices 
was reviewing and revising some existing policies pertaining to GAD (M=3.74), yet these practices was did often 
times. As to key of GAD people, they were often practice it based on the mean (M=3.86). Creating of GAD Focal 
Point System (GFPS) whose members attended appropriate and relevant training on GAD was mostly practiced often, 
(M=4.02) while having staff members who are recognized as GAD experts by other organizations was the least 
practiced (M=3.66). As to the particulars on GAD Enabling Mechanisms, they often practiced it with a mean of 3.72. 
It shows that creating/reconstituting the GAD Focal Point System or similar GAD mechanism in accordance with MCW 
and pertinent policies issued by concerned oversight agencies (M=3.80), as the highest mean and establishing other 
GAD mechanisms contribute to the attainment of desired impact/s (M=3.65) as the lowest mean, were the most 
and least practices that they did oftentimes. Lastly, the mean of 3.79 on key area of Programs/Activities /Projects 
determined that they often practiced it. Observing GAD-related events by the organization was one of the particulars 
that most of them agreed that they often practiced, (M=3.91). Conducting capacity development on GAD to develop 
internal GAD experts and developing and disseminating IEC materials on GAD for clients (internal and external) had 
the lowest mean of 3.72 and it speaks that they often practiced it too.

For example, the Asian Development Bank (2017) notes that while the number of gender- mainstreamed initiatives 
has increased across all sectors, the fraction of successful programs has increased dramatically. While GABRIELA 
and its member organizations thrived, other national democrat mass organizations withered (Hega et.al, 2017). 
Unlike David et al. (2017), this study assesses the country's performance on important gender-related variables. 
So it addresses gender equality, economic opportunity, political voice and leadership, as well as female safety. 
Also identified are policy priorities for gender equality and women's empowerment. According to Ampong (2017), 
engage employees and empower them to constantly improve service delivery by identifying gaps in work areas and 
developing plans to accomplish goals.
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Table 5 presents the extent of implementation on GAD among SUCs when grouped according to SUC level, type 
of school, population, age, sex, civil status, religion, category, employment status, length of service, and educational 
attainment. It shows the degree of GAD implementation in the entire group (M=2.15) described as implemented. In 
terms of SUC level, level 4 was fully implemented with a mean M=2.47. Levels 1, 2, and 3 have M=2.06, M=1.94, 
and M=2.27 accordingly, and were all implemented. College and university have the same level implemented with 
M=1.93 and M=2.27 respectively. In terms of population, both small (under 5,000) and large (5,000 and above) 
have the same level with M=1.93 and M=2.27. Young (36 years and under) and old (37 years and beyond) have the 
same level of implementation with M=2.21 and M=2.1. Male and female have implemented the same with M=2.04 
and M=2.21. Single, married, and widow/er have the same level specified with M=2.23, M=2.12, and M=2.00. With 
M=2.19 and M=2.00 for religion, both Catholics and non- Catholics have the same level mentioned. M=2.18 for 
academics and M=2.12 for employees. In terms of employment status, M=2.23 for casual and M=2.11 for permanent 
are applied. Short (10 years or less) and long (11 years or more) service levels are implemented using M=2.16 and 
M=2.11, respectively. The overall mean for educational attainment was 2.15. These are implemented as M=2.15, 
M=2.17, M=2.14 and M=2.00 for the bachelor's, master's, PhD/EdD/DM, and othersTable 5 presents the extent of 
implementation on GAD among SUCs when grouped according to SUC level, type of school, population, age, sex, civil 
status, religion, category, employment status, length of service, and educational attainment.

It shows the degree of GAD implementation in the entire group (M=2.15) described as implemented. In terms of 
SUC level, level 4 was fully implemented with a mean M=2.47. Levels 1, 2, and 3 have M=2.06, M=1.94, and M=2.27 
accordingly, and were all implemented. College and university have the same level implemented with M=1.93 and 
M=2.27 respectively. In terms of population, both small (under 5,000) and large (5,000 and above) have the same 
level with M=1.93 and M=2.27. Young (36 years and under) and old (37 years and beyond) have the same level of 
implementation with M=2.21 and M=2.1. Male and female have implemented the same with M=2.04 and M=2.21. 
Single, married, and widow/er have the same level specified with M=2.23, M=2.12, and M=2.00. With M=2.19 and 
M=2.00 for religion, both Catholics and non- Catholics have the same level mentioned. M=2.18 for academics and 
M=2.12 for employees. In terms of employment status, M=2.23 for casual and M=2.11 for permanent are applied. 
Short (10 years or less) and long (11 years or more) service levels are implemented using M=2.16 and M=2.11, 
respectively. The overall mean for educational attainment was 2.15. These are implemented as M=2.15, M=2.17, 
M=2.14 and M=2.00 for the bachelor's, master's, PhD/EdD/DM, and others.
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Table 6 presents the extent of implementation on the key areas of GAD such as policy, people, enabling 
mechanisms, and programs/activities/projects. As to the GAD policy, the indicators was implemented when taken 
into entire group (M=2.18). Implementing the policy/policies articulating support to GAD mandates was the highest 
extent of implementation, (M=2.33) while the least extent of implementation was Has reviewed and revised of some 
existing policies pertaining to GAD (M=2.08). As to GAD people, the indicators described as implemented when 
the entire group was taken. Executing the GAD Development Program by sending its top management to the Basic 
GAD Orientation or Gender Sensitivity Training (GST) with a mean of 2.23, was highest extent of implementation 
and recognized the Staff members as GAD experts by other organizations with a mean of 2.09 was the least extent 
of implementation. As to GAD enabling mechanisms, the mean of 2.14 among the entire group was described the 
indicators as implemented. The highest extent of implementation was Utilized the GAD budget judiciously, (M=2.17) 
and Engaged in established agencies/lgus, institutions and/or individuals towards the strategic implementation of 
GAD paps was the least extent of implemention. Lastly, in terms of GAD programs/activities /projects, the mean of 
2.15 had described the indicators as implemented. The held of GAD-related events/activities had the highest mean 
(M=2.26) and described the indicator as implemented. However, implementing the setting-up of GAD corner was the 
least extent of implementaion (M=2.05), though it described as implemented.

There is even a toolkit from the Department of Energy (2016) that aims to help DOE and its departments as well 
as other organizations better understand how to deal with the gender issues of their own employees and clients. In 
connection with this, people who work for the government need to learn more about gender issues and be willing to 
talk about them in order to appreciate GAD and fight for it in the long run. Like the Commission on Audit kept an eye 
on government operations to make sure that gender-sensitive policies, programs, projects, and activities are part of 
the government's everyday work (Castillo, 2017). Meanwhile, an early project by the Galilea Center for Educational 
Development (2011) shows how gender affects women and men's roles in society, especially in development, as 
well as how it affects their relationships with each other. It is given to people who don't think about gender very 
much. There have been a lot of good changes in the Philippine educational system, but this study looked at how 
gender equality is promoted in higher education (HEI). Gender equality at a Philippine HEI was looked at in this study 
(Gavino-Gumba, 2013).

Table 7 presents differences in the level of awareness on GAD among SUCs when grouped according to type of 
SUC, population, age, sex, religion, category, employment status, and length of service. Results showed that there 
were significant differences in the level of awareness on GAD among SUCs when grouped according to type of SUC, 
population, age, sex, religion, and employment status. As to SUC type, it computed t-ratio=-8.903, df=333 and t- 
probability=0.000. A computed t-ratio=-8.18, df=338 and t-probability=0.000 was determined to the SUC population. 
As to age, it had computed t-ratio=2.775, df=338 and t- probability=0.006. In terms of sex, it computed t-ratio=-4.011, 
df=338 and t-probability=0.000 while t-ratio=-4.011, df=338 and t-probability=0.000 for the religion. Lastly, the 
computed t- ratio=2.095, df=338, t-probability=.037 was determined by employment status, thus indicated that the 
type of SUC, population, age, sex, religion, and employment status observed significant level which was lower than 
0.05 alpha. The null hypothesis which states that there were no significant difference between the levels of awareness 
on GAD among SUC’s when grouped according to type of SUC, population, age, sex, religion, and employment status, 
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in terms of the key areas of GAD such as policy, people, enabling mechanism, and programs/activities/projects was 
rejected. On the other hand, as to the category and length of service, the t-test computation showed that there were 
no significant differences in the level of awareness between faculty and staff. The computed t-ratio=1.003, df=338, 
t-probability=0.316 was determined from the category while for length of service had a computed t-ratio=.295, 
df=338, t-probability=0.768 indicated that the observed significant level was more than 0.05 alpha. 

Table 8 presents the differences in the level of awareness on GAD among SUCs when grouped according to 
SUC level, civil status, and educational attainment. Results showed that there were significant differences in level of 
awareness on GAD among SUCs when classified as to SUC level and civil status. As to SUC level, it had computed 
F-ratio=20.309, df=3, P- value=.000. As to civil status, the computed was F-ratio=19.301, df=3, P-value=.0 indicated 
that the observed significant level were lower than 0.05 alpha, thus, the null hypothesis which states that there were 
no significant difference in the level of awareness on GAD among SUCs when grouped according to their educational 
attainment was rejected. However, there were no significant differences in level of awareness on GAD among SUCs 
when classified as to educational attainment. The computed F-ratio=.691, df=2, P-value=.558 indicated that the 
observed significant level was not lower than 0.05 alpha, thus, the null hypothesis which states that there were no 
significant difference in the level of awareness on GAD among SUCs when grouped according to their educational 
attainment was accepted.
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Table 9 presents the differences in the level practices on GAD among SUCs when grouped according to type of SUC, 
population, age, sex, religion, category, employment status, and length of service. Results showed that there were 
significant differences in the level of practices on GAD among SUCs when grouped according to type of SUC, population, 
age, sex, and religion. As to type of school, it had the computed t-ratio=-8.316, df=338, t-probability=0.000, The 
computed t-ratio=-8.160, df=338, t-probability=0.00 was observed from the population profile. As to age, it showed 
a computed t-ratio= 2.74, df=338, t-probability=.006. The sex classification had computed t-ratio=-3.975, df=338, 
t-probability=0.00. As to religion, the computation showed that the t-ratio=2.91, df=335, t-probability=0.004, 
indicated that the observed significant level from the profile above was lower than 0.05 alpha. This meant that 
there were significant difference in levels of practices on GAD among SUCs when grouped according to type of SUC, 
population, age, sex, and religion. On the other hand, there were no significant differences in the level of practices 
on GAD among SUCs when grouped according to category, employment status, and length of service. As to category, 
the t-test computation showed t- ratio=1.353, df=338, t-probability=0.177. As to employment status, the computed 
was t- ratio=1.704, df=388, t-probability=0.089. Lastly, as to length of service, computed t- ratio=-.226, df=388, 
t-probability=0.821, indicated that the significant level of category, employment status, and length of service were 
more than 0.05 alpha. This meant that there were no significant difference in levels of practices on GAD among SUCs 
classified as to category, employment status, and length of service. 

Table 10 presents the differences in the level of practices on GAD among SUCs when grouped according to SUC 
level, civil status, and educational attainment. Results showed that there were significant differences in level of 
awareness on GAD among SUCs when classified as to SUC level and civil status. As to SUC level, it had computed 
F-ratio=21.258, df=3, P- value=.000. As to civil status, the computed was F-ratio=4.396, df=2, P-value=.013 indicated 
that the observed significant level were lower than 0.05 alpha. However, there were no significant differences in level 
of practices on GAD among SUCs when classified as to educational attainment. The computed F-ratio=.610, df=3, 
P-value=.609 indicated that the observed significant level was not lower than 0.05 alpha.
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Table 11 presents the differences in the extent of implementation on GAD among SUCs when grouped according 
to type of SUC, population, age, sex, religion, category, employment status, and length of service. Results showed 
that there were significant differences in the extent of implementation on GAD among SUCs when grouped according 
to type of SUC, population, age, sex, religion, and employment status. As to SUC type, it computed t-ratio=-7.337, 
df=338, t- probability=0.000. A computed t-ratio=-7.337, df=338, t-probability=.000 was determined to the SUC 
population. As to age, it had computed t-ratio=2.44, df=338, t-probability=0.15. In terms of sex, it computed 
t-ratio=-3.315, df=338, t-probability=0.001 while t-ratio=3.013, df=335,t-probability=0.003 for the religion. Lastly, 
the computed t-ratio=2.374, df=338, t- probability=0.018 was determined by employment status, thus indicated 
that the type of SUC, population, age, sex, religion, and employment status observed significant level which was 
lower than 0.05 alpha. On the other hand, as to the category and length of service, the t-test computation showed 
that there were no significant differences in the extent of implementation between faculty and staff. The computed 
t-ratio=131, df=338, t-probability=.259 was determined from the category while for length of service had a computed 
of t-ratio=0.079, df=338, t-probability=0.937 indicated that the observed significant level was more than 0.05 alpha.
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Table 12 presents the differences in the extent of implementation on GAD among SUCs when grouped according 
to SUC level, civil status, and educational attainment. Results showed that there were significant differences in 
extent of implementation on GAD among SUCs when classified as to SUC level and civil status. As to SUC level, 
it had computed F-ratio=16.090, df=3, P-value=.000. As to civil status, the computed was F-ratio=3.154, df=2, 
P-value=.044 indicated that the observed significant level were lower than 0.05 alpha. However, there were no 
significant differences in extent of implementation on GAD among SUCs when classified as to educational attainment. 
The computed F-ratio=.506, df=3, P-value=.678 indicated that the observed significant level was not lower than 
0.05 alpha.

Table 13 showed the relationship between level of awareness, practices, and implementation of GAD among 
SUC’s in Region VI. A significant relationship was found among level of awareness, level of practices and extent of 
implementation of the respondents on GAD. A positive correlation among these variables was observed which means 
that as the level of awareness of the SUC on GAD is high, correspondingly the level of practice is high and the extent 
of implementation is likewise high.

CONCLUSION

Gender roles have an impact on organizational settings, and it becomes responsive to which aspects of human 
rights have been incorporated into such core education and governance. There is a sense of responsibility, composition, 
and structure, allowing it to function as a tool for advancing Gender and Development awareness, practices, and 
implementation. These gender-mainstreamed initiatives had documented successful programs that thrived to 
perform critical gender-related characteristics. Policies in key areas prioritize gender development, empowering them 
to constantly improve service delivery by identifying gaps in work areas and developing plans to achieve goals. 
As a result, government employees learnt more about gender issues and were more willing to discuss and accept 
GAD programs at school. The respondents' awareness of GAD Key areas concentrated on informing their teachers 
and staff so that it became a style and practice that was extremely relevant to their personal profile. The extent of 
implementation resulted in informing the faculty and staff in order to better the Gender and Development goals. As a 
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result, the distinctions in the profile and link between awareness, practices, and implementation indicated that when 
the SUC's awareness of GAD was high, so were the practices and level of implementation. Such programs, activities, 
and initiatives raised the awareness of faculty and staff in state colleges and universities, with an emphasis on the 
formation of GAD plans and budgets; and funds were provided to trainings, seminars, and workshops that equipped 
GAD implementers. Finally, the college's administration, or the Gender and Development Focal Point System (GFPS), 
guaranteed that men and women had equal opportunities to participate in Gender and Development Programs.
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