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 Faculty promotion in Philippine state universities depends on performance in 

instruction, research, extension, and professional development, yet 

institutions often lack evidence on whether faculty are equally prepared 

across these domains. This study examined perceived competence and 

developmental needs among regular faculty members at a large, multi-

campus Philippine state university. Using a descriptive-analytical cross-

sectional design, all 824 regular faculty members were invited to an online 

survey; 346 responded, and 300 valid responses were analyzed. Descriptive 

statistics, association tests with false discovery rate adjustment, and thematic 

analysis of open-ended responses were used. Not applicable responses were 

excluded from domain score denominators to avoid penalizing faculty for 

non-applicable promotion indicators. Findings showed uneven competence 

across the four domains. Instruction remained the strongest area, while 

research was the most constrained domain, with low levels of indexed 

publications, scientific presentations, and intellectual property outputs. 

Qualitative themes highlighted unequal access to opportunities, research 

support needs, workload pressures, funding constraints, and field-alignment 

concerns. Promotion-oriented faculty development should therefore 

prioritize structured research mentoring, protected time, support for 

converting outputs, and equitable access mechanisms across campuses. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Faculty development is central to academic quality, institutional sustainability, and academic 

promotion in higher education. In Philippine state universities, promotion is anchored on evidence of 

performance in instruction, research, extension, and professional development. These expectations link 

individual career progression with institutional quality assurance and require support systems that help 

faculty meet promotion criteria in realistic and equitable ways [1]–[3]. 

A competency-based faculty development perspective guided the study. In this view, promotion 

readiness depends on the development of role-related competencies, the institutional conditions that support 

their use, and the outputs through which competence is recognized. Instruction, research, extension, and 

professional development are therefore treated as related domains shaped by mentoring, workload, funding, 

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/
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access to opportunities, and academic career stage [4]–[7]. The framework is summarized visually as shown 

in Figure 1. 

Philippine evidence indicates that heavy workloads, uneven access to development opportunities, 

limited research mentoring, inadequate funding, and publication barriers frequently constrain faculty 

development. These constraints are important because current promotion systems increasingly reward outputs 

such as indexed publications, conference presentations, intellectual property, and externally visible scholarly 

work. Faculty may therefore possess advanced credentials but still struggle to convert training and 

qualifications into promotable outputs when the institutional research environment is weak [8]–[20]. 

This issue is especially relevant in large multi-campus state universities, where faculty work across 

campuses with different locations, resources, student populations, and opportunity structures. Centralized 

training systems may not fully address campus-level differences in access, mentoring, and research support. 

Institution-level evidence is therefore needed to determine whether faculty are equally prepared across 

promotion domains and what support mechanisms are most necessary. 

 

 

 
 

Figure 1. Conceptual framework of promotion-oriented faculty development 

 

 

The novelty of this study lies in its integrated assessment of perceived competence, scholarly output 

patterns, and promotion-related development needs within one large multi-campus Philippine state 

university. Previous Philippine studies often examine research productivity, faculty development 

participation, extension engagement, or publication challenges separately. By linking the four promotion-

related key result areas to faculty characteristics, scholarly outputs, and open-ended faculty concerns, this 

study provides a practical, theory-informed basis for promotion-oriented faculty development [8]–[22]. The 

study examined regular faculty members' perceived competence and development needs in instruction, 

research, extension, and professional development. Specifically, it asked: 

− What are the characteristics and scholarly outputs of regular faculty members in the university? 

− How do faculty members perceive their competence in the four key result areas for academic promotion? 

− How are competence levels associated with faculty characteristics and selected scholarly outputs? 

− What concerns and recommendations do faculty members raise regarding conditions that affect 

promotion readiness? 

 

 

2. METHOD 

2.1.  Research design and participants 

The study used a descriptive-analytical cross-sectional design and an institution-wide online survey. 

At the time of data collection, the university had 824 regular faculty members, all of whom were invited 

through an official memorandum. A total of 346 faculty members responded, yielding a 42.0% response rate, 

and 300 responses were retained after excluding cases with more than 10% missing data and multivariate 

outliers identified through Mahalanobis distance [23]–[26]. 
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Because all regular faculty members were invited, the study was treated as a census attempt rather 

than a rank- or department-restricted sample. The final analytic sample included faculty from rural, suburban, 

and urban campuses and from varied academic ranks, educational attainment levels, and lengths of service. 

Representativeness by discipline could not be fully assessed because many respondents declined to disclose 

their field of expertise, and voluntary participation may have introduced self-selection and nonresponse bias. 

Cebu Technological University is a level 4 state university with more than 20 campuses distributed across 

Cebu. This multi-campus structure provided an appropriate setting for examining faculty development needs 

under varied institutional and geographic conditions. The design supports institution-level description and 

association testing but does not establish causal relationships among competence, productivity, rank, and 

development opportunities. 

 

2.2.  Research instrument 

The questionnaire was anchored on the current Department of Budget and Management–

Commission on Higher Education (DBM-CHED) promotion framework and related criteria for faculty in 

state universities and colleges. It included a faculty profile section, 33 perception-based items, and open-

ended questions on faculty concerns and suggestions. The perception items covered instruction, research, 

extension, and professional development as promotion-related domains. 

The response options were strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree, and not applicable. 

Scored responses were coded from 1 to 4 after reverse-coding need- or difficulty-oriented items so that 

higher scores consistently indicated stronger promotion-related competence or lower perceived development 

need. Not applicable responses were treated as structurally non-scored responses because they indicated that 

a specific promotion indicator did not apply to the respondent’s role, field, or experience. 

The instrument underwent face validation by three experts, including two specialists in educational 

measurement and psychometrics and one senior faculty administrator with experience in academic promotion 

processes. The full 33-item scale showed excellent internal consistency using listwise complete cases 

(Cronbach’s α=0.940). Reliability varied across domains, with high reliability for research (α=0.956) and 

extension (α=0.876), but lower reliability for instruction (α=0.360) and professional development (α=0.545), 

suggesting that these domains captured heterogeneous promotion-related indicators rather than a single, 

narrow construct. 

 

2.3.  Data collection and analysis 

Completed responses were downloaded, screened, anonymized for analysis, and coded. Descriptive 

statistics summarized respondent characteristics, scholarly outputs, item-level responses, and domain 

competence levels. Under the scoring approach, domain scores were computed as the mean of applicable 

scored items only; not applicable responses were excluded from the denominator and reported separately 

where relevant. 

Mean scores were interpreted as 1.00–1.80=poor, 1.81–2.60=developing, 2.61–3.40=proficient, and 

3.41–4.00=advanced. Chi-square tests examined associations between categorical competence levels and 

selected faculty variables, and Cramér’s V was used to interpret effect size. To reduce Type I error inflation, 

the Benjamini-Hochberg false discovery rate adjustment was applied within each analytical family, and 

interpretation emphasized adjusted significance, effect size, and convergence with qualitative evidence. 

For the qualitative component, open-ended responses were analyzed inductively using thematic 

analysis [27]. Two independent coders applied a shared codebook developed through iterative review of the 

data, and responses could receive multiple thematic labels. Intercoder reliability was assessed at the binary 

theme level; pooled agreement and Cohen’s kappa were 96.19% and 0.786 for concerns/challenges and 

95.65% and 0.697 for suggestions/recommendations, after which coder differences were reconciled to 

produce the harmonized theme set [28]. 

 

2.4.  Ethical considerations 

The study followed institutional ethical standards for voluntary survey research. Participants 

received an information sheet explaining the study purpose, procedures, voluntary participation, and 

confidentiality safeguards before accessing the online questionnaire. Electronic informed consent was 

obtained before submission; no personal identifying information is reported, and findings are presented only 

in aggregate form. Administrative clearance was obtained through university procedures before data 

collection. The study involved faculty perceptions and did not involve intervention, deception, or the 

collection of sensitive clinical information. The dataset used for analysis was handled confidentially, and any 

supplementary material should be anonymized before external sharing. 

 

 

 



                ISSN: 2252-8822 

Int J Eval & Res Educ, Vol. 15, No. 5, October 2026: 4321-4330 

4324 

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

3.1.  Respondent profile and scholarly outputs 

Most respondents came from campuses with 2,001 to 6,000 students and from suburban locations. 

Nearly 7 in 10 were instructors or assistant professors, while 42.7% had completed a doctoral degree, and 

33.7% were at the doctoral level. The profile indicates a faculty body with substantial graduate training, 

although 18.7% reported that their educational qualifications were not vertically aligned with their teaching 

or research expertise, as shown in Table 1. 

Scholarly output was weaker than formal qualification levels. Most respondents reported no 

Scopus/WoS-indexed publications as main or corresponding authors, no local or international scientific paper 

presentations, and no patents during the covered period. This pattern supports the interpretation that advanced 

credentials and seminar participation do not automatically translate into promotable research and innovation 

outputs without sustained mentoring, protected time, and institutional support [11]–[20]. 

 

 

Table 1. Selected profile and scholarly output indicators of respondents (n=300) 
Variable Category n (%) 

Campus size 2000 and below 46 (15.3) 

 2001-6000 165 (55.0) 

 6001 and above 89 (29.7) 
Campus location Rural 37 (12.3) 

 Suburban 152 (50.7) 

 Urban 111 (37.0) 
Age 30 or less 34 (11.3) 

 31–40 113 (37.7) 

 41–50 98 (32.7) 
 51 and above 55 (18.3) 

Academic rank Instructor 110 (36.7) 

 Assistant professor 96 (32.0) 
 Associate professor 85 (28.3) 

 Professor 9 (3.0) 

Highest educational attainment College degree graduate 4 (1.3) 
 Masteral level 17 (5.7) 

 Masteral degree graduate 48 (16.0) 

 Doctoral level 101 (33.7) 
 Doctoral degree graduate 128 (42.7) 

 Doctoral candidate 1 (0.3) 

 Juris doctor/LLB 1 (0.3) 
Vertical alignment Yes 244 (81.3) 

No 56 (18.7) 

Scopus/WoS main or corresponding author 
publications 

1 to 2 39 (13.0) 
3 or more 10 (3.3) 

None 251 (83.7) 

Local scientific paper presentations 1 to 2 55 (18.3) 
 3 or more 22 (7.3) 

 None 223 (74.3) 

International scientific paper presentations 1 to 2 43 (14.3) 
 3 or more 6 (2.0) 

 None 251 (83.7) 
Local conferences/seminars/workshops/ 

industry immersion 

10 or fewer 192 (64.0) 

11–20 26 (8.7) 

More than 20 11 (3.7) 

None 71 (23.7) 

International conferences/seminars/workshops/ 

industry immersion 

Any international activity 102 (34.0) 

None 198 (66.0) 
Utility models 1 to 2 39 (13.0) 

 3 or more 31 (10.3) 

 None 230 (76.7) 
Patents 1 to 2 8 (2.7) 

 3 or more 5 (1.7) 

 None 287 (95.7) 

 

 

3.2.  Perceived competence across the key result areas 

After excluding not applicable responses from domain score denominators, instruction remained the 

strongest domain, while research remained the most constrained area. Instruction had the highest proportion 

of faculty in the proficient range, whereas research had the largest proportion in the poor or developing 

ranges. The scoring provides a more role-sensitive estimate because respondents were not penalized for 

indicators that did not apply to their field or assignment. 
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The item-level pattern clarifies the competence profile. Faculty reported the strongest scores in class 

management, coordination with instructional heads, community service involvement, accreditation-related 

service, active professional membership, and seminar or workshop participation. The weakest indicators were 

mentoring needs in subject delivery, research outputs related to plant varieties, animal breeds, microbial 

strains, published designs, media service, external grants, additional qualification needs, and scientific paper 

presentation, as shown in Table 2. 
 

 

Table 2. Strongest, weakest, and highest not applicable indicators by key result area 

Domain Strongest applicable indicator 
Mean 

(applicable n) 
Weakest applicable 

indicator 
Mean 

(applicable n) 

Highest not 

applicable 

item, n (%) 

Instruction S2: I have good management 

skills in handling my classes and 

students. 

3.38 (n=299) S1: I need mentoring and 

trainings in effectively 

teaching subject matters 
to my students. 

1.87 (n=295) S6: 17 (5.7) 

Research S11: I know how to process 

patents, utility models, and 
industrial design 

2.28 (n=271) S14: I have developed 

new plant varieties or 
animal breeds, or isolated 

new microbial strains 

that are propagated or 
reproduced. 

1.88 (n=202) S14: 98 (32.7) 

Extension S23: I have rendered service-

oriented projects in the 
community, participated in 

including advocacy initiatives. 

2.96 (n=281) S26: I have rendered 

services through media, 
including newspapers, 

TV, or radio programs. 

1.99 (n=239) S26: 61 (20.3) 

Professional 
development 

S29: I have active memberships in 
relevant, recognized/registered 

professional organizations, 

learned/honor/scientific, or society 
[the maximum to earn points is at 

least four], wherein I am a 

committee member or officer. 

2.84 (n=283) S30: I still need to obtain 
additional educational 

qualifications (e.g., a 

master’s or doctoral 
degree). 

1.96 (n=283) S32: 41 (13.7) 

Note: higher means indicate stronger promotion-related competence or lower perceived development need after reverse-coding need-

and difficulty-oriented items. Not applicable responses were excluded from item means. 
 

 

The domain classifications show that research was poor or developing for 251 of 293 respondents 

with at least one applicable research item. Extension and professional development were also more 

constrained under the applicable-item scoring approach than under the earlier total-score approach, indicating 

that development needs are broader than those addressed by research alone. These findings still support the 

central conclusion that promotion readiness is uneven across key result areas, with research and output 

conversion as the main constraints, as shown in Table 3. 
 

 

Table 3. Perceived competence levels after excluding not applicable responses from domain scoring (n=300) 
Competence level Instruction n (%) Research n (%) Extension n (%) Professional development n (%) Overall n (%) 

Poor 0 (0.0) 87 (29.0) 31 (10.3) 46 (15.3) 20 (6.7) 
Developing 61 (20.3) 164 (54.7) 140 (46.7) 149 (49.7) 192 (64.0) 
Proficient 223 (74.3) 34 (11.3) 99 (33.0) 102 (34.0) 80 (26.7) 
Advanced 16 (5.3) 8 (2.7) 23 (7.7) 3 (1.0) 8 (2.7) 
Not scored 0 (0.0) 7 (2.3) 7 (2.3) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 

Note: domain scores were computed as the mean of applicable scored items only. Cutoffs were 1.00–1.80=poor, 1.81–2.60=developing, 

2.61–3.40=proficient, and 3.41–4.00=advanced. Not scored indicates respondents who have no applicable items in that domain. 
 

 

3.3.  Statistical associations among competence areas and faculty characteristics 

After Benjamini-Hochberg adjustment, most profile-output associations with competence levels 

were small and did not remain statistically robust. Professional development competence was retained 

through small associations with industrial designs and local scientific paper presentations. These results 

indicate that isolated p-values near 0.05 should not be overinterpreted, especially because several crosstab 

cells had small expected counts. 

The most stable associations were found among the competence domains themselves. Research was 

moderately associated with extension, and extension was moderately associated with professional 

development. Research also showed a small-to-moderate association with professional development, while 

instruction showed a small association with extension, as shown in Table 4. These inter-domain associations 

suggest that promotion-related competence develops as a connected portfolio rather than as isolated 
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activities. Faculty who are better positioned to produce research, participate in extension, and engage in 

professional development may benefit from overlapping resources, networks, mentoring, and institutional 

visibility. However, the cross-sectional design precludes causal inference, and the results should be 

interpreted as evidence of clustering rather than directionality. 
 

 

Table 4. Statistically robust Chi-square associations after false discovery rate adjustment 

Key result area Variable/paired area χ² df p FDR-adjusted p Cramér’s V 
Effect-size 

interpretation 

Professional 

development 

Industrial designs 25.585 6 <0.001 0.005 0.207 Small 

Professional 
development 

Local scientific paper 
presentation 

20.088 6 0.003 0.027 0.183 Small 

Inter-KRA 

association 

Research×extension 197.530 9 <0.001 <0.001 0.478 Moderate 

Inter-KRA 

association 

Extension×professional 

development 

127.356 9 <0.001 <0.001 0.381 Moderate 

Inter-KRA 
association 

Research×professional 
development 

77.664 9 <0.001 <0.001 0.297 Small-to-
moderate 

Inter-KRA 

association 

Instruction×extension 14.932 6 0.021 0.031 0.160 Small 

Note: Benjamini-Hochberg false discovery rate adjustment was applied to the analytical family. Cramér’s V values around 0.10, 

0.30, and 0.50 were interpreted as small, moderate, and large effects, respectively. Several crosstabs had small expected counts; 

results should therefore be interpreted cautiously. 
 

 

3.4.  Faculty concerns, suggestions, and implications for promotion-oriented development 

The qualitative findings complemented the quantitative results by identifying the institutional 

conditions that shape promotion readiness. The most frequent concerns were access, opportunities, training 

availability, and equity; research and publication challenges; budget and funding constraints; workload, 

designations, and time constraints; and field alignment or specialization issues. The most frequent 

recommendations were general training and capacity-building, research support and mentoring, structured 

implementation and monitoring, budget support, and field-specific development, as shown in Table 5. 
 

 

Table 5. Harmonized emerging themes for open-ended responses (n=300) 
Open-ended area Rank Harmonized theme n (%) 

Q1. Concerns, problems, 

and challenges 
1 Access/opportunities/training availability/equity 92 (30.7) 
2 Research/publication-related challenges 76 (25.3) 
3 Budget/funding constraints 56 (18.7) 
4 Workload/designations/time constraints 47 (15.7) 
5 Field alignment/specialization/industry-technology fit 33 (11.0) 
6 Implementation/monitoring/evaluation gaps 27 (9.0) 
7 Leadership/governance/organizational issues 21 (7.0) 
8 Program design/needs/adequacy issues 20 (6.7) 
9 Mentoring/orientation/support 19 (6.3) 
10 Communication/policy/guideline issues 18 (6.0) 
11 Graduate studies support 12 (4.0) 
12 Facilities/resources/infrastructure 9 (3.0) 
13 Well-being/work-life balance 7 (2.3) 

Q2. Suggestions and 

recommendations 
1 General training/capacity-building opportunities 91 (30.3) 
2 Research support/mentoring/collaboration 65 (21.7) 
3 Implementation/monitoring/structured planning/sustainability 44 (14.7) 
4 Budget/funding/financial support 43 (14.3) 
5 Field-specific/needs-based/aligned development 40 (13.3) 
6 Equal opportunity/inclusive access/fair participation 27 (9.0) 
7 Faculty participation/planning/individual development 22 (7.3) 
8 Benchmarking/international exposure/industry immersion 17 (5.7) 
9 Workload/designation reduction 16 (5.3) 
10 Policy/guideline/manual revision 13 (4.3) 
11 Facilities/resources/instructional support 13 (4.3) 
12 Graduate studies support 12 (4.0) 
13 Communication/orientation/dissemination 12 (4.0) 
14 Hiring additional faculty/staff 10 (3.3) 
15 Instructional balance/innovation 9 (3.0) 
16 Incentives/rewards/recognition 8 (2.7) 
17 Leadership/governance/fiscal management 5 (1.7) 

Note: responses were multi-coded; percentages do not sum to 100%. 
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These themes show that the credential-output gap is not simply an individual competence problem. 

Many faculty members had advanced qualifications, but low publication, presentation, and intellectual 

property outputs suggest barriers after degree completion, including limited post-degree mentoring, teaching-

heavy assignments, publication costs, and weak output-conversion pipelines. The finding may also reflect 

differences in doctoral program research intensity and the need for stronger institutional research culture after 

graduate training [11]–[20], [29], [30]. The multi-campus setting adds an equity dimension to faculty 

development. When opportunities are distributed through centralized or competitive mechanisms, faculty in 

smaller, distant, or less-resourced campuses may have fewer chances to access mentors, funds, facilities, and 

external networks. Promotion-oriented faculty development should therefore include transparent access 

criteria, decentralized support, campus-level monitoring, and targeted assistance for faculty with fewer prior  

outputs [9], [21], [22], [31], [32]. 

The practical implication is that faculty development should move from stand-alone seminars 

toward a sequenced support system. Research mentoring, writing groups, proposal development clinics, 

publication assistance, workload-sensitive research time, and field-aligned development opportunities should 

be organized as an output-conversion pathway. Such a system would be more consistent with a promotion 

framework that evaluates evidence of instruction, scholarship, extension, and professional growth rather than 

attendance alone. The study has limitations that should guide interpretation. Competence was self-reported 

and may differ from objective performance records, although the convergence of survey and qualitative 

findings supports the broad pattern. The 42.0% response rate, voluntary online participation, one-university 

setting, missing disciplinary detail, and multiple small-cell crosstabs limit generalizability and statistical 

certainty; future studies may combine perception surveys with verified institutional performance records and 

intervention-based evaluations across multiple state universities. 

 

 

4. CONCLUSION 

Promotion readiness at this multi-campus Philippine state university was shaped by uneven 

competence across the key result areas, with instruction remaining the strongest domain and research the 

most constrained after not applicable responses were excluded from scoring. The coexistence of high 

doctoral attainment, frequent development activity, and low levels of indexed publications, scientific 

presentations, patents, and related outputs indicates a credential-output gap that cannot be addressed by 

generic training alone. Faculty concerns and recommendations point to structural needs for research 

mentoring, protected time, funding support, field-aligned opportunities, and transparent access mechanisms 

across campuses. Strengthening these conditions can help universities align promotion policy with 

developmental support while improving research productivity, teaching quality, extension responsiveness, 

and institutional performance. 
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