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The Philippine commission on higher education (CHED) requires colleges
and universities to align with its triad goals of individual, social, and global
development, through the new general education curriculum (NGEC). Since
its implementation, numerous studies have evaluated outcomes, often
reporting positive results. However, these studies exhibit methodological
inconsistencies due to varying assessment measures. While two studies from
the same college employed robust self-developed instruments based on
CHED standards to evaluate general education (GE) outcomes, questions
about their reliability led to the creation of the GE-assessment of personal
reports of outcomes achievement (GE-APROAch) instrument. Using a
mixed-method descriptive-evaluation design, the research constructed and
validated the instrument. Results indicated that the GE-APROAch
effectively measures GE outcomes through: i) a solid conceptual framework
of targeted competencies; ii) high interrater agreement from expert judges;

iii) strong internal reliability to differentiate and consistently report scores;
and iv) superior efficacy compared to existing tools. Establishing the validity
of self-made instruments is crucial, particularly for evaluating curriculum
learning outcomes. Statistical analysis confirms that the GE-APROAch is a
reliable and valid tool, offering improvements over previously used
instruments.
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1. INTRODUCTION

As per the commission on higher education (CHED) memorandum order (CMO) 20, s. 2013,
undergraduate students across all higher education institutions (HEIs) in the Philippines must complete
twenty-four course units of general education (GE) courses and nine GE course electives. Formative
evaluation of the extent to which the new general education curriculum (NGEC) has achieved its desired
outcomes is paramount as HEIs adopt the outcomes-based education (OBE) framework. In OBE, educational
systems are organized “around what is essential for all learners to know” because of their potential to
“increase both the effectiveness of quality assurance (QA) and the effectiveness of higher education” [1].
Designing effective instructions requires schools to adopt diverse evaluation measures to decide how learners
have reached the expected outcomes [2].

Through CMO 46, s. 2012, HEIs are mandated to bring out graduates who are intellectually
competent, highly professional, with a focus on development, and technologically able, with a sense of social
responsibility to improve the quality of human life [3]. Furthermore, the CHED recognizes the functional
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differentiation of HEIs that it adopts a horizontal typology-based QA while expecting that colleges and

universities commit to its mission through vertical typology-based QA, related to the level of program

excellence and institutional quality [3]. This underscores the consistency of the learning environment with
the institution’s vision and goals, the demonstration of exceptional learning and service outcomes, and the
development of a culture of quality.

OBE is student-centered which should lead to life-long learning, based on a purpose that is clearly
stated; it expands opportunities, is ideal and designed for students, and is framed around the standards of
acceptable performance that increases access to higher-level curriculum [4]. Despite its soundness and logic,
critics raise issues against OBE. Its implementation challenges school leaders and researchers to examine its
extent of effectiveness in meeting desirable outcomes, at program and school-wide levels. Moreover, OBE is
criticized for lacking evidence that supports outcomes achievement as implemented, and often institutional
practices do not adhere to the standards set by regulators [5]. The Organization for Economic Co-operation
and Development (OECD) also reported a considerable gap in knowledge on outcomes achievement in HEIs,
at an international scale [6].

In narrowing such gap, this study interrogates: how does the GE-assessment of personal reports of
outcomes achievement (GE-APROAch) fair as an instrument to measure achievement of GE learning
outcomes? Specifically, this validation study aims to determine whether the proposed instrument: i) Can
discriminate between scores across diverse groups or classes; ii) Is reliable to measure shared perception of
students from the same population or classes; and iii) Is organized to elucidate on the process of developing
and validating a formative evaluation measure, leading to a reflexive evaluation on the proposed instrument’s
potential and limitations by testing the following null hypotheses:

— HO;: group scores on reported outcomes achievement do not differ to the population mean (pg=0), to
determine the instruments’ discriminating power in measuring scores across diverse groups.

— HO,: using the GE-APROACch instrument, scores between the split-group taking the same course do not
differ (ni=p2), to suggest its sensitivity in measuring shared perception of population in the same learning
environment.

- HO3: the GE-APROACch instrument is not significantly different in variance of scores (T=T>=T3), when
compared with two other similar instruments that measure GE outcomes achievement following the
CHED mandate.

The successful implementation and evaluation of the GE curriculum within the OBE framework in
Philippine HEIs depend on reliable assessment tools like the GE-APROAch. HEIs must produce graduates
who are academically skilled and socially responsible, necessitating that assessment instruments align with
OBE goals and CHED standards. While OBE offers potential for improved learning outcomes and
institutional quality, validating its effectiveness presents challenges due to criticisms and evidence gaps. This
study rigorously evaluates the GE-APROAch to assess its reliability and validity to differentiate scores,
measure shared perceptions, and compare with other instruments, providing insights to enhance educational
outcomes and QA.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. Instructional planning, outcomes, and quality education

Teachers must approach the instructional planning process deliberately and focus on the ideal
results, with determined acceptable evidence, which becomes the basis of the planned learning experience
[7]. The need for assessment tools, which are unbiased, valid, dependable, and adherent to standards, is vital
in measuring learning outcomes [8]. Regionalization for HEIs is described as the foreground to
internationalization, synonymous with competitiveness by adhering to global standards, requiring
collaboration and programmatic to enhance the curriculum, to which Philippine HEIs invest in international
accreditation such as with that of the ASEAN university network [9] which like any other accreditor and
government regulator emphasize achievement of learning outcomes across the curriculum.

In the QA cycle, HEIs must evaluate the extent to which expected outcomes are met, striving for
excellence and adherence to standards [10]. Accrediting and regulating bodies typically place this
responsibility on academic institutions. Currently, there is no unified assessment tool for GE outcomes in the
country, except for two recent studies [11], [12]. These studies were re-examined in this validation research
and compared with the proposed GE-APROAch.

Nusche [13] highlights that many countries use direct assessments of learning, while HEIs in the
USA and Australia sometimes use indirect methods, such as surveys of students’ self-reported achievements.
Both methods measure generic and domain-specific competencies but have limitations. Direct assessments
provide concrete evaluations of learning outcomes, whereas indirect methods, though less precise, offer
valuable insights into self-reported learning evidence. Previous studies [11], [12] concur on the need to
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formatively evaluate GE programs, given that it has been implemented for several years already. Large-scale
direct assessments of learning have relative distance from what is taught, while indirect measures do not
examine the actualities of learning but offer some insights on evidence of learning as self-reported [14]. HEIs
need to carefully choose the assessment approach that best fits their measurement goals and context,
balancing the strengths and limitations of both direct and indirect methods. Hence, HEIs in the country must
adopt what is fit for assessing GE outcomes achievement.

2.2. Divergent measures in evaluating general education outcomes achievement

In both practice and policies, HEIs in the Philippines continue to employ an inputs-based approach
rather than fully embracing the OBE framework. This traditional approach emphasizes content coverage,
segmented learning time, periodic testing, and quantifying performance instead of qualifying standards,
focusing on teaching to test and evaluating students based on test results [15]. This divergence from OBE
practices raises questions on the effectiveness and implications of educational methods.

A recent survey at a university in Southern Metro Manila, used a self-made instrument claimed to
align with the CHED standards. The findings reported that the programs were successful in imparting
relevant knowledge, critical thinking, communication skills, and ethical perspectives [16]. However, this
survey did not fully reflect the prescribed CHED GE outcomes. Similarly, in 2016, the university of the
Philippines utilized its student evaluation of teaching to gauge student motivation and satisfaction, reporting
average to very good ratings on course satisfaction and outcomes achievement. Despite this, the evaluation
did not specify which GE outcomes were met [17].

Extensive cross-sectional studies to review OBE implications have been conducted, showing
positive results after years of implementation [18], [19]. Local studies have focused on compliance with
CHED standards, including institutional implementation [18], [20], syllabus alignment [14], [21], courseware
relevance [22], and acceptance of the OBE framework [23], [24], reporting positive results. While these
studies reported positive outcomes, many lacked substantial evidence of achievement and often used self-
developed instruments with lower standards of measurement. The NGEC aims for holistic learner
development, encompassing knowledge of self, Filipino society, and the world [25], setting higher standards
of education.

Given these gaps, existing instruments need reworking, or a new instrument must be developed. The
GE-APROACch, which aligns with the CHED prescribed outcomes also differs from previous instruments by
using clear, student-tailored items that ensure comprehensibility and relevance, facilitating better engagement
and response. This descriptive evaluation aims to compare GE-APROAch with its predecessors and assess its
potential to effectively measure learning outcomes as prescribed by the NGEC. Validity remains a critical
consideration in developing any effective outcome measurement tool.

2.3. Instrument development and validity

The design of an instrument and the process of its evaluation through expert judgment, must adhere
to the guidelines and principles on content validity and educational assessment [26]. Expert evaluators are
chosen based on their experience and knowledge, objectivity and common sense, communication
competence, academic and scientific reputation, and their motivation to collaborate [27]. Most often
instruments were face-content validated using binary codes which is questionable and unreliably resulting to
type 1 errors [28]. Attempts to measure GE outcomes achievement have relied on self-made instruments,
focused on compliance, that brings to question their validity and reliability, and even widens the gap in
outcomes assessment.

Validity attributes to the consistency of an instrument’s measure, ascertained through different
techniques and analysis which should determine its internal consistency across all items, stability that
consistently results the same way upon repeat testing, and equivalence that there is consistency in the
responses of multiple users or among alternate forms of instrument [29]. Instrument validity and reliability
are assessed in terms of relevance, content, internal structure, response process and consequences [30].
Face-content validation through expert judgment may address such concerns if it added layers of evaluation
in the process [31]. It should be tested as to utility and appropriateness to meet purpose, supported by
multiple layers of evidence demonstrating attributes of careful test construction and social consideration [32].

Assessment and learning are bound together, and program level assessment rely on valid and
reliable instruments that institutions can widely adopt [33]. Self-reports are just one of them. There are many
ways to measure learning outcomes achievement, and at the global level, regions and country adopt diverse
means of assessing learning outcomes [34]. However, institutions in the country vary in their approaches in
assessing GE-outcomes achievement [14], [16]-[19], [21], [22], [24], despite the fact that there is a set of
outcomes that CHED mandates for GE providers to meet. Deviating from these prescribed outcomes makes
any assessment attempts tangentially off.
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Other studies [11], [12] on GE-outcomes adopted the CHED prescribed outcomes in earlier attempts
to determine the extent to which they are met in specific GE courses. The department of education in the
Philippines, through The Second Congressional Commission on Education (EDCOM) underscored limited
opportunities for large-scale assessment that should provide basis for reforms [35]. Since 2018, no large-scale
assessment on the implemented NGEC has gone underway. Without a standardized measure such intention
will not be fruitful. GE-APROAch could narrow that gap, which results could inform policy formulations,
curriculum development and innovations in instructional delivery.

2.4. CHED prescribed general education outcomes and key competencies

CMO 20, s. 2013 builds on CMO 46, s. 2012 by integrating a competency-based approach and
adopting an OBE framework for QA in Philippine higher education. The NGEC is designed to expose
students in “various domains of knowledge and ways of comprehending social and natural realities” that
develops their intellectual competencies, civic capacities and practical skills [25]. The NGEC policy specifies
nineteen learning outcomes expected from graduates but does not detail the competencies associated with
these outcomes. Towards learner’s holistic development, GE should develop students as an individual, as a
Filipino citizen and as a member of the global community with, intellectual competence, socio-civic
responsibilities and practical skills [25].

Moreover, the CHED expects GE courses to foster students' personal identity, pride in their
collective identity, respect for diversity, and awareness of global issues [25] which overarch the three key GE
outcomes of intellectual competencies, personal and civic responsibilities, and practical skills with nineteen
learning outcomes. The commission defines two main competencies: intellectual competence, which involves
critical and creative thinking, and civic capacities, which relate to participation in community and global
activities [25]. Researchers designing instruments must understand these concepts thoroughly.

Competencies include observable knowledge, skills, and attitudes [36]. Intellectual competence
(LO1-LO5) involves cognitive abilities and personality traits that can predict future success, differing from
IQ and assessable through self-evaluation [37]. Civic capacity (LO6-LO14) includes the beliefs, knowledge
and skills needed to influence social agendas and contribute to socictal development [38]. Practical skills
(LO15-LO19). Although CHED does not define practical skills (LO15-LO19), Programme for International
Student Assessment (PISA)-OECD describes global competencies as including cultural awareness, digital
fluency, and global awareness, respect and appreciation of diversity, digital fluency, and global awareness
that support sustainable development goals [34].

The shift to OBE emphasizes a student-centered approach, focusing on what students need to
achieve by the end of their courses. Debates exist about the effectiveness of outcomes-based versus
competency-based education, with some arguing that competency-based education might limit intellectual
development. However, others find these approaches complementary and effective [39]. Conversely,
outcomes-oriented competency-based education were found to be complementary and effective in higher
education [40]. “Competencies mean more than learning outcomes: they can be measured, verified by
evidence of student achievement, and applied in different situations” [41].

Competencies should be defined in relation to learning outcomes and measured through evidence of
student achievement [36]. The GE-APROAch instrument was developed with comprehensive input from the
literatures, reflecting essential such as creativity, global awareness, and civic literacy. The former CHED
chairperson identified vital competencies in developing human and intellectual capital, that resonates to
“ingenuity, agility, skills lead, competitiveness, civic literacy, global awareness, cross-cultural skills, critical
and inventive thinking, communication, collaboration and information skills” [42]. The introduction of the
GE-APROAch instrument underscores the importance of clearly defined competencies and measurable
outcomes, aligning with the broader NGEC educational goals. The literature is rich to inform on the
competencies linked to GE learning outcomes, a prior review of which compared with the CHED stated
outcomes supported the construction of the items in the GE-APROAch instrument [11], [12].

3. METHOD

This mixed-method descriptive-evaluation study [43] aims to report, review, and reflect on the
process, impact, and implementation of the GE-APROAch survey instrument, designed to measure personal
reports of student outcomes achievement. The instrument was developed and validated using an exploratory
sequential mixed-method research design, integrating both qualitative and quantitative data and analysis tools
[44]. It supports assessment procedures that employ a forward logic model to monitor and evaluate existing
educational programs, detailing intended components [45]-[47]. Using a mixed-methods design, this study
offers deeper insights into the quality of the instrument and strengthens the evidence for its validity [48].
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The need for a standardized, valid, and reliable instrument to measure GE outcomes achievement
drove this research. The development of the GE-APROAch instrument was guided by CHED standards and
informed by conceptual definitions from relevant literature. Four expert judges, comprising two external and
two internal evaluators, were selected to assess the instrument’s face and content validity [31]. These experts
were chosen based on several reasonable criteria for inclusion [27]: advanced degrees (including master’s
and doctoral qualifications), at least three years of college teaching experience, a balanced representation
from both within and outside the college, proficiency in evaluating written language, and a confirmed
commitment to rigorously review the instrument.

The validation process focused on several key aspects of the instrument: item construction,
including validity, reliability, and clarity. This was achieved through the use of a 4-point Likert scale for
evaluating how well the items measured the 19 GE outcomes and six open-ended questions. The overall
quality of the instrument was assessed using a 5-point Likert scale across ten criteria to avoid potential type I
errors commonly associated with binary measures [28]. Construct validity was examined using the scale
content-validity index [30], which guided revisions of the items. Internal reliability was measured using
Cronbach’s alpha, while interrater agreement was assessed with Fleiss Kappa, addressing the limitations of
Cronbach’s alpha in measuring agreement between raters.

Each item in the GE-APROAch was scrutinized for reliability, validity, and clarity. Reliability refers
to the consistency of the item in measuring the identified GE learning outcomes, validity pertains to how well
the item reflects those outcomes as experienced by students, and clarity involves ensuring that the language
used is understandable to the general student population. The instrument underwent further pilot testing with
84 students from the department of communication and literature at De La Salle-College of Saint Benilde,
Manila during AY 2022-2023, with a 98% participation rate. Statistical hypotheses were tested at a 0.05
significance level using ANOVA, T-tests, and Tukey honestly significant difference (HSD).

Ethical considerations were strictly adhered to throughout the study, in compliance with the data
privacy act (RA 10173). Informed consents were obtained both from the experts and the pilot-test
participants. Anonymity and confidentiality were strictly observed, as well as the safety of students and
evaluators were guaranteed. The GE-APROAch was compared with instruments used in previous studies
[11], [12], evaluating similarities and differences in item construction and conceptual foundations, referred to
as instruments 2 and 3 (T2 and T3). In editing and proofreading this report, generative pre-trained
transformer (GPT) Al tools (i.e. Microsoft Word Editor and ChatGPT4) were used to make the report
narrative concise and ensure that the document is free of grammatical, spelling, and punctuation errors.

4. RESULTS
4.1. Qualitative evaluation of GE-APROAch compared with two other instruments

A standard, valid, and reliable instrument to measure outcomes achievement in the GE curriculum
will not only benefit program enhancement or instructional development, but it is vital for QA, vertically and
horizontally that should inform teachers, education administrators, regulators, and accreditors. Table 1 shows
that the GE-APROACch has strong content validity, meeting criteria described by Fitzpatrick [49] including
sampling adequacy, relevance, and clarity. Unlike instrument 2, which used fewer qualitative questions and
instrument 3 that lacked extensive pre-testing, GE-APROAch’s comprehensive development and high
reliability provide a deeper understanding of student learning experiences. All three instruments use a 4-point
Likert scale but differ in their score interpretations, with GE-APROAch maintaining a strong alignment with
CHED outcomes through appropriate and effective language and scoring methods.

Data shows that the GE-APROAch (instrument 1) demonstrates robust content validity among the
three tools, adhering to the CHED CMO 20 s. 2013 guidelines with a comprehensive approach that includes
19 items and six open-ended questions. Its validation procedures are thorough, with an alpha coefficient of
0.959 and high internal consistency (a=0.949) based on expert judges’ evaluation. The other two instruments
while reporting higher interrater agreement, lacked documentation of its process of face-content validation.
Such reflects the instrument's detailed customization, including qualitative questions, that enhances its ability
to provide in-depth insights into student learning experiences. The GE-APROAch aligns well with the
criteria for content, such as item adequacy, relevance, and clarity.

In contrast, instruments 2 and 3, while also based on CHED CMO 20 s. 2013 and using 4-point
Likert scales, exhibit notable differences. Instrument 2, with a validation coefficient of 0.912, includes fewer
qualitative questions and lacks detailed pre-test validation, focusing primarily on three LO categories.
Instrument 3 has unclear validation procedures and no pre-test data, with some differences in item wording
and interpretation. Both instruments use similar Likert scales and NA options, but their interpretations of
scores differ significantly from GE-APROAch. The proposed instrument’s comprehensive design and high
reliability highlight its superior alignment with CHED outcomes and its effective discrimination of learning
outcomes across different domains, compared with that of what [11], [12] employed.
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Table 1. Similarities and differences between the GE-APROACch and other instruments

Instrument 1 (GE-APROAch)

Instrument 2 [11]

Instrument 2 [11]

Framework and design: based on CHED
CMO 20 s. 2013, it includes 19 items plus
6 open-ended questions. It underwent
extensive validation procedures with an
alpha coefficient of 0.959, demonstrating
high internal reliability.

Pre-test and scale: pre-tested with 84
students and shows high internal
consistency (¢=0.949). Utilizes a 4-point
Likert scale without a "not applicable"
(NA) option.

Customization and revision: customized
for clarity, cultural sensitivity, and
efficiency, and revised based on expert
feedback. Results from 5 courses under
the arts and humanities domain show
learning outcomes (LOs) were achieved at
a great extent (X=3.69).

Focus: 19 LOs and emphasizes detailed
indicators and provides examples for each

Framework and design: also based on
CHED CMO 20 s. 2013, this instrument
includes 19 items and 2 open-ended
questions.  Validation procedure is
described with an alpha coefficient of
0.912, but details are sparse.

Pre-test and scale: pre-tested with 114
students but lacks validation on pre-test
results. Uses a 4-point Likert scale with a
NA=0 option.

Customization and revision: rephrased
CHED outcomes, maintaining fidelity
but with some omissions. Personal
pronouns are used in some items (n=7).
Results show the MATWORLD course
under the math, science, and technology
domain achieved outcomes at a great
extent (X=3.22; N=1,572).

Focus: interpretation is narrowed to three
LO categories, potentially limiting the

Framework and design: based on CHED
CMO 20 s. 2013, it includes 19 items and 1
open-ended question. Validation is unclear,
with no statistical results provided, and 5
internal experts involved.

Pre-test and scale: no pre-test reported. Uses
a 4-point Likert scale with a NA option.

Customization and revision: worded 12 LOs
differently while maintaining fidelity to
CHED, though some omissions are evident.
Personal pronouns are used in some items
(n=7). Results indicate the BIBCHUR course
under the philosophy and social science
domain achieved outcomes at a great extent
(X=3.33; N=176).

Focus: also focused on three LO categories,
similar to instrument 2. Included only 1 open

item, enhancing the specificity of ended question

assessment.

breadth of the assessment. Few open-
ended questions

Given that the GE-APROAch uses a 4-point Likert scale, interpreted in five ranges with a single
freedom of choice of response and 0.6 interval, it sets a higher standard of expectation than its predecessor(s)
with such scale of interpretation, as Spady [4] posits. On the assumption that all responses are relevant and no
“not applicable” category is needed, the GE-APROAch proves to be a more effective tool for detailed and
precise assessment. By omitting the “not applicable” category and starting its scale at 1.00, it ensures that
every response is classified into relevant categories, streamlining the evaluation process. Its finely segmented
categories—such as “at a moderate extent,” “at a high extent,” and “at a great extent”—allow for a nuanced
interpretation of varying degrees of applicability. The higher threshold for the “at a great extent” category
(starting at 3.44) ensures that only responses with a significant degree of relevance are included, which
enhances the precision of high-applicability assessments.

On the other hand, the interpretation of scores shared in previous studies [11], [12] includes a “not
applicable” category and has broader classifications like “to a very slight extent” and “to a slight extent”.
While this approach covers a wide range of scores, it may introduce unnecessary complexity and lack the
finer granularity needed for detailed analysis. The threshold for high applicability in their measure starts at
3.30, encompassing a wider range of scores and potentially diluting the distinction between high levels of
perceived outcomes achievement. Overall, this may be suitable for general assessments but lacks the
precision of the GE-APROAch which offers a more precise and streamlined evaluation of relevance, making
it more preferable for detailed analysis where all responses are relevant and nuanced insights are required.

4.2. Expert validation results

Data in Table 2 indicates a high level of perceived effectiveness of the GE-APROAch item
constructs as assessed by expert judges, with most items categorized as “outstanding.” Reliability scores are
uniformly high at 4.00 across all learning outcomes, reflecting a robust consistency in the measures.
Similarly, validity scores are predominantly 4.00, though a few outcomes such as LO5, LO8, and LO9 show
slightly lower validity, indicating minor areas for improvement. Clarity scores, however, vary more
significantly, with some outcomes scoring as low as 3.50, suggesting that while most items are clear, there is
room for enhancing clarity in certain areas. Overall, the mean score of 3.80 reflects a generally high level of
reliability, validity, and clarity across all learning outcomes. The Cronbach’s alpha value of 0.959 supports
excellent internal consistency, and the individual alpha values for each criterion further reinforce the
reliability of the assessment items. The observed agreement is greater than the expected (P,=0.807>0.250)
which indicates that the results are reliable and not due to random chance, adding to the credibility of the
assessment. Consistency in higher interrater agreement indicates reliability of the GE-APROAch as an
instrument to measure learning outcomes achievement [28], [32], [49].
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Table 2. Interrater agreement on GE-APROAch quantitative item constructs

ltems Reliability Validit Clarity B Least Some Moderate Great P, k SCV-I Interpretation
score y score _score extent extent  extent  extent
LO1 4.00 4.00 3.75 3.92 0 0 1 11 0958 0917 0.889 1.00 Outstanding
LO2 4.00 4.00 3.75 3.92 0 0 1 11 0958 0917 0889 1.00 Outstanding
LO3 4.00 4.00 3.75 3.92 0 0 1 11 0958 0917 0.889 1.00 Outstanding
LO4 4.00 4.00 3.75 3.92 0 0 1 11 0958 0917 0.889 1.00 Outstanding
LOS 4.00 3.75 3.50 3.75 0 0 4 8 0953 0.667 0.556 1.00 Outstanding
LO6 4.00 4.00 3.75 3.92 0 0 1 11 0958 0917 0.889 1.00 Outstanding
LO7 3.75 3.75 3.75 3.75 0 0 4 8 0953 0.667 0.556 1.00 Outstanding
LO8 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 0 3 1 8 0.963 0.667 0.556 0.75 Very
satisfactory
LO9 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 0 3 0 9 0.959 0.750 0.667 1.00 Very
satisfactory
LO10 4.00 3.75 3.75 3.83 0 0 2 10 0954 0.833 0.778 1.00 Outstanding
LO11 3.75 3.75 3.75 3.75 0 0 3 0953 0.750 0.667 1.00 Outstanding
LO12 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 0 0 1 0958 0917 0.889 1.00 Outstanding
LO13 4.00 4.00 3.75 3.92 0 0 1 0958 0917 0.889 1.00 Outstanding
LO14 3.75 3.75 3.50 3.67 0 0 5 0.955 0.583 0.444 1.00 Outstanding
LOI15 3.75 4.00 3.50 3.75 0 0 3 9 0953 0.750 0.667 1.00 Outstanding
LO16 4.00 4.00 3.75 3.92 0 0 1 11 0958 0917 0.889 1.00 Outstanding
LO17 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50 0 0 6 6 0.959 0.500 0.333 1.00 Very
satisfactory
LO18 4.00 4.00 3.75 3.92 0 0 11 0958 0917 0889 1.00 Outstanding
LO19 4.00 4.00 3.75 3.92 0 0 11 0958 0917 0.889 1.00 Outstanding
All 3.87 3.86 3.68 3.80 0 6 38 184 0959 0.807 0.743 0.98 Outstanding
items
A 0.777 0.791 0.926  0.890  0.00 0.03 0.18 0.81 0.250=(P.) probability of chance agreement*

Data in Table 3 demonstrates that open-ended question items in the GE-APROAch display a
generally strong performance, with the majority categorized as “outstanding” or “very satisfactory”, as rated
by expert judges. Specifically, Q1, Q2, and Q6 are rated “outstanding,” indicating high reliability, validity,
and clarity. These items have high scores across all criteria, with reliability and validity scores reaching 4.00
and clarity scores also being strong. Notably, Q6 stands out with perfect scores in reliability, validity, and
clarity, reflecting exceptional quality. Mean scores across all items are 3.67 for reliability, 3.88 for validity,
and 3.58 for clarity, resulting in an overall average of 3.80. These figures suggest that, on average, the items
are valid and reliable, though there is some variability in clarity. The Cronbach’s alpha (¢=0.956) for the
overall dataset demonstrates excellent internal consistency. Individual a values for reliability (0.738), validity
(0.733), and clarity (0.809) also reflect good consistency, though the clarity scores are slightly lower. As one
rater observed:

“There are some items that are constructed in a less concise manner. Please improve the clarity
of all the items. Make it more concise by trying to separate some items into two. Look at some
words that have more understandable meaning for the students. Some items are too wordy, so
please check it as well.”

Table 3. Interrater agreement on GE-APROAch qualitative questions

Reliability Validity  Clarity < LE SE ME GE .
Items score score score X ) ) 3) 4) a P, K SCV-I Interpretation
Q1 3.75 4.00 3.75 3.83 0 0 2 10 0925 0.833 0.778 1.00 Outstanding
Q2 4.00 4.00 3.50 3.83 0 0 1 11 0931 0917 0.889 1.00 Outstanding
Q3 3.50 3.75 3.25 3.50 0 0 7 5 0.966 0.583 0.444 1.00 Very
satisfactory
Q4 3.25 3.75 3.50 3.50 0 1 4 7 0.937 0.583 0444 0.75 Very
satisfactory
Q5 3.50 3.75 3.50 3.58 0 0 5 7 0.938 0.583 0.444 1.00 Very
satisfactory
Q6 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 0 0 0 12 0.944 1.000 1.000 1.00 Outstanding
All items 3.67 3.88 3.58 3.80 0 1 19 52 0956 0.750 0.609 0.95 Outstanding
o 0.738 0.733 0.809 0.825 0.000 0.014 0.264 0.722 = (P.) Probability of chance agreement*

Items Q3, Q4, and Q5 are categorized as “very satisfactory,” showing some variability in their
scores. These items have slightly lower reliability and validity scores compared to the “outstanding” items,
and their clarity scores also reflect some room for improvement. The variability in these items’ scores
suggests that while they are generally effective, there is potential for enhancement in terms of reliability,
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validity, and clarity. The interrater agreement is greater than the expected (P,=0.750>0.250) which indicates
that the results are reliable, adding to the credibility of the assessment indicating that the observed agreement
in the data is significant and not due to random chance.

The whole instrument was further rated by experts guided by the criteria of a good questionnaire
identified in previous studies [50], [51]. Based on the data presented in Table 4, the evaluation reveals that
most criteria are rated as “outstanding,” indicating high quality across the board. Specifically, criteria such as
relevance, clarity, intelligibility, layout, efficiency, reliability, and ethics all achieved average scores of 4.0 or
higher, with strong observed agreement scores of 1.00. The overall observed agreement for all criteria is
0.69, categorized as “strong,” and the expected probability of chance agreement (P,=0.690>0.200). This
demonstrates a high level of consensus among evaluators and underscores the effectiveness of the items
across criteria.

Table 4. Over-all quality assessment of GE-APROAch instrument
P NI S VS (6] 5 Observed

Criteria (1.0) 2.0) (3.0) (4.0) (5.0) P X quality P, K Agreement
Relevance 0 0 0 0 4 4 4.0 (0] 1.00 1.00 Strong
Depth 0 0 0 2 2 4 3.6 (0] 0.50 0.38 Moderate
Structure 0 0 0 3 1 4 34 VS 0.75  0.69 Strong
Clarity 0 0 0 1 3 4 38 (0] 0.75  0.69 Strong
Consistency 0 0 0 2 2 4 3.6 (6] 0.50 0.38 Moderate
Intelligibility 0 0 0 1 3 4 3.8 (6] 0.75  0.69 Strong
Layout 0 0 0 1 3 4 38 (0] 0.75  0.69 Strong
Efficiency 0 0 1 0 3 4 3.6 (0] 0.75  0.69 Strong
Motivation 0 0 0 2 2 4 3.6 o 0.50 038 Moderate
Reliability 0 0 0 1 3 4 38 (0] 0.75  0.69 Strong
Adaptability 0 0 0 2 2 4 3.6 (0] 0.50 0.38 Moderate
Ethics 0 0 0 1 3 4 3.8 (6] 0.75  0.69 Strong
Observed agreement  0.00 0.00 0.02 0.33 0.65 1.0 37 Outstanding 0.69 0.61 Strong

P.=0.200 (expected probability agreement). P=poor, NI=needs improvement, S=satisfactory, VS=very satisfactory, O=outstanding

Conversely, criteria such as depth, consistency, motivation, and adaptability received average scores
of 3.6, falling into the “moderate” or “very satisfactory” categories. These criteria showed lower agreement
levels, with scores ranging from £=0.38 to 0.50, suggesting some variability in evaluator opinions and
indicating areas for potential improvement. One evaluator noted, “the instrument is appropriate to the level of
comprehension of the target respondents.” Another supports this, saying:

“It is a good thing that most of the items are valid enough.”
“Since the goal is to make this instrument standardized, pilot-test this instrument with a number
of students who are not part of the study.”

Results showed that GE-APROAch has attributes of a good instrument being informed by a well-defined
domain which provides “a working knowledge of the phenomenon under study, specify the boundaries of the
domain, and ease the process of item generation and content validation” [52].

4.3. GE-APROACch pre-test results

Pre-testing is necessary to validate the effectiveness of an instrument, to assess it the extent of how
questions reflect the domain being studied, and how those questions produce responses [52]. Table 5 presents
the pilot test scores across five GE subjects (N=81) under the communication literature within the arts and
humanities domain. The overall average reliability score for all LOs is 0=0.949, indicating high internal
consistency in student’s ratings across the criteria. This suggests that the responses from pre-test respondents
are consistently dependable across items, with several LOs demonstrating strong reliability, including LO6
(0=0.8095), LO13 (0=0.8214), and LO3 (0=0.7738).

Using ANOVA for independent measures, the F-ratio of 9.86 with a p-value <0.00001 indicates a
significant result (p<0.05). This leads to rejecting HO;, which posits no difference in student scores across GE
classes (ng=0). Results show that the instrument effectively differentiates between group scores within the
same knowledge domain. The standard deviations range from 0.053 to 0.217, reflecting high internal
reliability. Additionally, pre-test results reveal excellent internal reliability (a=0.949), strong observed
agreement (P,=0.7386), and substantial inter-rater agreement (k=0.673), confirming the instrument's
consistency in measurement. Across items, this interrater agreement shows higher reliability of the
instrument, efficiently measuring variance in scores with consistency [53].
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Table 5. Pre-test results using GE-APROAch across NGEC arts and humanities courses
LOs GE1 GE2 GE3 GE4 GES5 X a P, k
LO1I 388 359 381 350 330 361 0947 0.7143 0.643
LO2 388 359 383 350 330 362 0947 0.7143 0.643
LO3 388 3.76 378 3.67 350 372 0945 0.7738 0.717
LO4 375 382 386 342 3.60 3.69 0945 0.7976 0.747
LOS 350 359 378 3.17 330 347 0946 0.6667 0.583
LO6 375 359 389 375 370 3.74 0947 0.8095 0.762
LO7 375 347 369 375 380 3.69 0946 0.7143 0.643
LO8 363 371 381 325 350 358 0947 0.7024 0.628
LO9 363 371 378 358 360 3.66 0944 0.7381 0.673
LO10 3.63 359 383 325 378 3.61 0945 0.7262 0.658
LOo11 375 353 381 3.67 378 371 0.947 0.7262 0.658
LO12 375 359 378 392 350 371 0.947 0.7381 0.673
LO13 388 371 386 375 380 3.80 0.945 0.8214 0.777
LO14 388 353 3.69 342 360 3.62 0946 0.6905 0.613
LO15 350 365 383 3.67 370 3.67 0946 0.7738 0.717
LOo16 3.75 376 380 3.75 3.70 3.75 0.947 0.7857 0.732
LO17 388 371 381 350 370 3.72 0946 0.7619 0.702
LO18 3.50 347 372 3.17 370 351 0944 0.6548 0.568
LO19 375 359 378 350 340 3.60 0954 0.7143 0.643
Mean 3.73 3.63 3.80 354 359 3.66 0949 0.7386 0.673

The data in Table 6 highlights that most outcomes have high reliability and significant agreement,
although some variations are present. Given the outstanding experts’ evaluation of the GE-APROAch, the
lower scores with high agreement among student respondents reflect there is not much evidence that they
were met at greater degree. Low scores despite clear constructs can often be attributed to perceptions of
relevance, alignment, practical utility, and expectations. If respondents agree that certain LOs are less
impactful, challenging, or well-aligned with course goals, this consensus can lead to lower ratings. The
reliability of an instrument to differentiate high and low ratings indicates its efficacy to inform future
instructional adjustments.

Table 6. Paired split group comparison of pre-test scores using the GE-APROAch
LOs Treatment group 1 Treatment group 2 Diff (T2-T1) Dev (Diff-M)  Sq. Dev

LO1 3.66 3.67 0.01 -0.05 0
LO2 3.66 3.69 0.03 -0.03 0
LO3 3.74 3.71 -0.03 -0.09 0.01
LO4 3.68 3.83 0.15 0.09 0.01
LOS 3.61 3.57 -0.04 -0.1 0.01
LO6 3.71 3.81 0.1 0.04 0
LO7 3.68 3.69 0.01 -0.05 0
LOS8 3.63 3.69 0.06 0 0
LO9 3.63 3.74 0.11 0.05 0
LO10 3.62 3.76 0.14 0.08 0.01
LOl11 3.68 3.73 0.05 -0.01 0
LOI2 3.76 3.69 -0.07 -0.13 0.02
LO13 3.74 3.86 0.12 0.06 0
LO14 3.58 3.67 0.09 0.03 0
LOIS 3.66 3.76 0.1 0.04 0
LOl16 3.76 3.80 0.04 -0.02 0
LO17 3.76 3.79 0.03 -0.03 0
LOI8 3.47 3.64 0.17 0.11 0.01
LO19 3.58 3.71 0.13 0.07 0
Overall 3.66 3.73 M: 0.06 S: 0.08

A pair-wise comparison of scores (N=80) of split groups revealed that treatment group 2 (3.73) rated
the course outcomes achievement higher than treatment group 1 (3.66), with a mean difference of 0.06 and a
standard deviation of 0.08. A two-tailed t-test yielded a t-value of -4.29 and a p-value of 0.00044 to reject the
null hypothesis that GE-APROACch is not sensitive to differentiate scores between the split-group taking the
same course (l1=L2). Results confirm that these differences are statistically significant and not due to chance.
This analysis demonstrates that the GE-APROAch instrument effectively discriminates between student
ratings of outcomes achievement within the same class, indicating its reliability and effectiveness in
measuring consistency in performance.

“Effective discriminating fineness is associated with both a high expected difference or steep slope,
and a small error variance” [54]. Overall, the data supports that the instrument consistently measures
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performance related to meeting learning outcomes, as evidenced by the low mean differences and standard
deviations (M=0.06, S=0.08). The strong statistical significance and low variance suggest that while there are
some variations in ratings, the instrument reliably captures the consistency of outcomes achievement within
groups per course. Comparing these results with similar instruments could further validate the findings and
reinforce the GE-APROAch’s reliability and discriminative power.

4.4. Convergent and discriminant validity between existing instruments

In Table 7, scores from the three studies represent a picture of how the CHED mandated learning
outcomes are met across the three GE knowledge domains, at the same college. Interpretations were based on
the GE-APROAch’s descriptive interpretation using a 4-point Likert scale. Bracketed interpretations at the
last row reflect how the three studies interpreted their survey results. When compared to each researcher’s
standards, the earlier instruments [11], [12] seem to bring higher valuations in their interpretation, while the
GE-APROACch is consistent with existing normative interpretation. Data for T; (N=84) reflects students’
appreciation of the GE courses and electives as to the extent of outcomes achievement.

The instrument achieved high scores across three target competency categories, with arts and
humanities outcomes reflecting superior performance compared to personal and civic responsibilities.
Intellectual competence was achieved at a high extent in arts and humanities, contrasting with the moderate
extent observed in previous studies (math and natural science and social science domains). Practical skills
were rated highly in T, and arts and humanities but only moderately in T;. These interpretations are based on
the GE-APROAch standards, which better align with CHED QA standards compared to earlier scales.
Distribution of scores in T shares similar pattern with T, but not that of T3, which either implies nuances in
quality of instruction or limitations in the instruments used.

Table 7. GE-APROAch pre-test and actual evaluation results of two other instruments

Los Target competencies T, T, T; X Interpretation
LO1  Multiliteracies 3.67 3.23 3.32 3.39 High extent
LO2  Communication 3.68 3.14 3.12 3.29  Moderate extent
LO3  Integrative thinking 3.74 3.34 3.37 348 High extent
LO4  Innovative thinking 3.75 3.29 3.39 3.46 High extent
LO5  Analytical thinking 3.57 3.16 3.34 3.32  Moderate extent
CCl  Intellectual competence 3.62 323 331 3.39 High extent
LO6  Social awareness 3.77 3.64 3.15 3.51 High extent
LO7  Reflective thinking 3.68 3.51 3.18 3.46 High extent
LO8  Global perspective 3.64 3.32 3.03 3.31 Moderate extent
LO9  Sense of being Filipino 3.68 325 2.84 3.25 Moderate extent
LO10 Ethical reasoning 3.67 343 3.22 342 High extent
LOI11  Moral responsibility 3.70 3.54 3.05 343 High extent
LO12  Artistic expression 3.70 3.39 3.20 343 High extent
LO13  Respecting others 3.81 3.56 2.98 345 High extent
LO14 Social responsiveness 3.62 3.38 3.07 3.36 High extent
CC2  Civic responsibilities 3.68 345 3.08 3.40 High extent
LO15  Collaboration 3.73 3.22 3.35 341 High extent
LO16 Information/Digital literacy 3.77 3.39 3.39 3.51 High extent
LO17 Digital fluency 3.74 3.28 331 3.44 High extent
LOI18  Problem-solving 3.57 3.32 3.40 341 High extent
LO19 Professional readiness 3.65 333 3.39 3.44 High extent
CC3  Practical skills 3.60 333 3.39 3.44 Great extent
Mean and interpretations 3.66 [GE] 3.35[GE] 3.22[ME] 3.39 High extent

T: GE-APROACch, T,: instrument 1, Ts: instrument 3

ANOVA analysis confirmed significant variability in scores across knowledge domains, with F-ratio
value of 58.08549 and a p-value <0.00001, effectively rejecting the null hypothesis that GE-APROAch is as
sensitive to yields similar results as its predecessors (T=T>=T3). The standard deviations demonstrate that
GE-APROAch (S1=0.065) offers greater reliability in distinguishing item scores than other instruments
(S2=0.13 and S3=0.18). Significant differences were observed between GE-APROAch and earlier instruments
(HSD T;=0.3, Q=9.94, p=0.00000<0.05; T,=0.44, Q=14.46, p=0.00000<0.05), highlighting its superior
discriminative power. It can be inferred from the data that the GE-APROAch instrument exhibits strong
internal consistency and effective discriminative power, distinguishing itself from previous instruments.

Overall, compared with two other instruments, the GE-APROAch which was pilot tested in five
different courses has ability to measure learning outcomes across various knowledge domains and aligns with
construct validity principles, where convergent validity is demonstrated through its alignment with other
theoretically related measures [55], and discriminant validity is shown by its differentiation from unrelated
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measures [56]. The instrument's high reliability and significant differences in results underscore its
effectiveness and potential for broader application in educational evaluations. Future comparisons with similar
instruments will further validate its construct validity and its impact compared to existing measures [57].

4.5. Consistency between quantitative ratings and qualitative responses

Three major themes emerged in the qualitative analysis of student responses, pertaining to individual
development or intellectual competence (f=68), community and national development or personal and civic
responsibilities (f=67) and global competence and practical skills (f=71). Quantitatively (Table 7), civic
responsibilities (3.68) scored the highest among three outcomes clusters, followed by intellectual competence
(3.62) then by practical skills (3.60). The sense of civic responsibility which “pertains to the responsibilities
of a citizen in terms of connection to the community, civic awareness, and civic efficacy” [58], appears to
extend to a global level. Responses show that GE courses under the arts and humanities domain have positive
impact on students.

“The course played a significant role in shaping my perception and appreciation of my national
or collective identity. By delving into topics related to societal development and cultural
heritage, I gained a deeper understanding of the diverse perspectives and experiences within my
society. This, in turn, motivated me to consider practical ways in which I could contribute to
societal development, whether through community engagement, advocacy, or active
participation in civic initiatives.”

It also appears that this civic responsibility learned in the communication and literature classes is not only
confined to the local context but also extends beyond national borders, as one student iterates:

“The course broadened my perspectives on global issues, emphasizing the importance of respect
for diversity, empathy for others, and active participation in solving global challenges. It
instilled in me a heightened awareness of interconnectedness and a commitment to fostering
collaboration and understanding across cultural, geographical, and socioeconomic boundaries.”

Personal growth and intellectual competencies which also relate to individual development are
descriptive of the students’ sensed academic skills enhancement, attained communication proficiency, and
also cultural competence. This broad concept relates to life long, reflexive, and holistic learning that leads to
one’s state of self-actualization [59]. The CMO’s description of individual growth, “where a student is
enabled to develop his/her identity as a person, conscious of his/her talents, rights and responsibilities
towards others” [25] is well described in this student’s reflection:

“The course provided a platform for me to explore and understand my individual identity,
talents, rights, and responsibilities towards myself and others. Through various activities,
discussions, and assignments, I was able to reflect on my strengths and weaknesses, clarify my
values, and develop a deeper sense of self-awareness. This process enabled me to grow
personally by identifying areas for improvement and setting goals for self-development.”

Global competence and practical skills relate to goal of building a global community. Global
competence [34] directly associates with practical skills outcomes. The CMO reads, “global community,
where the Filipino student recognizes and respects the fundamental humanity of all, respects and appreciates
diversity, and cares about the problems that affect the world” [25]. Such is reflected in this response:

“This course affected my perspectives as a member of a global community by changing the way I
see others. Because before, I tend to judge them in my mind without thinking about their
experience or thoughts first. My respect and appreciation of diversity gained a lot. My concern for
others also changed because before I did not really care much about it. My desire to participate
in solving problems also enhanced because I want our world to be a better place to live.”

While it is evident that GE courses have strong positive impact on the student’s development of
intellectual competence, socio-civic responsibilities and practical skills, there are a few who do not find its
value the way most students do. The impact of GE on students positively relates to instructional delivery and
design as facilitated by the teacher, while the negative perspective on GE arises from student’s academic load
and managing their coursework. This contrast is evident in the following student views:
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“In my experience, my professor made the course's pacing just right when it came to the flow of
topics to requirements. Additionally, the way our professor was able to disperse everyone into
random groups after every activity was very helpful since you do not stick to one group for a
long time which somehow trains you to adapt quickly with whoever you are working with.” To
another: “The pacing is okay; the only problem is that the other courses have conflicts with
schedules especially with the due dates. It is hard to focus on a course especially when you know
that there are other courses with the same due date.”

Under practical skills, information and digital literacy received the highest score but did not appear
to be emphasized in the qualitative response. What students can recall and perceive may have longer lasting
and transferable effect on them, which results from their active learning engagement [60]. This implies that
although such outcomes are highly met in the courses, they may not be as memorable to them, as they are
integral or common already in their life as digital natives. Challenges and areas of improvement have an
impact on student learning and the achievement of outcomes. Perceived learning directly associates with
students’ satisfaction which relate to their appreciation of their level of engagement, interaction, motivation,
and on the learning environment as to its structure, the instructor and the knowledge they acquired in the
course [61]. Such information can be richly collected qualitatively. Hence, the consistency in quantitative and
qualitative responses observed in the pre-test results supports the instrument’s efficacy.

5. DISCUSSION

This study evaluated the validity of the GE-APROACch, an instrument designed to measure outcomes
achievement in the Philippine GE curriculum, in alignment with the CHED’s mandated outcomes. The
statistical analysis demonstrated that the GE-APROAch: 1) effectively discriminates between scores across
different groups or courses; ii) reliably measures shared perceptions among students from the same course;
and iii) quantitatively and qualitatively evaluates GE outcomes achievement with high efficacy and
efficiency. While an instrument’s reliability is important, it alone does not guarantee validity. A reliable
instrument may still produce questionable findings if it is not valid for its intended purpose [62].

The absence of standardized measures for assessing learning outcomes can hinder decision-making
and obstruct progress towards meeting sustainable development goals in education [63]. The reviewed literature
highlights gaps in how different institutions measure GE outcomes [11], [12]. Validity and reliability extend
beyond statistical analysis; they involve assessing the instrument’s ability to accurately measure what it
intends to measure and how well it adheres to theoretical and practical standards. In these aspects, the
GE-APROAch surpasses earlier instruments, demonstrating its capacity to meet research purposes
effectively. It is conceptually relevant, well-organized, and uses appropriate language register for efficient
response strategies and communication approaches [51], [64]. Previous instruments based on CHED’s
outcomes [11], [12] were conceptually valid but lacked transparency in their validation processes. A well-
designed questionnaire should be valid, reliable, clear, engaging, and succinct, grounded in sound concepts to
provide meaningful information [50]. All results in this validation report points to that.

Interrater agreement is crucial for justifying data aggregation in quantitative studies [65]. Expert
evaluations confirmed that the GE-APROACch items are relevant, clear, and well-structured, reflecting a strong
alignment with the CHED outcomes. The pre-test results showed that the instrument was efficient, producing
reliable and consistent responses, with mutual exclusivity, variability and unitary directions towards a
dimensional response, indicating accurate measures of concepts and properties it is designed to for [50].
Statistical tests revealed consistent scores among split groups from the same course and notable differences
between courses, indicating the instrument’s effectiveness and discriminative ability [31], [66]. The consistency
between qualitative and quantitative data further supports the instrument’s logical and empirical validity [63].

The analysis reveals that the GE-APROAch can distinguish between group scores on reported
outcomes achievement (H1: pe#0). It also reliably measures shared perceptions within the same learning
environment (H2: p#1,) and demonstrates significant differences in score variance compared to two other
instruments (H3: T1#T,, To#T3, T1#T3). These findings confirm the instrument’s validity in measuring GE
outcomes and its psychometric properties, reflecting mastery, performance, motivation, and approaches
influencing CHED’s learning outcomes.

Applying a multifactor model to assess goal achievement has implications for individual, course and
program-level evaluations [64]. Despite criticisms of self-reporting, the GE-APROAch aligns with OBE,
constructivism, and student-centered pedagogy, emphasizing the importance of students’ perspectives and
learning experiences. Self-reports, while relying on verbal responses, are essential for assessing learning
outcomes achievement [67], and are vital in promoting constructivist student-centered education.
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6. CONCLUSION

The GE-APROAch demonstrates superior validity and reliability compared to previous instruments
used to measure outcomes achievement, adopting the CHED prescribed GE outcomes. It excels in
discriminating between item scores across different classes and between student groups within the same
class, outperforming its predecessors in both statistical and qualitative measures. The findings highlight the
GE-APROACch’s effectiveness in assessing learning outcomes, offering valuable insights for policymakers
and education researchers. Its design, grounded in OBE principles and guided by the CHED mandates,
ensures a commitment to quality and a clear understanding of what it measures—Ilearning outcomes beyond
mere compliance. Future research should continue to explore and test the efficacy of the instrument to other
courses, as to its relevance and effectiveness, across knowledge-domains and at large scale across HEIs.

The GE-APROACch, validated rigorously, is well-suited for use across colleges and universities for
evaluating existing GE programs. The instrument’s high validity and reliability, supported by expert
judgment, pilot test results, and cross-comparative analysis, make it a tool for formative evaluation. This
validation report underscores the need for researchers to adopt a rigorous, critical, and self-reflective
approach in instrument design. By aligning with OBE frameworks and regulators’ mandates, the
GE-APROACch can inform curriculum development and instructional innovations. Its effectiveness is not
only due to positive statistical results but also because of its systematic design, empathy towards respondents,
and clear focus on measuring learning outcomes, not just compliance.
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