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Abstract
Objectives: This research focused on the determining the difference of
faculty performance in instruction, research and extension in the last 3
years.Methods: The researcher used mean, variance percentage, ANOVA and
Kruskal-Wallis test to determine the difference of faculty performance from
2017-2018. Findings: The analyses revealed that there were positive variance
percentages of faculty performance in instruction (+2.47%) and extension
(+14.28%) while a negative variance percentage was recorded for research
(-4.62%) from 2017-2018. Furthermore, a negative variance percentage for
instruction (–0.43%), research (-12.9%) and extension (-25%) was recorded
from 2018-2019. The same analysis also revealed that there is no significant
difference of the faculty performance in instruction (p-value= .8704), research
(p-value=0.48486) and extension (p-value=0.14412) from 2017-2019. The
negative variance percentage is indicative of a waning productivity which can
be attributed to many factors such as lack of time in the conduct of extension
and research, lack of funding support and lack of community participation.
Novelty: The result of the study can be utilized as inputs the creation of policies
that are geared towards the improvement of faculty performance.
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1 Introduction
Human resources are the most precious asset of every institution. They define an
organization’s efficiency, effectiveness, and overall service quality. Human resources are
the key for the acquisition, utilization, and development of the organization’s potentially
exhaustible financial, material, technological, and market resources (1). One of the most
important human resource in every country are educators. Educators play a critical
part in a country’s educational system’s achievement of its aims and objectives. In a
school, the teacher is one of the most essential component (2). A university faculty
members’ performance and success are determined by how they perceive and know
the fundamental principles of teaching, research, and service in such a way that they
make the best use of available resources. Faculty members are also expected to make
significant contributions to their students’ academic development and learning (3). In
any institution of higher education, evaluating faculty effectiveness is critical. Assessing
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teaching performance allows you to assess the institution’s instructional quality and help students learn more effectively (4).
The idea that teacher performance evaluation can be a crucial factor in enhancing the focus on teaching quality and continual
professional development for teachers is gaining traction among education stakeholders. This idea aligns with the emerging
knowledge that teaching quality has an impact on student learning outcomes (5). In the field of education, comparative analysis
is a great help in attaining educational goals through comparisons of assessment of the different aspects of education in
certain periods, including the performance of teachers. Being recognized as a noble profession, teaching demands meeting
high standards through accomplishments of prescribed tasks based on underpinning functions of teachers. It is a “no joke”
job as teachers take the responsibility of molding the minds and personality of their students who depend on them for the
realization of their dreams whoever they want to be in the future (6). Furthermore, accrediting agencies are demanding proofs of
teachers’ mastery of their respective subject areas and indication of their professionalism (7). Hence, schools continuallymonitor
and supervise their teachers to ensure consistency of educational tasks with educational goals and meeting the standards.
Educational leaders exhaust themselves at trying all approaches they can think of in realizing their targets and encouraging
teachers to advance their teaching strategies. Through comparative analysis of the performance of teachers, educational leaders
can realize what they need to do to improve the performance of teachers.

Since its breakthrough as a university in 2004, Eastern Samar StateUniversity has become the talk of parents for the education
of their children. Hence, there was an increase in the number of enrolees and therefore, the number of teachers. The university
has gained certain fame among the universities in the region having produced top notchers in national board examinations.
This performance in the national examination becomes an inspiration of the top management to aspire for greater heights in
the field of education – to produce quality and employable graduates in the local as well as global job markets. Hence, teachers
are encouraged to do their best in performing their functions as faculty members of the university. Every semester, each faculty
member of the university is subjected to performance review through program heads and deans of each college using the
Individual Performance Review form (IPCRF) as outlined in the Joint Resolution of the Congress Number 4 series of 2009.This
performance review reflects the three major functions of the faculty members, namely, instruction, research and extension. In
the study conducted by Obliopas and Madeja (2020) in the performance of faculty members in research, it indicated that the
faculty members are performing low for two years. It is even noted to be waning though it is able to meet the targets (8). Sedanza
(2018) stressed that performance of faculty members greatly affects the university’s SUC level and accreditation status (9). This
is something that needs attention as instruction is supported by research through innovation and extension through delivery
packed technologies. Hence, this study is conceptualized to see the performance of faculty members in all the three functions
through the comparative analysis of their yearly performance from 2017 – 2019.

Objectives

This study aimed to analyse and determine the performance of faculty members of Eastern Samar State University (ESSU) in
the last three years. Specifically the study aimed to achieve the following:

1. Determine the trends in faculty performance based on the following functions:

(a) instruction
(b) research
(c) extension

2. Identify if there is significant difference in faculty performance in the last three years on the following functions:

(a) instruction
(b) research
(c) extension

Hypothesis
H0: There is no significant difference in faculty performance in instruction, research and extension in the last three years

2 Methodology

Research Design

Thedesign utilized in this study is the retrospective research design. In this design, the outcome of interest has already occurred
in each participant by the time he is enrolled in this study, and the data are obtained either from records or by asking subjects
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to recollect exposures. There was no follow-up with the participants or extra data collection that was done (10). Furthermore, an
investigator can establish hypothesis about probable correlations between an outcome and exposure to a phenomenon using a
retrospective study design. (11). The design was deemed appropriate because the primary goal of the study is to analyze archived
records of the performance of the faculty members based on their Individual Performance Commitment Review (IPCR) forms
scores for the last three (3) years.

Data Analysis

The analysis was done in April of academic year 2021 of Eastern Samar State University (ESSU) and covered IPCR scores of
faculty members on instruction, research, and extension function from 2017 to 2019. Accomplished IPCR forms rated by the
direct supervisors of each faculty member were obtained from the Human Resource Management Office. A total of eighty four
(84) sets IPCR scores were obtained and analyzed. The mean and the standard deviation was computed per indicator in order
to interpret the faculty performance per year.

Faculty Performance in Instruction, Research and Extension were interpreted using the Likert scale below

Likert Scale (Performance in Instruction)
Score Interpretation
1.00-1.79 Poor
1.80-2.59 Fair
2.6-3.39 Good
3.4-4.19 Very Good
4.2-5.0 Outstanding

Likert Scale (Performance in Research and Extension)
Score Interpretation
0-0.19 Poor
0.2-0.39 Fair
0.4-0.59 Good
0.6-0.79 Very Good
0.8-0.99 Outstanding

The raw scores were subjected to a normality test to determine the statistical tool that will be used.TheKolmogorov-Smirnov
(K-S) normality test revealed that the data for the scores in the instruction indicator is normally distributed, thus the statistical
method for the test of difference, analysis of variance (ANOVA), was used (12).TheK-S test for the research and extension scores
were deemed not normal hence, a non-parametric test specifically the Kruskal-Wallis (H) test was utilized (13).

3 Results and Discussion
After a thorough analysis of the IPCR scores of the faculty members, the following results were drawn:

Faculty Performance in Instruction, Research and Extension for the last three years

As can be gleaned in Table 1, themean score (3.62, 3.71, 3.69) for faculty performance in instruction was interpreted to be “very
good” from 2017-2019. This result implies that faculty members were consistent in the submission of most of their academic
deliverables.This is also evident in the positive variance percentage of 2.47% (2017-2018).The analysis also resulted to amean of
0.28, 0.32 and 0.24 for extension for the year 2017-2019 respectively, all of which were interpreted as “fair”. This means that the
extension performance, although not poor, were below the acceptable threshold which is “good”. This further implies that some
faculty members failed to regularly conduct some extension activities from 2017-2019 evident in the increase of performance
of 14.28% in 2017-2018 but a sudden decrease of 25% from 2018-2019. Results also revealed that the mean score for research
has been consistently tagged as “poor” from 2017-2019, this implies that most faculty members failed to propose, conduct and
complete their research projects and was not able to meet their research targets which can also be gleaned in the consistent
negative variance percentage for research from 2017-2019.
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Table 1. Comparative analysis of trends in Faculty Performance for the last 3 years
2017 2018 2019
Mean SD Variance

%
Interpretation Mean SD Variance

%
InterpretationMean SD Variance

%
Interpretation

Instruction 3.62 0.7713 - Very Good 3.71 0.8168 2.47% Very
Good

3.694 0.9181 -0.43% Very
Good

Research 0.195 0.188 - Poor 0.186 0.187 -4.62% Poor 0.162 0.176 -12.9% Poor
Extension 0.28 0.147 - Fair 0.32 0.164 14.28% Fair 0.24 0.198 -25% Fair

Analysis of Variance for the Instruction function

Table 2. ANOVA Result for the Instruction Function
INSTRUCTION

2017 2018 2019
N 84 84 84
Mean 3.62 3.71 3.69
Std. Dev 0.7713 0.8168 0.9181
f-ratio 0.13899
p-value @ 0.05 0.8704
Interpretation Not Significant

The ANOVA result for the Instruction function resulted to a p-value of 0.8704 which is not significant at .05 level of
significance. This means that there is no significant difference between the performances of faculty members in instruction
from 2017-2019. This further implies that most of the faculty members were able to submit their academic deliverables such as
grade sheets, syllabus and TOS on time, and was able to attend relevant trainings and seminars.

Table 3. Kruskal-Wallis Result for the Research Function Scores
RESEARCH
Calculation Summary
N 84*3
H (12/(N(N+1)) * (∑T2/n) - 3(N+1)
H 0.001 * 509994.107 - 381
H- Statistic 1.4478
p-value @ 0.05 0.48486
Interpretation Not Significant

The Kruskal-Wallis (H) test resulted to an a p-value of 0.48486 which is not significant at 0.05 level of significance. This
implies that there is no discernible difference in faculty members’ research performance from 2017 to 2019. Although the result
is not significant, it can be observed that there is a continuous decrease of faculty research performance in table 1.0.This result is
in consonance with the research of Madeja and Obliopas (2020) which evaluated the research performance of faculty members
of the same institution and discovered that although the targets are consistently being met, there were indicators where there
are zero to negative variances, which is indicative of a waning productivity (8).

The Kruskal-Wallis (H) test resulted to a p-value of 0.14412 which is not significant at 0.05 level of significance. This infers
that there is no significant difference between the performances of faculty members in extension from 2017-2019. Extension
performance of faculty members has also waned by -31% in 2019. Sedanza (2018) mentioned that the waning performance of
faculty in extension can be attributed to lack of time in conducting extension projects, lack of fund incentives and recognition
and ultimately lack of cooperation by the community on the project and other socio-civic activities implemented by the faculty
members (9).
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Table 4. Kruskal-Wallis Result for the Extension Function Scores
EXTENSION
Calculation Summary
N 84*3
H (12/(N(N+1)) * (∑T2/n) - 3(N+1)
H 0.001 * 513229.726 - 381
H 3.8742
p-value @ 0.05 0.14412
Interpretation Not Significant

Hypothesis Testing

Since the result of the ANOVA and the Kruskal-Wallis test were resulted to a p-value which are greater than .05 level of
significance, we therefore fail to reject the null hypothesis (H0).

4 Conclusion
Being part of the university, it is the mandate of each faculty member to perform in instruction, research, extension and
production. This research focused on the determination of faculty performance trend in instruction, research and extension in
the last 3 years. Based on the analyses made the following conclusions were drawn:

1. The mean scores for faculty performance in instruction was interpreted to be “very good” from 2017-2019. This result
implies that facultymembers were consistent in the submission ofmost of their academic deliverables.This is also evident
in the positive variance percentage of 2.47% (2017-2018). Mean scores for Extension were interpreted as “fair”. This
means that the extension performance, although not poor, were below the acceptable threshold which is “good”. This
further implies that some faculty members failed to regularly conduct some extension activities from 2017-2019 evident
in the increase of performance of 14.28% in 2017-2018 but a sudden decrease of 25% from 2018-2019. The mean scores
for research has been consistently tagged as “poor” from 2017-2019, this implies that most faculty members failed to
propose, conduct and complete their research projects and was not able to meet their research targets which can also be
gleaned in the consistent negative variance percentage for research from 2017-2019. Negative variances is indicative of a
waning productivity which can be attributed tomany factors such as lack of time in the conduct of extension and research,
lack of funding support and lack of community participation (14). The negative variances in the faculty performance is a
manifestation of a serious problem among faculty members in the university but this should serve as a catalyst for the
strengthening of faculty performance through the implementation of relevant activities and projects.

2. The same analysis also revealed that there is no significant difference of the faculty performance in instruction (p-value=
.8704), research (p-value=0.48486) and extension (p-value=0.14412) from 2017-2019.
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