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Abstract

When pandemic hits the world, nobody is prepared for even therafithe schools and
universities. As an educational organization there is a need to continuecapticiange. For all we know
that change is constant and only permanent in this weddcational system was forced to embrace and
adopt digital learning. The new normal setting which is the virtual leargiogrbes the new set up in school.
There’s a lot of virtual tools that came from learning management platform, for video conferencing, for class
discussion and email messaging. Pedagogical approaches and techrugleebeshiven attention and
importance. Hence, there is a need to conduct a research study relatitgatdodts and pedagogical
approaches to determine the efficient and effective ones.

This research study aimed to determine the pedagogical approaches of teaohpraséte schools
in an online classroom. Descriptive method of research was utilized. The patsoigere private school
teachers. The participants were from five prestigious schools in Metro Mattila population size of 180.
The participants of the research were all selected irrespective or their rank asiion.pd he results
revealed that majority of the teachers were female with a bachelor’s degree and mostly teaching in Junior
High school and handling different subject matter. The participants mostly uictezblogy in terms of
Learning Management System, Gmail in terms of Email messaging gdi@s in terms of Video
Conferencing, live chat and screen sharing, The participants straiglyia managing social interactions
and learning support on the dimensions of pedagogical approaches tisedlassroom. There is no

significant relationship in pedagogical approaches when grouped accordixg ¢éalgcation, years of
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teaching, subject handled and grade assignment.

The top management may provide effective and efficient tools for Symais and Asynchronous
class of students to be applied in Learning Management System, Eesadgimg and Video conferencing.
For pedagogical approaches in different areas such as managing social inmténaatimnflict may be resolve
using online educational games and interactive activities. In instructiesigind the top management may
implement Instruction Delivery Monitoring System for SynchronousAsyhchronous class. In guiding the
use of technology, teachers may monitor the students by givingodassetiquette in proper usage of
technology. Furthermore, in learning assessment and learning supploet tesy monitor the progress of the
students by using technology-based assessment and virtual learning atthgtigsthe management may
provide professional development to teachers by trainings and semihahs tbem improve their
knowledge and skills in Virtual learnings. Teachers may also adopt ggate different virtual tools and

pedagogical approaches in teaching.

Keywords: virtual learnings; virtual tools;synchronoasynchronous; pedagogical approaches; learners

1. Introduction

In the past year, dramatic change has seen in the education field. Allssehdversities, and
educational institutions have transferred to digital learning. Everybodfowzsi to work, teach, and learn
online. Every subject that was mainly taken up in a traditional clasdnadrto adapt to theew normal’ of
teaching.

Fortunately, the digital age offers a selection of Virtual tools, gadgets, applicatelrsites, and
virtual materials. With this transpiration, new Pedagogical approaches anifjtexshof teaching should be
derived. Virtual tools such as social media websites, content creation applicatjidaseducational tools
have drastically emerged in the past few years. Teachers have also evetitizaltithese tools in face-

face classes, blended classrooms, hybrid classrooms, and online classes.
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In 2020, a jump in the use of digital applications rose (Anderson, 20aD). Children ages $-
have also joined the digital world. This came with a stricter use of applicatioinsetting regulations to
prevent unwanted age-inappropriate content to be seen by young usias pRitfiorms continuously
improve their services and user design to cater to younger audibotesly these online tools are for
entertainment, but also for educational purposes.

Most schools only use the internet as an extension or reference for theis.ctsslents can pass
their homework, activities, and projects online. They can also researelvjdaks or photos, look for the
newest reference, and use the latest apps. Technology was just a better meathochpdish schoolwork.

But, in the year 2020, educational institutions shifted to the virtual wadduptly. With little to no
plans, almost every class worldwide was forced to learn online. Manieprelarose when it came to Virtual
tools that already exist. Since pre-pandemic, apps were not built for 100% elsssaboms. While classes
were adjusting and learning at the same time, e-learning developelg &chibcompanies that run Virtual
tools were also updating and developing better platforms to adapt to tles sudahge of learning.

Schools in the Philippines have also adapted e-learning systems such as GoegleiGts
Microsoft Teams, and Learning Management Systems like Schoologyll®aad Blackboard. To maximize
the use of online apps, teachers use Zoom, Kahoot, Quizizz, and Googtedsaimay to deliver lessons,
assess activities, and connect with students.

From theliteratures concerning online education, Virtual Learning Environmenédedrning
technology has been largely connected with institutions, colleges and adult lelsliorersesearch knew that
the implementation of Virtual Learning environment has become wortdwifiirther and higher education.
According to OfSTED (2009), in the primary schools the Virtual learamgronment used was very limited
while in the secondary schools the use of Virtual Learning environment increased with the students’ age. Due
to this reasons, research is very limited into the area of e-learnirig pitimary education and so this small

scale dissertation will somehow try to explore the utilization of such approadeastowith younger ones,
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concentrating on a VLES usage of interaction and online discourse.

It’s very simple to use applications and Virtual tools setting in virtual classrooms, but the main
objective of teachers is to connect and build rapport with studentsdetivering lessons digitally. The lack
of faceto-face interactions makes it difficult for teachers to make meetings engagirigteractive. It takes
a lot to accomplish student-centered learning. There are still unknowrhewayt® use these online
applications and a vast array of in-development tools that will bridge the ¢gcbing and connecting with
students in a virtual-centered classroom.

Online teaching plays a critical role in education particularly in a time where sfuatehteachers
are forced to stay at home and use technology to continue meaningfatieduProblems such as having the
perfect tool to deliver lessons as impactful as physical classes remain a pilebfeta the vast availability of
online tools and applications (Kumar, et al., 2020).

In spite of many impact studies, the new technologies effect on achiegeshéme student remains
hard to test and so many reasonable debate camdecqrding to Trucano (2005) who studied numerous
number of studies about new technologies’ impacts on students’ achievements, there are few statements that
are conclusive, advantages and disadvantages, aboutdtlegdogies’ usage.

A studyin Kuwait assessed the views of the students referring to the foftimobile learning. It
summarized great words from the student utilization in mobile learniniglver education and the
recommendation for teaching coursed and developing about m-learnirgamnshgpplication is the
advantage of the study. On the contrary, the disadvantage ofittyeisthat the participants are not sufficient
in higher education to generalize m-learning (Alanezi & AlAzwani, 20R8%earchers such as Rajab,
Mohammad, Gazal, and Alkattan (2020) studied challenges in medical educaticeldtatlime classes
during the COVID19 outbreak and mentioned that assessment, communiatjmrience on online
education, virtual tools, anxiety, time management, and coronaviruselieass were the challenges.

In addition, the educational processes would transform from new tegiemlike from being
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teacher-dominated to student-centered, and that this transformation walble learners to develop their
creativity, communication skills, problem-solving abilities, informatiorsosing skills, communication, and
other higher order thinking skills. However, this research has a lingisegirch data to support these claims.
(Arafeh, 2004; GurRaosenblit, 2005, 2009a; Trucano, 2005; Zemsky & Massy, 2004)

Several studies had a hard time following the rapid changes on the applichteEstmology for
instructional purposes. In several cases, the main objective of researcHigidhésbased on the
effectiveness of the ICT in restricted situation and some studies on the leaining effectiveness have been
published (Cabero et al., 2009; Means et al., 2009). Researchers in tioé diéddrning think that it’s time to
create a robust data collection strategy for the development of lessons leampddtsuccesses and from
failures (Bates, 2005, 2009; Guri-Rosenblit, 2009a; Trucano, 200&)study by Fauzi and Khusuma (2020)
about the coditions of Indonesian educatdrselementary schools, it turns out that educators are familiar
with online learning but several problems were found such as the eitemmection, planning, availability
of facilities, implementation and evaluation of learning. Educators amtynuse Zoom, Whatsapp,@n
Google Forms. In spite of that, 80% are dissatisfied with the thoneeeybf online learning because of
network problems, and lack of meaningful learning system ddeftcient time of preparation too.

This study will address the use of virtual tools, applications, as well astgadgeach virtually,
how teachers connect with their students in a digitally-centered classnolowileredound to the benefit of
society considering that Virtual tools and pedagogical approaches play an mhpaldan education today.
Hence, the recommended tools and approaches from the results afdizimaly help a lot from the school
and teachers may teach better if they will apply in teaching. Thraigkttdy, educational leaders and
administrators will be guided on what should be reiterated by teacherssichtind curriculum to improve
performance of students in an online centered classroom. Teachersalgoute able to use appropriate
virtual tools and pedagogical approaches in teaching so as to maintain leathtoguaderstand the current

challenges that teachers face in a virtual classroom by giving fair samduand recommendations that
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would help current and future teachers in teaching in the digital agestlidy will contribute to the
improvement of education in an online centered classroom. This researainado help e-learning
developers, instructional designers, and especially future teachers in dayeli@signing and teaching a

digital-focused curriculum for students.

2. Objectives of the Study

This study aimed to determine the pedagogical approaches of teachersifeimgrhools in an
online classroom. Specificallyt aimed to present the profile of the participants in terms of sex, gkars
teaching, educational attainment, subject handled and grade assignment; deterfméggiéimcy of virtual
tools being use in terms of Learning Management System, email megaadinideo conferencing, live chat
and screen sharing; test the significant difference in the pedagogical appneseiesan online centered
classroom when group according to profile and proposed action plahaoncenteaching in an online

centered classroom.
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3. Review of Related Literature

3.1 Virtual Toolsin Online Teaching

The study is anchored on the learning theory Connectivism by &&egens (2005). This theory
explains learning in the digital age, how information is circulated, andnleav information connects all of us
through networks. Opportunities have been created for people to edutateass worldwideln an
education setting, the information and answer key questions to ssppents learning and sharing on their
own are guided by the educators. Educators also enhance and dewdgopsdby listening to their own
learning and expressing thoughts and ideas. Asynchronousrartd@yous tools let students and teachers
connect with each other and with the world. Connectivism can be apptiwd ways- using the web to
expand knowledge and connecting with others. Learning can happenaiworks online, and activities can
give students what they already know and connect it to new knowleglgevithfind online. By using
Connectivism in an e-learning system, students use connectigrisatve outside of the classroom to gain
knowledge. Social networks provide the space for students to askahelanswer questions that their peers
find. Through these ways, learning is continuous and connected.

A study from Indonesia research ff@mary school teacher’s perception of online learning program
that they developed during pandemic. The participants from this steidyfrom primary school teachers
with demographic profile in terms of sex, years of teachinggspce and education level of the teachers.
Usingthematic analysis, four main themes were found such as challenges tiosélugtrategies and
motivation of teachers. They collected data using surveys and interViee/study come up of contribution
to the online learning literature with collaboration among educators, pareritsstidions that help success
of the learners. (R. Aliyyat2020)

Researcher Lim (2017) defines from his study that synchronolssace the communication tools

that facilitate real-time collaboration while asynchronous tools are tools that arsilslecesanytime of the
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day to give ample time fatudy and reflect on discussions. Synchronous tools refer to audfierencing,
video conferencing, web conferencing, live chat, white boarding, and applishidng. These virtual tools
help students develop social skills and lead to motivation and engagénmtimermore, Asynchronous tools
include a discussion forum, e-mail messaging, social media messagingelatogs. Virtual tools were
integrated by most learning management systems for the collabaadiéorm part of a grading system.

Online instructional strategies would not be complete without tools. However, imgogrthe use of
these tools help the teacher provide a better online presence. It is important to ménerigctures and
provide self-tarning materials and send them to students’ emails individually. Pakistani teachers divide their
modules or discussion into 30 minutes’ classes. In this way, synchronous and asynchronous tools are
efficiently used to help students remain attentive and focused dunling classes (Mahmood, 2020).

Todd (2020) finds that Line, Facebook, LEB2 were among thé&egpently used tools by Thai
teachers in contacting students, whereas synchronous tools like Zoe Video, Microsoft Teams, and
asynchronous tools like Line, LEB2, and Facebook were commoatiyhysteachers and students. In
assessment, Google Forms, LEB2, and Google Classroom were the top evaloigitrat teachers use.

The most accessible and reliable media to use are instructional videos. Stadamderstand the
subject matter easily through educational videos. Other tools like Yqubalogle Forms, WhatsApp and
Zoom provided as ways to deliver learning materials. AsynchronolssliaWhatsApp and Google Forms
were used to send lessons to the parents of students. Parents ardaind@aywith these tools, so these
were the apps that were used. Through apps like Zoom, Google ClasarabPowtoon, teachers were able
to apply question and answer (Q&A) that allowed them to have discaseitite time constrained and poor
Internet connection conditions of their classes. Using easy instructional tools teslpleers to deliver
materials quickly (Aliyyah et al., 2020).

A study by Moorhouse and Wong (2021) explores the asynchsa@risynchronous tools and

teaching approaches that were adopted of the Hong Kong English teachegstdiCOVID-19 suspension
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of classes. To investigate how Hongkong English teachers used onlinartdgledagogical approaches

during pandemic, mixediehod design was used. The results of the research reveal that at least 57% of the
teachers adopted synchronous and asynchronous teaching approhtbet3% used asynchronous-only
instructional approaches. Adopting asynchronous and/or synchrtoasisvere dependent on the availability

of internet, tools, and other modes. To further explain, the study detaleesthurces, assessment, and
communication they have. Based on the survey, Learning ManagenstemSyLMS) were mostly used.

49% of the teachers use Google Classroom as their main platform. Whered to asynchronous

instructional resources, English teachers use Microsoft Powerpoint, Scrdgrasakipls for video creation.

To present these videos, platforms like EdPuzzle and Youtube were utilizedhAsymes tools for post-
viewing exercises such as Kahoot, Quizlet, Nearpod, and Google Forms weeg ljlithe teachers.

The English language teachers who conducted synchronous onlineslassddifferent kinds of
video communication services including Zoom, Google Meet, Microsoft TeahdVabex. When it comes
to assessment and feedback, as well as communication, most of the teachies predously mentioned
asynchronous tools to provide direct feedback to students. Additiornalyatso used synchronous tools like
Zoom to give feedback and assessment. Lastly, teachers maintain commumigatibe students by
leveraging LMS, e-mail, instant messaging, and social media to seadrmements, reminders, and
engagement. With that, it can be concluded that both asynchronous anwsgostools and teaching
approaches are essential in teaching, assessing, feedback, and communiwtiesedrchers concluded that
a blended approach of both will provide teachers with the right tools/éodmeffective digital classroom for
primary and secondary learners.

Youki Terada (2020) defines in her article the different ways to improve one’s online teaching
presence. While it is difficult to build strong connections virtually, somgsu@ establish a connection is to
concentrate on asynchronous lessons, presence of signal througheddritrganization, familiarization of

logistics of toggling between apps, change settings, get feedbatlkstiudents and give a proper response,
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and lastly communicate regularly with students.

Diliberti, et al. (2020), focusing on the preparedness of schools dupagdemic, reports that
principals find indicator in place pre-pandemic. There are five commdgaionds included in the study such
as the techers’ training for the delivery of online instruction, giving devices like laptops and tablets, learners
who will need them, learning management system usage, learningiunTithat are full online or blended

and establishment of the delivery of instruction during prolonged bclusure.

3.2 Pedagogical Approaches

Five components will be used for this study to find the teaching apipes of teachers when using
asynchronous and synchronous tools. There are five approachely;nastructional design, managing the
learning activity, managing social interaction, the design and educatiora tesénology, and learning
assessment (Baran, Correia & Thompson, 2011).

The approaches were listed as supported by related studies and literaturenlylaoeigi
interactions refers to promoting social interactions of learners. Instructiesighdpertains to the educational
activities related to management and planning of learning task. Guidingetef technology refers to giving
time of educators to assist, monitor and teach them to use technologgréipty.

Learning assessment where tbehers can correct the learners” misunderstanding of content and
learning support refers to theidents’ participation evaluation in social interaction activities and monitoring
while Instructional design adds educational activities like planning. Leaasingty management is about
the learning activities organization during the course then learning assessrobms monitoring to
student’s learning. Managing social interactions pertains to social interaction promotion. Lasglg afa
educational technology and design deals with the guidance and approgaggeoii technology.

Identified tools were listed as supported by related studies and literaturehr@yous tools are used

for communication that helps teacher and student collaborate on screem disdirssion and online
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assessment thru audio conferencing, video conferencing, web conferdimeiatat, white boarding, and
application sharing. In contrast, asynchronous tools are usediiog task off screen. Learners can do their
work task at their own pace, it includes Learning management systhnogs and social media messaging.
Findings from the research of Kénig, et al. (2020) indicateithadapting to online teaching especially in a
school from home settindigital competence and opportunities to learn digital competence are influential.
Despite living in a digital age, it is certainly difficult to adjust and rely solelieohnology to continue
teaching-learning activities that happen mainly in a traditional classroom. Witbheenous and

synchronous tools and teachers’ competence, presence, and preparedness, virtual classrooms will certainly

make learning as special as physical classrooms.

According to Baran, Correia and Thompson (2011) in remote leanmfren comes to teaching the
adoption of certain approach could influence educators’ role. Teachers job description is as roles and tasks
involving nurturing learners. Instructional design involves educatiasék related to planning; managing the
learning activity, implies to the learning activities organization duringdhese; learning assessment, which
applies to the monitoring of the learning of the students; managing sderactions, which covers social
interaction promotion; and design and educational use of technoloigy iwliolves to guidance for the
appropriate usage of technology of learners (Alvarez, Guasch, & E2p88aBaran et al., 2011; Mishra,

2005; Thach & Murphy, 1995; Williams, 2003).
4. Methods
4.1 Research Design
The study applied a descriptive meth@tie method presented the virtual tools and pedagogical

approaches used by private school teachers from prestigious institatMetro Manila for the academic

year of 2021 to 2022. The profile of participants includes sexs y#deaching, educational attainment,
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subject handled and grade assignment. The virtual tools and pedagogical aspobaeachers will be

investigated through an online survey form.

4.2 Participants of the Study
The population or participants of this study were conducted from pdehtsmlteacherdrom
esteemed institutions in Metro Manftar the academic year of 2021 to 2022. The total numbers are 180
teachers consists of 133 females and 47 males. For the inclusion crieesitudi focused on teachers who
are male or female and teaching in private school while on the ot foathe exclusion criteria, librarian,
school nurse, school doctor, administrative officers and school stafneéqualified to answer the survey.

The sample sizis 180 based on input parameters: alpha error 0.10, power 0.90 andiz#e@.28.

4.3 Data Gathering I nstrument

The questionnaire will be divided into two parts: demographic profile (parid.pedagogical
approaches (part 2).

The first part is checklist type, wherein the respondents would just gh#ck besidie data that is
applicable to them. Demographic profile includes sex, years of teachingtiedakattainment, subject
handled, grade assignment and virtual tools that are applicable in a virtualartassich as virtuabols in
Learning Management system, email messaging and Video, live chetraeth sharing. The items were
assessed using a 5-point Likert scale with 5 as All the time/always and 1 asadtever.

For the second part of the survey, it refers to the description of pedaggapcahchesThere are
five dimensions in pedagogical approaches: instructional design, gtheinge of technology, learning
assessment and learning support and each dimension has fouiTitenparticipants answered and assessed
usingthe items using a 4-point Likert scale with number and verbal interpretatioasodtdongly agree arid
as disagreéo determine the pedagogical approaches of teachers in a virtual classroom.

According to the reliability test (Cronbach alpha) managing social interacttdngjd, instructional
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design got 0.906, use of technology go 0.867, learning assessmert3f learning support got 0.939 and

the overall result is 0.91. This indicates that the questionnaire is acceptable.

4.4 Data Gathering Procedure
The data of this research were gathered using a combination of a researchenodé#ds], and
adapted questionnaifeom theliterature relevant to the study’s objectives from Badia (2016) and Moorhouse
(2021) survey instrument. (Badia, et al., 2016 and Moorhouse, 2021).A quantitative online survey
using Google Forms were used to gather data from the participants Thiatjuarsurvey includes the
virtual tools used in the virtual classroom gatlagogical approaches of the participants in a virtual

classroom using multiple choices.

4.5 Data Analysis
The quantitative data were analyzed using frequency distribution, weigbtadtmfind out the
recurring and relevant information on how teachers connect with thdergs using asynchronous,
synchronous tools and teaching approaches that will come up from théltatguantitative data were
presented through tables aswmmaries.ndependent sample t-test was used to determine if there are
significant differences in the teaching approaches when the respondegrsuged by sex and education,
while in determining significant differende the approaches when respondents are grouped by years of

teaching, subject handled and gradalysis of variance were used

4.6 Ethical Consideration
Ethical considerations are essential for research projects as all participants havellegaichn
rights. For this study, the researcher guaranteed that all the infonmetrived was acknowledge and

precisely represented and participants’ feelings are protected. These are important factors according to
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Greetham (2009) and Walliman and Buckler (2008). The researcher coetpiieal considerations, such as
informed consent. This principle discusses respect for persam®nomy, confidentiality and data
protection, human subject research, risk-benefit analysis, conflict of intedeisifarmed consent.

The researcher prioritized the respect for the dignity of each participant and Hlazbadent
obtained prior data gathering. This research paper adheres to the ethical standargbanamwith the
university privacy policy and with the Data Privacy Act of 20R2spondents are assured of the

confidentiality of the data gathered and that it will be solely for the researcbspurp

5. Resultsand Discussion

The study considered the profile of the participants regarding sex,ofdaeching, educational
attainment, subject handled and grade assignment. Table 1 presents the demogtiphof the
respondents. It can be seen from the total of 180 participants, 47Lquet6ent of the respondents are male
and 133or 73.9 percent are female. The results clearly show that there was am digvibution of

respondents according to sex for there were more female students than male.

Table 1. Demographic Profile of the Respondents

Sex Frequency Per cent
Male a7 26.1
Female 133 73.9
Y ears of Teaching

1to 5 years 63 35.0
6 to 10 years 45 25.0
11 to 15 years 22 12.2
16 to 20 years 19 10.6
21 or more years 31 17.2
Educational Attainment

Bachelor's Degree 149 82.8
Master’s degree 31 17.2

Subject Handled
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Computer 9 5.0
English 31 17.2
Filipino 16 8.9
Mathematics 24 13.3
MAPEH 22 12.2
Science 26 14.4
Social Studies/ Civics and Culture 22 12.2
Others 30 18.7
Grade Assignment

ECE/ ECE & Primary 13 7.2
Primary & Intermediate 27 15.0
Intermediate only 31 17.2
Junior High School 98 54.4
Others 11 6.1

The frequency and percentage of the participants in terms of ydeexhing resulted that from the
total of 180, 63 or 35 percent of the participants are 1 to 5 years Imrigad5 or 25 percent of the
participants are 6 to 10 years in teaching. 22 or 12.2 percent of thadesps are 11 to 15 years of teaching.
Then 19 or 10.6 percent are from 16 to 20 years of teachin§laod17. 2 percent are 21 or more years in
teaching. This implies that there are more teachers at 1 to 5 yearshirigethat served as participants of the
study, followed by the teachers at 6 to 10 years in teaching andisastI21 or more years in teaching.

Educational attainment profile showed that 149 or 82.8 are Bachelor’s degree and 31 or 17.2 percent
are Master’s degree. This mean that there are more participéoia Bachelor’s degree than Master’s degree.

In relation to this study, participants who are enrolled in graduate Igotogyam learn and specialized
knowledge and improve teaching skills and approaches.

In addition, subject handled by the teachers also considered in thislsahtbws that from the total
of 180, 9 or 5 percent of the participants are teaching Computer,131.®mpercent are English teachers, 16
or 8.9 percent are Filipino teachers, 24 or 13.3 are teaching Mathematirsl 22 are MAPEH teachers, 26
or 14.4 are Science teachers, 22 or 12.2 percent are teaching Social StudseafdiCulture and 30 or 18.7
are teaching other subject matter. This means that the biggest percentagpasficipants were teaching

other subject matter.
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In terms of grade assignment, it can be gathered from the table that frootatied 180, 13 or 7.2
percent of the participants were from ECE/ ECE & Primary level, 2% pefcent were from Primary &
Intermediate Level, 31 or 17.2 were from Intermediate level only, 98.dn&ere from Junior High School
level only and 11 or 6.1 were from other grade assignment. Thénzethat most of the participants were
from Junior High School department.

According to a study from Indonesia research the perceptions of préctawgl teachers of online
learning program that they developed entitled Home during the COVIRahf8emic. The participants from
this research were from primary school teachers with demogreliphiacteristics including sex, years of
teaching experience and education level of the teachers. They foundrauafaitthemes using thematic
analysis such as challenges, pedagogical strategies and teachsrgion. They collected data using
surveys and interviews. The study come up of contribution tortlireeacollaborative learning literature
between teachers, parents and schools that help student’s success (R. Aliyyah,2020).

Table 2. Frequency of Utilization of Synchronous and Asynchronous Toolsin terms of Learning
M anagement System

Frequency (Percent)
moder ate amt Most of All the
not at all/ alittle/ of time/ thetime/ time/

LMS never seldom Sometimes often Always
Schoology 70 (38.9) 16 (8.9) 18 (10.0) 19 (10.6) 57 (31.7)
Moodle 99(55.0) 19 (10.6) 28 (15.6) 23 (12.8) 11 (6.1)
Blackboard 98 (54.4) 20 (11.1) 30 (16.7) 23 (12.8) 9 (5.0
Talent 92 (51.1) 14 (7.8) 22 (12.2) 28 (15.6) 24 (13.3)
Quipper 105 (58.3) 16 (8.9) 28 (15.6) 25 (13.9) 6 (3.3)

Table 2 shows the frequency of utilization of synchronous amitheynous tools in terms of
different Learning Management System. As can be seen, Schoblogyle, Blackboard, Talent and Quipper
were the Learning Management System to choose from. The participaatasked to identify if they had
knowledge of these various LMS and to what extent. From the result, the LMS “Schoology” got the highest

percentage and the LMS “Quipper” got the lowest percentage. This pertains that Schoology was the most used
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Learning Management System from fheeticipants and Quipper was the least on. It was found out that
Schoology gives access to the teachers, students, parents and eveadhadsuinistrators in order to

monitor the Synchronous class and Asynchronous tasks alihenss. According to T. Trinidad (2022)
Schoology is an online learning platform that is freemium used p§@DK-12 schools and universities
worldwide. Lesson planning, grading, communicating with parentp@eado-peer collaboration are offered

in Schoology while on the other ha@aiipper caters e-Learning, tutorials, coaching and assessment service
for K-12 learners in Indonesia, Japan, Mexico as well as Philipphsestated by Lim, 2017, most learning
management systems integrate these tools to give students a chance toatel&aizbform part of a grading

system.

Table 3. Frequency of Utilization of Synchronous and Asynchronous Tools in terms of Email M essaging

Frequency (Per cent)

Email moder ate amt

M essaging not al all / alittle/ of time/ Most of the  All thetime/
Tools never seldom Sometimes time/ often Always
Gmail 8 (4.4) 2(2.2) 13 (7.2) 21 (11.7) 134 (74.4)
Yahoo Mail 82 (45.6) 25 (13.9) 25 (13.9) 20 (11.1) 28 (15.6)
MS Mail 46 (25.6) 13 (7.2) 22 (12.2) 30 (16.7) 69 (38.3)

Table 3 shows the Frequency of Utilization of Synchronous andchsynous Tools in terms of
Email Messaging. Gmail, Yahoo mail and MS mail were the tools that were exptosed. clearly stated
that “Gmail got the highest percentage (74.4%) followed by MS mail (38.3%) and Yahoo Mail (15.6%). This
means that “Gmail” is the most used tool in sending Email messages in Online Class and Yahoo mail is rarely
used. This agrees with the article by Software Testing Help (2022) Grtizél best email service provider
by Google. Through web and using third-party programs it esacbessed easily. In addition, Gmail can also
be used on Android mobile afdS devices. It is also used for business communication not only for personal

matter.
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Lim (2017) reiterated that synchronous tools are the communication todladifitdte real-time
collaboration with teachers and students while asynchronous tools arthéd@ee available anytime and

anywhere that learners can spend more time to study and reflectossibiss.

Table4. Frequency of Utilization of Synchronous and Asynchronous Tools in terms of Video

Conferencing, Live Chat and Screen Sharing

Frequency (Percent)

Video moder ate amt

Conferencing not al all / alittle/ of time/ Most of the  All thetime/
Tools never seldom Sometimes time/ often Always
Zoom 29 (16.1) 16 (8.9) 38 (21.1) 33 (18.3) 64 (35.6)
Teams 47 (26.1) 18 (10.0) 19 (10.6) 18 (10.0) 78 (43.3)
Google Meet 47 (26.1) 10 (5.6) 24 (13.3) 31 (17.2) 68 (37.8)
Messenger 44 (24.4) 11 (6.1) 31(17.2) 24 (13.3) 70 (38.9)

Table 4 presents the frequency of utilizationyafaironous and asynchronous tools in terms of
Video Conferencing, Live Chat and Screen Sharing. As can be observéddhatTeams, Google Meet and
Messenger were tools that were included. The results show that Teams apgdica@dror 43.3 percent
respondents followed by Messenger with 70 or 38.9 percent respondghis Google meet with 68 or 37.8
percent and lastly is Zoom with 64 or 35.6 percent respondentse3iiesrindicate that almost half of the
respondents were always using Teams.

Todd (2020) emphasized that Line, Facebook, LEB2 were among tfreqapntly used tools by
Thai teachers in contacting students, whereas synchronous tools like ldnejdeo, Microsoft Teams,
and asynchronous tools like Line, LEB2, and Facebook were colymsed by teachers and students and in
assessment, Google Forms, LEB2, and Google Classroom were the top evadodgitrat teachers asln
addition, as mentioned by Aliyyah et al, parents are already familiar with thels, so these were the apps
that were used. Through apps like Zoom, Google Classroom, anddPoteachers were able to apply

question and answer (Q&A) that allowed them to have discussiohe titme constrained and poor Internet
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connection conditions of their classes. Using easy instructional tools helpeersaactieliver materials
quickly.

Table 5. Pedagogical Approachesin termsof Managing Social Interaction

Indicators M ean VI Rank

Promoting of relationship of trust and mutual commitment among  3.68 SrA 1
students

Resolution of group conflicts among students 3.48 SmA 4
Enhancements of cordial and warm relations between teacher and 3.65 SrA 2
students

Facilitation of personal or professional knowledge among students  3.59 SrA 3
Composite M ean 3.60 SrA

Legend:3.50-4.00=Strongly agree(SrA); 2.50-3.49=SomewhaedgmA); 1.50-2.49= Somewhat disagree
(SDa); 1.0-1.49=Strongly disagree (SrD)

Table 5 presents the pedagogical approaches in terms of managingseiation. The composite
mean 3.60 shows that the respondents strongly agree with all the irglina&rms of managing social
interaction.

It can be gathered from the table that the item “Promoting of relationship of trust and mutual
commitment among students received the highest weighted meai8 di&t s verbally interpreted as
“Strongly Agree”. This pertains that relationship of trust and mutual commitment among students is the most
important factor in managing social interaction. In virtual learning, ptioignoelationship of trust and mutual
commitment to students are very essential due. According Jannel(@@2%) the foundation of any
relationship is trust and the most important thing for teacher is to busidaind healthy classroom
environment for learningShe also emphasized that building trust within the classroom istampdor the
success of learners. Once trust was built with students, you'll irdwour classroom is a happier and more
fruitful place.

Second to the highest is the item “Enhancements of cordial and warm relations between teacher and
student® with 3.65 mean. Studies have shown that substantial impact on academic success cameofiom g

relationships between a teacher and learik@rsy Hall School (2017) stated that when learners see their
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teachers as a partner rather than an adversary, they are more motivaestigrid learn. Moreovea,
collaborative environment can be enhanced when trust was built where staidergady to listen willingly to
each other.

While the item “Facilitation of personal or professional knowledge among students got 3.59
weighted mean. Facilitation skills are very important for educators where Igatake place through
interaction and application of knowledge. Cox, (2020) also stresseid thedl the needs of their learners that
can’t be seen at home and the opportunity for the teachers to educate learners to become respebttchoe
a responsible human being and to build a good rapport to their pdass@om community can help.

In addition, the indicator “Resolution of group conflicts among students got the lowest weighted
mean. Conflicts are unavoidable among students. James Stadi2® gaid that conflict in the classroom
can make &acher feelike running away to a faraway place like foreign country. It is aerggal skill for kids
to resolve conflictThough conflict cannot stop there are a few things to help minimize conflprelgntion

and giving praise to students.

Table 6. Pedagogical Approachesin termsof Instructional Design

Indicators Mean \ Rank
Design of the training proposal based on the training requirements 3.53 SrA 4
Selection, design and/or content adaptation 3.60 SrA 3
Establishment of learning objectives and competency to be develo 3.67 SrA 1
Selection, design and/or adaptation of learning activities and 3.64 SrA 2
assessment
Composite M ean 3.61 SrA

Legend:3.50-4.00=Strongly agree(SrA); 2.50-3.49=SomewhaedgmA); 1.50-2.49= Somewhat disagree
e(SDa); 1.0-1.49=Strongly disagree (SrD)

Table 6 shows the pedagogical approaches in terms of instructional d€kiyeomposite mean,
3.61 presents that the respondents of this study strongly agreahlith indicators mentioned in terms of
instructional design. The indicator “Establishment of learning objectives and competency to be developed got

the highest rank having 3.67 weighted mean. Learning objectives apetemty are the most essential

WWw.ijrp.org



Mary Ann B. Binucal / International Journal of Research Publications (IJRP.ORG) ‘.\ JJRP .ORG

ISSN: 2708-3578 (Online)

218

factors in learning. Second to the highest is the indicator “Selection, design and/or adaptation of learning
activities and assessmémtiving 3.64 weighted mean. Careful analysis of selection and designing curriculum
should be made for the learner’s welfare. Next indicator is “Selection, dsign and/or content adaptation” with
3.60 weighted mean. Selecting and designing content is also significantrwgléllsj learning activities and
attitude develop and learning outcome will come from here.

Garnering the lowest weighted mear8df3 is the indicator “Design of the training proposal based
on the training requiremeritsThis is one of the hardest part in instructional design. Choosing framework,

qualification and mode of delivery are the basic factors that need to be takéor thiematter.

Table 7. Pedagogical Approachesin terms of Guiding the Use of Technology

Indicators Mean VI Rank
Design of certain technological tools for learning 3.63 SrA 3.5
Decision to integrate new technological tools into existing virtual 3.63 3.5
environment SrA
Guidance given to students in the use of the virtual learning envirean 3.69  SrA 1
Regulation of an appropriate use of technology by students 3.64 SrA 2
Composite M ean 365 SrA

Legend:3.50-4.00=Strongly agree(SrA); 2.50-3.49=SomewhaedgmA); 1.50-2.49= Somewhat disagree
(SDa); 1.0-1.49=Strongly disagree (SrD)

Table 7 presents the composite mean of 3.65 that the respondentsufdhistrongly agree with all
the indicators mentioned in terms of guiding the use of technologgslitigarly stated that the item
“Guidance given to students in the use of the virtual learning envirghgwe the highest rank having 3.69
weighted mean. Guiding students in using of technology is \vergssary in Online class, teachers as well as
the learning partners of the students need to monitor their kids atdwmthat they will know the activities
and struggles of the students in usinghtetogy. Next in line, is the item “Regulation of an appropriate use
of technology by students with 3.64 weighted mean. Another indittegbis very challenging and needs

attention is online classroom netiquettes and rules must be taught and reiterateentiyrisishe students.
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Charles (2012), stated that appropriate use of technological devices is oméifffchlt rules to negotiate in
schools.

The item “Design of certainethnological tools for learning” and “Decision to integrate new
technological tools into existing virtual environmeéate tie in rank having 3.5 weighted mean. Designing of
certain technological tools is one of the major requirement in new noranairg. Integration of new
technological tools should embrace for continuous learning that is easgess and available to use at hand.
According to National Educational Technology Standards for Student8)(dD€signing of certain
technological tools for learning is needed. International Society for Techniol&glucation said that when
learners are able to choose tools to help them for acquiring informatotimely manner, analyzing and
synthesizing the information the effective integration of technologghigeved. The virtual tools should

become the fundamental part of how the classroom functions jushdilether classroom tools.

Table 8. Pedagogical Approachesin termsof Learning Assessment

Indicators Mean VI Rank
Correction of students’ misunderstanding of content] 3.65 SrA 4
Resolution of questions from students about content] 3.66 SrA 2.5
Monitoring and evaluation of students’ individual and group

activities] 3.66 SrA 2.5
Providing students with information about assessment (grades, cc

answers and or evaluation criteria)] 3.68 SrA 1
Composite M ean 366 SrA

Legend: 3.50-4.00=Strongly agree(SrA); 2.50-3.49= SomewdraedSmA); 1.50-2.49= Somewhat disagree
(SDa); 1.0-1.49=Strongly disagree (SrD)

Table 8 presents the composite mean of 3.66 that the respondentstfdhistrongly agree with all
the irdicators mentioned in terms of learning assessment. Based on the table the indicator “Providing students
with information about assessment (grades, correct answers and or evaltigita) ranked first with 3.68
weighted mean. Giving students information about their assessment is a Eyneoirof learning. Proper
communication with kind words in giving students informatioth&sbest way in providing their assessment.

It can also motivate students to study when they see their assessatentlidg to Educational Data Systems
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(2018), assessments provide evidence of learning and directly beneflegirters. Aligned assessments
activities and content standard cater learner’s information pertaining concepts and skills they need to learn.
The results help the learners understand what they need to work oharithey already know.

The indicators'Monitoring and evaluation of students’ individual and group activities” and
“Resolution of questions from students about coiitedicators got the second rank with 3.66 weighted
mean. This pertains that monitoring and resolution of questionssiients about content are also important
tasks in learning assessment. In monitoring evaluation of students, temwhstadents will check the
development by determining the strengths and weaknesses in a particulReaodation of questions about
content are need to be discuss so that the course material will understand heteest rank that garnered
3.65 weighted mean is the indicator “Correction of studes’ misunderstanding of content”. Effective learning
is more efficient when correction of students misunderstandinfgggthack immediately so that learners
analyze and think over the feedback. To help ease the stress of theslgataking assessment, Educational
Data Systems (2018) stated that assessment practice gives advantages by Helpangtxiety and helping
learners to master content by preparing learners with low-stakes assessithethis same formats to make
learners comfortable in formal assessment settings. Frequent in class practig ézarhers understand
their mastery of lessons that can help reduce test anxiety.

Table 9 shows the pedagogical approaches in terms of learning tstpy@composite mean, 3.60
presents that the respondents of this study strongly agree with adbiibators in terms of learning support.
In terms of learning support, the three indicators namely; “Guidance and monitoring of students’ participation
in social interaction”, “Guidance and regulation of stud€ individual study processes” and “Monitoring and
evaluation of students’ participation in social interaction activities” got the highest rank with 3.61 weighted

mean.
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Table 9. Pedagogical Approachesin termsof Learning Support

Indicators M ean VI Rank
Guidance and monitoring of students’ participation in social 3.61 SrA 1.3
interaction]

Monitoring and evaluation of students’ participation in social 3.61 SrA 1.3
interaction activities]

Guidance and regulation of students’ individual study processes] 3.61 SrA 1.3
Control and monitoring of students’ learning pace and learning 3.58 SrA 4
periods]

Composite M ean 3.60 SrA

Legend:3.50-4.00=Strongly agree(SrA); 2.50-3.49=SomewhaedgmA); 1.50-2.49= Somewhat disagree
(SDa); 1.0-1.49=Strongly disagree (SrD)

It points out that the three indicators are the most necessary instrumgentssrof learning support.
students’ participation is an important factor to have a successful learning during classlisoussion.
Students need to actively participate during different classroom sesgisagking new information
Abdullah et al. 2012 mentioned the various reasons that encourage students to partictpate ¢tasses.

Various studies talked about the relationsHipcdween learner’s participation and in classroom
discussions learnindpallimore et al. £010 stated that to improve learning, educators need to help learners to
increase their engagement, to help students in retaining and remegnkedwledge, providing confirmation
of what they have learned, giving clarification and deepening their stadeing in every class discussions.

In addition, a study by Starmer et @019 reiterated the big effect of classroom participation on the scores of
the students’ examination. The authors also stated that higher scores of examination and achievement of
higher levels of learning was connected to the full participation in the course.

The lowest rank is the indicator “Control and monitoring of students’ learning pace and learning
periods” for having 3.58 weighted mean. Each one of us learns differently and there are no two brains are
alike. Some people learns easily by hearing while others learns from aadiegery individual has own
strengths and weaknesses. According to study from The Gua2@@®)students' approaches to learning

suggests that long hours and private tutorial does not mean theypé&ttar as well as spending screen time i
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front of the desktop and laptop and emerge with short time to shiataftd even going to a class discussion
and remember nothing importa@uality of the engagement is more important than the time in learning

process.

Table 10. Summary Table on Pedagogical Approaches Used in the Classroom

Composite

Dimensions M ean \ Rank
Managing social interactions (MSI) 3.60 SrA 4.5
Instructional design (ID) 3.61 SrA 3
Guiding the use of technology (GUT) 3.65 SrA 2
Learning assessment (LAS) 3.66 SrA 1
Learning support (LSU) 3.60 SrA 4.5
Composite mean 3.63 SrA

Legend: 3.50-4.00=Strongly agree (SrA); 2.50-3.49=Someagee(SmA); 1.50-2.49= Somewhat disagree
(SDa); 1.0-1.49=Strongly disagree (SrD)

Table 10 shows the summary padagogicaapproaches used in the classroom. The learning
assessment that gained the highest weighted mean of 3.66. Second to ithguatikg the use of technology
with 3.65 weighted mean followed by the instructional design with ®€ghted mean. Moreover,
managing social interactions and learning support got the lowest rank wilghted mean of 3.60. As
clearly stated from the table that the composite mean, 3.63 presents thatahdewspf this study strongly
agree with all the dimensions on Pedagogical Approaches used in classroom.

According to Y. Terada (2020), she said that the different waispmve one’s online teaching
presenceWhile it is difficult to build strong connections virtually, some wayestablish a connection is to
give attention on asynchronous lessons and communications, familiarizétichevtechnological tools in
windows or apps, change settings, signal presence through organ&atictarity, get feedback from
students and give a proper response, and lastly communicate regittadyudents.

Table 11 presents the significance differences in pedagogical when gemgoeding to

demographic profileDemographic profile is very essential in conducting research, it allows you to
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understand specific background, characteristics of the respondentssagdy, sex, race and others. By

asking demographic questions in surveys, you can easily gatbanatfon about the respondents. Also,
demographic profile is important for the determinatidfrnwhether the respondents in a particular study are

the target population for generalization purposes.

Table 11. Significant Differencesin Pedagogical when Grouped According to Demographic Profile

Profile M Sl ID GUT LAS LSU
Sex Mean (SD) Mean (SD) M ean (SD) M ean (SD) M ean (SD)
Male 3.53(0.78) 3.52(0.71) 3.60(0.68) 3.56(0.68) 3.51(0.72)
Female 3.62(0.66) 3.64(0.62) 3.67(0.63) 3.70(0.62) 3.64(0.62)
t-value 0.782 1.173 0.589 1.216 1.213
Decision NS NS NS NS NS
Education

Bachelor's Degree 3.60 (0.71) 3.61(0.65) 3.63(0.65) 3.65(0.65) 3.60 (0.65)
Masteral degree 3.60(0.63) 3.62(0.65) 3.75(0.60) 3.71(0.61) 3.63(0.64)
t-value 0.043 0.093 0.966 0.464 0.233
Decision NS NS NS NS NS

Y ears of teaching

1to 5 years 3.65(0.70) 3.62(0.67) 3.57(0.70) 3.66 (0.69) 3.57 (0.67)
6 to 10 years 3.65(0.63) 3.65(0.62) 3.71(0.63) 3.66 (0.63) 3.62 (0.63)
11 to 15 years 3.34(1.02) 3.48(0.90) 3.47(0.90) 3.42(0.91) 3.41(0.90)
16 to 20 years 3.55(0.45) 3.67(0.43) 3.85(0.28) 3.79(0.39) 3.71(0.44)
21 or more years  3.64 (0.61) 3.60(0.54) 3.73(0.41) 3.75(0.38) 3.73(0.51)
F-value 0.952 0.313 1.376 1.125 0.949
Decision NS NS NS NS NS
Subject handled

Computer 3.75(0.38) 3.72(0.36) 3.69(0.48) 3.72(0.44) 3.72(0.44)
English 3.62(0.72) 3.64(0.63) 3.66(0.64) 3.61(0.66) 3.63(0.67)
Filipino 3.80(0.39) 3.80(0.32) 3.75(0.35) 3.86 (0.32) 3.84(0.30)
Mathematics 3.63(0.66) 3.61(0.67) 3.56(0.67) 3.63(0.72) 3.59(0.69)
MAPEH 3.69(0.59) 3.64(0.62) 3.74(0.60) 3.70 (0.50) 3.67 (0.43)
Science 3.88 (0.65) 3.62(0.60) 3.66 (0.65) 3.68(0.66) 3.51(0.68)
Social Studies/

Civics and Culture 3.65(0.69) 3.60(0.72) 3.69 (0.67) 3.69(0.70) 3.65(0.68)
Others 3.23(0.89) 3.43(0.84) 3.53(0.80) 354(0.77) 3.43(0.85)
F-value 1.613 0.552 0.355 0.435 0.803
Decision NS NS NS NS NS
Grade Assignment

ECE & Primary 3.40(0.84) 3.40(0.87) 3.25(0.84) 3.48(0.88) 3.46 (0.85)
Primary & 3.64 (0.58) 3.74(0.43) 3.71(0.41) 3.81(0.36) 3.69 (0.46)

Intermediate
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Intermediate only ~ 3.69 (0.63) 3.71(0.63) 3.69(0.62) 3.79(0.61) 3.72(0.62)
Junior High School 3.57 (0.74) 3.54 (0.69) 3.63(0.69)  3.58 (0.69)  3.55 (0.69)

Others 3.73(0.47) 3.89(0.23) 3.98 (0.75) 3.89(0.21) 3.70(0.55)
F-value 0.551 1.590 2.146 1.692 0.746
Decision NS NS NS NS NS

It was observed that male got 3.51 weighted mean and female got 3gbdeddiowever the two is
not statistically significant since the computed p-value was less than 0.05 alph@ilies/eteans that there is
little difference in responses and is based on the test performed amdpiieés ithat Pedagogical approaches
does not vary when grouped to sex. According to studies by Martin arsth ¥28005), Driessen (2007) et al.
(2008), exclaimed that neither male nor female students are motivated engmtess by male or female
teachers; they found no differences regarding between the abilitiesaléfand male teachers. Martin and
Marsh consider that motivation was more of a student factor than a teattberdad that an individualized
approach would yield the greatest results. In her study, Jones (2it@Bated that female teachers
overwhelmingly responded that male teachers would be better at motivatmthaaywould female teachers.
Although, her research also demonstrates that the longer the interview pastaxsvith female teachers, the
more they would discuss limitations in male teachers’ ability to motivate male students. Absolutely shows that
there is no statistically significant difference between men and woreeariing as role models.

As shown from the table, the educational attainment of the respondents ollkatthdre was no
significant difference since the computed p-value was less than 0.03ealphd his implies that the
pedagogical approaches do not vary in terms of educational attainment. As stia¢kestudy of Clotfelter et
al., 2010; Ladd & Sorenson, 2015, researchers unsuccessfully detdatesigeiffects when using combined
subject test scores in middle and high schools and social studies achievenssninsisigh school (Henry et
al., 2014). For example, Ladd and Sorensen (2015) examined the teacher’s effectiveness with and without a
master’s degree on middle- and highschool students’ achievement scores in North Carolina. Ladd and

Sorensen applied the End of Grade (EOG) and End of Course (EO@jrsiaad test scores, which are
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composites of standardized test scores including Math, Science and English. Fsardyththey found out
that the scores of both migddind high school students with teacher who studied master’s degree were not
significantly different from the scores of students with teachers who did not study master’s degree.

Based from the table above as to years of teaching, 1to 5 years of teauhi®d.0 year of teaching
got the same weighted mean of 3.66 while 11 to 15 years of teaghimgeighted mean of 3.42, 3.79
weighted mean for 16 to years and 3.75 weighted mean forrabreryears. However, the result clearly
stated that there was no significant difference because of computed 2146 fwvas less than 0.05 alpha
level. This implies that pedagogical approaches do not vary to years of tedduagling to Hamre, Pianta,
Mashburn, & Downer, 2007; Pianta & Hamre, 200@ teachers who are on their first to three years of
teaching are less competent than teachers with experienced teachers hastedrgupport. The study gives
various evidence, with some correlations between the quality of teachers and teachers’ experience, though
these might be conceptualized. Although, these results are confined to a$absas of impact and time.
There’s no evidence that experience makes difference from various studies. Results from several studies using
direct measures suggest that more experience does not required result in goodfquiatisroom setting.

Likewise, in Pedagogical approaches when grouped according tdbjeetsandled with computed
F-value of 0.803 and grade assignment with computed 0.746 Fwatukess than 0.05 alpha level clearly
observed that there was no significant difference. It also implies that pedagogicaiciugs do not vary
when group to the subject handled. According to study from theetsily of Northern lowa, if educators
study the effects of their teaching on the learning of their studentdtcome careful to variation and more
aware of what works for the students’ needs. Inquiry training also gives advantage for teachers to learn how to

see at the world from multiple perspectives and to reach diverse learners.
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Key Result Area Objectives Activity Success/ Per sons
Performance Involved
Indicators
To adopt new and
VIRTUAL TOOLS | innovative
Synchronous and
Asynchronous
Virtual Instruction | Tools in terms of
the following:
a. Learning
Management | Use the most The students will | Principal
System efficient and be able to learn, | Asst.Principal
flexible tools in | discover and Dept. Heads
Synchronous ang explore different | Faculty
Asynchronous kinds of virtual
class. tools.
Virtual Instruction | b. Email Use varieties of | The students may| Faculty
Messaging tools for email use any available
messaging that ig tools that they
suitable for age/ | have and suited
grade level of the for their age.
students.
Virtual Instruction | c. Video Provide training | The students will | Faculty
Conferencing, for students in learn how to
Live Chat and| using different interact and
Screen kinds of Virtual | communicate
Sharing tools in terms of | without hesitation
Video using virtual tools
conferencing, livg such as
chat and screen | performing on
sharing. screen, do group
work, individual
report, etc.
PEDAGOGICAL
APPROACHES
A. Managing Social | To resolve group | Online Games ar] The teacher will | Dept.

Interaction

conflicts among

students

Activities

Such Virtual

be able to resolve

the conflict by

Head, Faculty
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Pictionary, Virtua

using games and

Trivia, Virtual activities
Musical Chairs,
Geography
Puzzle, etc.
B.Instructinal To design of the | Implementation g The teacher will | Principal
Design training proposal | Instruction be able to
based on training | Delivery implement
requirements Monitoring instruction
System delivery
monitoring systen
(Synchronous an
Asynchronous)
C. Guiding the Use | Design of particulal Proper Usage of | The teacher will | Faculty
of Technology technological tools| Virtual tools in be able to guide
for learning into terms of LMS, and monitor the
existing Email messaging| students in using
environment and Video Virtual tools.
Conferencing
Teaching
Classroom
Netiquette
d. Learning Correction of Assessment usin| The teacher will | Department
Assessment Student’s Kahoot, be able to resolve| Head, Faculty
misunderstanding | Mentimeter, the conflict by
of content. Quizziz, etc. using games and
activities
The teacher will
Technology base| be able to monitor
assessment, the progress of thg
Online Learning | students using
Tools such as technology-based
Instant Q&A, and| assessment and
Games virtual learning
activities.
e. Learning Support| To monitor Technology base| The teacher will

student’s learning
pace

assessment,
Online Learning
Tools such as
Instant Q&A, and
Games

be able to
integrate and use
technology-based
assessment while
the students will
be able to enjoy
assessmentin a

Faculty
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Assessment usin
Kahoot,
Mentimeter,
Quizziz, etc.

form of games
with immediate
feedback

The teacher will
be able to monitor,
the progress of thg
students using
technology-based
assessment and
virtual learning
activities

EMPOWERING
TEACHERS

To develop and
implement remote
learning and other
alternative modes
of delivery under
the “new normal.

Provide training
for faculty for
online learning
Readiness, and
Courseware
Development.

The faculty will

be able to learn
new strategies an
readiness in onling
class

Principal,
Asst. Principal

EMPOWERING
TEACHERS

To encourage
creativity

Mentoring from
same content in

The teachers will
be able to connec

Principal. Asst.

Principal, Dept.

and help each othg teaching Virtual | and help other Head

using collaborative| tools teachers who are

approach (Collaborative in need and not

Approach) familiar with the
Virtual tools.

Virtual Learning —
Expanding To make students | Integrated and | The students will
Opportunities excited to engage | Inclusive Healthy| be able to give Principal,

online learning via| Lifestyle and importance with | Faculty
Virtual Learning— | varied modes of | Sports Program | their health and
Expanding delivery of via online practice healthy
Opportunities instruction lifestyle at home.
Virtual Learning— | To provide online | Online Academic| The students will | Department

Expanding
Opportunities

enrichment
activities that woulg
further develop
each student’s
potential

Contest

be able to develof
their potentials
and engage in
different activities
via Online

Head, Faculty

Virtual Learning —

To offer varied

Leadership

The students will

Office of
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Expanding
Opportunities

online activities
(co-curricular and
extracurricular) to
promote school
spirit and
camaraderie to
improve the
sociolinguistic
competence in
terms of social
experience

Training and othe
Character
Formation
Programs via
Online

Online Extra
Curricular Conteg

be able to develof
and discover their
talents and skills
via Online.

The students will
be able to meet
new friends and
promote
camaraderie to

others.

Students Affairg

Faculty

6. Conclusions

1. Most of the participants are female and in % years of teaching in service. Majority of them have

Bachelor’s degree and teaching different subjects. Half of the participants are handling Junior High

school level.

2. Majority of the participants use the Schoology as Learning Management Syistderms of email

messaging, Gmail was the most popular email messaging tool and inceidieoencing, live chat

and screen sharing, many of the participants utilize Teams.

3. As for pedagogical approaches in terms of managing social interactionarti@ppnts strongly

agree in promoting of relationship of trust and mutual commitmentngmetudent, with

edablishment of learning objectives and competency to be developed. Inguidnuse of

technology, the participants strongly agree in the use of the virtual igaemivironment and

guidanceand monitoring of students’ participation in social interaction, guidance and regulation of

students’ individual study processes and monitoring and evaluation of students’ participation in

social interaction activities. In assessment, the respondents strongly agreeiding students with

information about assessment (grades, correct answers or evaluation critetiag@rnfare, in

pedagogical approaches used in the classroom the participants strongiy éepe@ng assessment.
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4. There was no significant difference in pedagogical when grouped acctwodiggnographic profile
in sex, educational attainment, years of teaching, subject handled and giguaess
5. The proposed action plan for Virtual tools and Pedagogical approaches designed to improve

online centered classroom.

7. Recommendations

1. With regards to the Virtual tools, the school administration/ managensnprovide effective and
efficient tools for Synchronous and Asynchronous class of studente tapplied in Learning
Management System, Email messaging and Video conferencing.

2. In terms of pedagogical approaches in different areas such as ntasagial interaction, the
conflict may be resolve using online educational games and interactive activitiestructional
design, school administrators and teachers will implement Instruction Delemitoring System
for Synchronous and Asynchronous class. When it comeddimguhe use of technology, teachers
may monitor the students by giving classroom netiquette in propageusf technology.
Furthermore, in learning assessment and learning support teacheran@gr rthe progress of the
students by using technology-based assessment and virtual learning activities

3. For the teachers, they may engage themselves in professional dearidyyrattending trainings and
seminars to help them improve their knowledge and skills in Virtual leanifepachers may also
adopt and integrate different virtual tools and pedagogical approaches in teaching.

4. Teachers may encourage students to use technology appropriately to teanly mgademically, but
in all aspects of their lives, such as physical, emotional, social, and spiritual.

5. For the future researchers, they may use the results of this studgimseference in their future

study.
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6. The proposed plan of action to enhance the Virtual tools and Pedagogiczhdcgs use by the

private school teachers in an online centered classroom maybe tabled fesidiseund utilization.
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Appendix A. Questionnaire

Consent to Participatein Research

Virtual Toolsand Pedagogical Approachesof Private School Teachersin an Online-Classroom

Dear Respondents,

I, Mary Ann B. Binucal, a student of LPU Graduate school, is currenthgaostudy on Virtual Tools and
Pedagogical Approaches of Private School Teachers in an Online- Classwouid like to request for
some information regarding your perceptions on up to what extent strategiggizaed by teachers and
students. All data and information you will provide will be strictly confidentidlaitl be utilized only for
the purpose of the research. Data will be collectively summarized and respondeataain anonymous.

Please provide answers to the following queries. Thank you very much!

Part |. Demographic Profile. Please put a check on the applicable response.
1.Sex __ Male _ Female
2.Years of Teaching Experience
3. Educational Attainment
___Bachelor Degree
_Master’s Degree
___Doctoral Degree
4. Subject Handled
__English
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____Filipino
____Math
___Science
___Social Studies/Civics
____Music/Arts/P.E./Health
___Computer
__ Others

5. Grade Level Assignment
____ECE level only (Nursery, Kinder and Prep.)
____Primary level only (Gr. B)
____ECE and Primary level
____Intermediate only (Gr. 8}
__Primary and Intermediate Level
____Grade 1, Grade 2 and Grade 3
____Junior High School level (Gr1m)
____Others

6. Asynchronous and Synchronous Tools
The following are the asynchronous and synchronous toolsmuseel virtual classroom. Using the scale
below, assess the extent in which the following is utilized.
5 All the time/ Always
Most of the time/ Often
Moderate amount of time/ Sometimes

A little amount of time/ Seldom

R N W b

Not at all/ Never

Learning Management Systems

5All the 4 Most of 3 Moderate 2 A little Not at all/
time/ thetime/ amount of amount of Never
Always Often time/ time/ Seldom
Sometimes
Schoology
Moodle
Blackboard
Talent LMS
Quipper
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Others
E-mail Messaging

5All the 4 Most of the | 3Moderate 2 A little Not at all/
time/ time/ Often amount of amount of Never
Always time/ time/ Seldom
Sometimes
Gmail
Yahoo Mail
Microsoft Mail
Others
Video and Web Conferencing
5All the 4 Most of 3 Moderate 2 A little Not at
time/ thetime/ amount of amount of all/ Never
Always Often time/ time/ Seldom
Sometimes

Zoom
Communications

Microsoft Teams

Google Meet

Messenger

Others

Part I1. Teaching Approaches
Following are descriptions of teaching approaches. Using the scale, assassnthef itilization of the
approach. Write the number corresponding to your assessment.

4 Strongly Agree (SA)

3 Agree (A)

2 Disagree (D)

1 Strongly Disagree (SD)

Teaching Approaches Online 1 45A

Managing Social I nteractions

Promoting of relationships of trust and mutual commitment among
student
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Resolution of group conflicts among students

Enhancements of cordial and warm relations between teacher and
students

Facilitation of personal or professional knowledge among students

Instructional Design

Design of the training proposal based on the training requirements

Selection, design and/or content adaptation

Establishment of learning objectives and competency to be develo

Selection, design and/or adaptation of learning activities and asse

Guiding the Use of Technology

Design of certain technological tools for learning

Decision to integrate new technological tools into existing virtual
environment

Guidance of students in the use of the virtual learning environmen

Regulation of an appropriate use of technology by students

L ear ning Assessment

Correction of students’ misunderstanding of content

Resolution of questions from students about content

Monitoring and evaluation of students’ individual and group activities

Providing students with information about assessment (grades, co
answers and or evaluation criteria)

L earning support

Guidance and monitoring of students’ participation in social interaction

Monitoring and evaluation of students’ participation in social interaction
activities

Guidance and regulation of students’ individual study processes

Control and monitoring of students’ learning pace and learning periods
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Appendix B. Statistical Output

Frequencies
GET
FILE='C:\Users\USER\OneDrive - lpulaguna.edu.ph\Documents\ELM Binucal.sav'.
DATASET NAME DataSetl WINDOW=FRONT.
DATASET ACTIVATE DataSetl.

SAVE OUTFILE='C:\Users\USER\OneDrive - lpulaguna.edu.ph\Documents\ELM
Binucal.sav'

/COMPRESSED.
FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Sex Yrstchng Educ Subj GdeaAsignment LMSSchoology LMSMoodle
LMSBlackboard LMSTalent LMSQuipper EMGmail EMYahoomail EMMSmail VCZoom VCMSTeams
VCGooglemeet VCMessenger

/ORDER=ANALYSIS.

Notes
Output Created 25-FEB-2022 08:29:2
Comments
Input Data C:\Users\USER\OneDrive -
Ipulaguna.edu.ph\Documents\ELN
Binucal.sav
Active Dataset DataSetl
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working
Data File 180
Missing Value Handling  Definition of Missing User-defined missing values are
treated as missing.
Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases
valid data.
Syntax FREQUENCIES
VARIABLES=Sex Yrstchng Educ
Subj GdeaAsignment
LMSSchoology LMSMoodle
LMSBlackboard LMSTalent
LMSQuipper EMGmail
EMYahoomail EMMSmail
VCZoom VCMSTeams
VCGooglemeet VCMessenger
/ORDER=ANALYSIS.
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.05
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.04

[DataSetl] C:\Users\USER\OneDrive - lpulaguna.edu.ph\Documents\ELM
Binucal.sav

Statistics
LMS LM VCGo
Yt GdeaAsi | LMSSc | LMSMa | Black | LMST | Quip | EMG | EMYah | EMMS VCMST | oglem | VCMes

Sex| hng | Educ | Subj | onment | hoology | odle |board| alent | per | mail | comail | mail |VCZoom| eams | eet | senger
N Valid |180| 180| 180 180 180 180| 180| 180 18D| 180| 18O 180| 1AD 180 180) 180|180
Mssng| 0| 0f 0] 0 0 0 0 0 op 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Frequency Table

Sex
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative Percer
Valid Male 47 26.1 26.1 26.1
Female 133 73.9 73.9 100.0}
Total 180 100.0 100.0
Y ears of Teaching
Cumulativ
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | e Percent
Valid .00 1 .6 .6 .6
1to 5 years 2 1.1 1.1 1.7
6 to 10 years 10 5.6 5.6 7.2
2.50 1 .6 .6 7.8
11 to 15 years 22 12.2 12.2 20.0
3.50 1 .6 .6 20.6
16to 20 years 15 8.3 8.3 28.9
21 or more years 11 6.1 6.1 35.0
6.00 5 2.8 2.8 37.8
7.00 12 6.7 6.7 44.4
8.00 9 5.0 5.0 49.4
9.00 9 5.0 5.0 54.4
10.00 10 5.6 5.6 60.0
11.00 7 3.9 3.9 63.9
12.00 3 1.7 1.7 65.6
13.00 2 11 11 66.7
14.00 3 1.7 1.7 68.3
15.00 7 3.9 3.9 72.2
16.00 4 2.2 2.2 74.4
17.00 3 1.7 1.7 76.1
18.00 5 2.8 2.8 78.9
19.00 2 11 11 80.0
20.00 5 2.8 2.8 82.8
21.00 3 1.7 1.7 84.4
22.00 1 .6 .6 85.0
23.00 1 .6 .6 85.6
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24.00 2 11 11 86.7
25.00 3 1.7 1.7 88.3
26.00 1 .6 .6 88.9
27.00 4 2.2 2.2 91.1
29.00 1 .6 .6 91.7
30.00 3 1.7 1.7 93.3
31.00 1 .6 .6 93.9
32.00 3 1.7 1.7 95.6
33.00 4 2.2 2.2 97.8
34.00 1 .6 .6 98.3
35.00 2 1.1 1.1 99.4
36.00 1 .6 .6 100.0]
Total 180 100.0 100.0
Educational Attainment
Cumulative
Frequency| Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Bachelor's Degree 149 82.8 82.8 82.8
Masteral degree 31 17.2 17.2 100.0}
Total 180 100.0 100.0
Subject Handle
Cumulative
Frequency| Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Computer 9 5.0 5.0 5.0
English 31 17.2 17.2 22.2
Filipino 16 8.9 8.9 31.1
Mathematics/ICS 24 13.3 13.3 44.4
MAPEH 22 12.2 12.2 56.7
Science 26 14.4 14.4 71.1
Social Studies/ Civics 22 122 122 83.3
and Culture
Others 30 16.7 16.7 1000
Total 180 100.0 100.0
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Grade Assignment
Valid Cumulative
Frequency| Percent| Percent Percent
Valid ECE/ ECE & Primary 13 7.2 7.2 7.2
Primary & 27 15.0 15.0 22.2
Intermediate
Intermediate only 31 17.2 17.2 39.4
Junior High School 98 54.4 54.4 93.9
Others 11 6.1 6.1 100.0]
Total 180 100.0 100.0
LM S Schoology
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative Percer]
Valid 1.00 70 38.9 38.9 38.9
2.00 16 8.9 8.9 47.8
3.00 18 10.0 10.0 57.8
4.00 19 10.6 10.6 68.3
5.00 57 31.7 31.7 100.0
Total 180 100.0 100.0
LM SMoodle
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative Percer
Valid 1.00 99 55.0 55.0 55.0
2.00 19 10.6 10.6 65.6
3.00 28 15.6 15.6 81.1
4.00 23 12.8 12.8 93.9
5.00 11 6.1 6.1 100.0
Total 180 100.0 100.0
L M SBlackboard
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative Percer
Valid 1.00 98 54.4 54.4 54.4
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2.00 20 11.1 11.1 65.6
3.00 30 16.7 16.7 82.2
4.00 23 12.8 12.8 95.0
5.00 9 5.0 5.0 100.0
Total 180 100.0 100.0
LMSTalent
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative Percer
Valid 1.00 92 51.1 51.1 51.1
2.00 14 7.8 7.8 58.9
3.00 22 12.2 12.2 71.1
4.00 28 15.6 15.6 86.7
5.00 24 13.3 13.3 100.0]
Total 180 100.0 100.0
LM S Quipper
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative Percer
Valid 1.00 105 58.3 58.3 58.3
2.00 16 8.9 8.9 67.2
3.00 28 15.6 15.6 82.8
4.00 25 13.9 13.9 96.7
5.00 6 3.3 3.3 100.0
Total 180 100.0 100.0
EM Gmail
Frequency Percent Valid Percent [ Cumulative Percer
Valid 1.00 8 4.4 4.4 4.4
2.00 4 2.2 2.2 6.7
3.00 13 7.2 7.2 13.9
4.00 21 11.7 11.7 25.6
5.00 134 74.4 74.4 100.0}
Total 180 100.0 100.0
EM Yahoomail
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative Percer
Valid 1.00 82 45.6 45.6 45.6
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2.00 25 13.9 13.9 59.4
3.00 25 13.9 13.9 73.3
4.00 20 111 111 84.4
5.00 28 15.6 15.6 100.0
Total 180 100.0 100.0
EM M Smail
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative Percer
Valid 1.00 46 25.6 25.6 25.6
2.00 13 7.2 7.2 32.8
3.00 22 12.2 12.2 45.0
4.00 30 16.7 16.7 61.7
5.00 69 38.3 38.3 100.0
Total 180 100.0 100.0
VC Zoom
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative Percer
Valid 1.00 29 16.1 16.1 16.1
2.00 16 8.9 8.9 25.0
3.00 38 21.1 21.1 46.1
4.00 33 18.3 18.3 64.4
5.00 64 35.6 35.6 100.0]
Total 180 100.0 100.0
VCM STeams
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative Percer
Valid 1.00 47 26.1 26.1 26.1
2.00 18 10.0 10.0 36.1
3.00 19 10.6 10.6 46.7
4.00 18 10.0 10.0 56.7
5.00 78 43.3 43.3 100.0]
Total 180 100.0 100.0
VC Google meet
| | Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent | Cumulative Percer|
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Valid 1.00 a7 26.1 26.1 26.1
2.00 10 5.6 5.6 31.7
3.00 24 13.3 13.3 45.0
4.00 31 17.2 17.2 62.2
5.00 68 37.8 37.8 100.0}
Total 180 100.0 100.0
VCM essenger
Frequency Percent Valid Percent | Cumulative Percer
Valid 1.00 44 24.4 24.4 24.4
2.00 11 6.1 6.1 30.6
3.00 31 17.2 17.2 47.8
4.00 24 13.3 13.3 61.1
5.00 70 38.9 38.9 100.0]
Total 180 100.0 100.0

T-TEST GROUPS=Sex (1 2)
/MISSING=ANALYSIS
/VARIABLES=AveMSI AvelD AveUT AvelLAs AvelLSu
/CRITERIA=CI (.95).

T-Test
Notes
Output Created 25-FEB-2022 08:29:5
Comments
Input Data C:\Users\USER\OneDrive -
Ipulaguna.edu.ph\Documents\EL
Binucal.sav

Active Dataset DataSetl

Filter <none>

Weight <none>

Split File <none>

N of Rows in Working

Data File 180

Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing | User defined missing values are
treated as missing.

Cases Used Statistics for each analysis are
based on the cases with no missi
or outof-range data for any
variable in the analysis.
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Syntax T-TEST GROUPS=Sex(1 2)
IMISSING=ANALYSIS
/NVARIABLES=AveMSI AvelD
AveUT AvelLAs AvelLSu
ICRITERIA=CI(.95).
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.09
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.07%
Group Statistics
[ Sex N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean
AveMSI| Male 47 3.5319 7778 .11345
Female 133 3.6241 .66260] .05745
AvelD Male 47 3.5160 71362 .10409
Female 133 3.6447 62174 .05391
AveUT Male 47 3.6011 67699 .09875
Female 133 3.6654 .63132 .054744
AvelAs Male 47 3.5638 .68459 .09986
Female 133 3.6955 .62108 .05385
AvelSu Male 47 3.5053 71758 .10467
Female 133 3.6391 .62493 .05419
Independent Samples Test
Levene's Test
for Equality of
“ariances ttest for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error Difference
F Sig. i df tailed) | Difference | Difference | Lower | Upper
AveMSl  Equal variances assumed 1576 211 - 732 178 43h -.08215 A4730| -.32461| 14032
Equal variances not assumed -T25| 70.954 471 -.09215 A27T| -.34571| 16142
AvelD Equal variances assumed 1821 179 -1.173 178 242 - 12878 10875 -.34535( DBYTO
Equal variances not assumed -1.099| 72179 276 - 12878 1722 -.35245| 10489
AvelT Equal variances assumed 4581 500 -5aa 178 555 -.06435 0819 -27831( 15112
Equal variances not assumed - 570 76.112 570 -.06435 11291 -28922( 16052
AvelAs  Equal variances assumed 14701 227 -1.216 178 226 - 131646 102828 -.34534( 08202
Equal variances not assumed -1.160 | 74.455 250 -13166 11345 - 35770 00438
AvelSu  Equal variances assumed 1578 211 -1.213 178 227 - 13374 11032 -35148( DB33%3
Equal variances not assumed -1.135| 72157 260 -13378 1736 -.38873| 0117

T-TEST GROUPS=Educ (1 2)
/MISSING=ANALYSIS
/VARIABLES=AveMSI AveID AveUT AvelAs AvelLSu
/CRITERIA=CI (.95) .
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T-Test

Notes

Output Created
Comments
Input

Data

25-FEB-2022 08:30:0

C:\Users\USER\OneDrive -
Ipulaguna.edu.ph\Documents\ELM
Binucal.sav

Active Dataset DataSetl
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>

Missing Value Handling

N of Rows in Working
Data File
Definition of Missing

180

User defined missing values are treatq
as missing.

Cases Used

Statistics for each analysis are based
the cases with no missing or caft-
range data for any variable in the
analysis.

Syntax T-TEST GROUPS=Educ(1 2)
IMISSING=ANALYSIS
IVARIABLES=AveMSI AvelD
AveUT AvelLAs AvelLSu
ICRITERIA=CI(.95).
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.03
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.05
Group Statistics
Std. Error
Educ N Mean | Std. Deviation Mean
AveMSI Bachelor's Degree 149] 3.5990 .70879 .05807
Masteral degree 31| 3.6(48 .62508 11227
AvelD Bachelor's Degree 149] 3.6091 .64940 .05320
Masteral degree 31| 3.6210 .64830 11644
AveUT Bachelor's Degree 149 3.6275 .65025 .05327
Masteral degree 31| 3.7500 .60208 .10814
AvelLAs Bachelor's Degree 149| 3.6510 .64581 .05291]
Masteral degree 31| 3.7097 .61270 .11004
AvelLSu Bachelor's Degree 149] 3.5990 .65491 .05365
Masteral degree 31| 3.6290 .64184 .11528
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Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test
for Equality of
‘ariances f-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Sig. (2- | Mean Std. Error Difference
F Sig. 1 df tailed) | Difference | Difference Lower Upper
AveMS| Equal variances assumed 211| B46| -043 178 866 -.00535 3727 - 27674 26505
Equal variances not assumed -.046( 47.508 963| -.00585 12640( -26005| 24836
AvelD Equal variances assumed 001] .978] -.093 178 926 - 01191 12816 -26482 24100
Equal variances not assumed -093( 43.449 826  -01191 12802 -27000| 24619
AvelT Equal variances assumed 1366 .244| -965 178 335 - 12248 2681 -37273 A2TTE
Equal variances not assumed -1.016] 45.731 315 - 12248 12055 -.38516 2019
AvelAs Equal variances assumed oFr| 78 - 464 178 643 - 05867 12641 -.30813 19078
Equal variances not assumed -431| 44.935 B33 -.05867 2210 -.30460 18726
AvelSu Equal variances assumed 0oa| &2r -.233 178 816 -.03004 12885 -.28431 22423
Equal variances not assumed -236| 43.986 814 -.03004 12715 -28630| 22622

MEANS TABLES=AveMSI AvelD AveUT AvelAs AveLSu BY Yrstchng Subj
GdeaAsignment
/CELLS=MEAN COUNT STDDEV.

M eans
Notes
Output Created 25-FEB-2022 08:30:3!
Comments
Input Data C:\Users\USER\OneDrive -
Ipulaguna.edu.ph\Documents\EL
Binucal.sav
Active Dataset DataSetl
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working
Data File 180
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing | For each dependent variable in a]
table, user-defined missing value
for the dependent and all groupin
variables are treated as missing.
Cases Used Cases used for each table have 1
missing values in any independel
variable, and not all dependent
variables have missing values.
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Syntax MEANS TABLES=AveMSI

AvelD AveUT AvelAs AvelSu

BY Yrstchng Subj GdeaAsignmel
/CELLS=MEAN COUNT

STDDEV.
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.05
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.0¢
Case Processing Summary
Cases
Included Excluded Total

N Percent| N Percent] N Percent
AveMSI * Yrstchng 180| 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180| 100.0%
AvelD * Yrstchng 180| 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180| 100.0%
AveUT * Yrstchng 180| 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180| 100.0%
Avel As * Yrstchng 180| 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180| 100.0%
AvelSu * Yrstchng 180| 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180| 100.0%
AveMSI * Subj 180| 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180| 100.0%
AvelD * Subj 180| 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180| 100.0%
AveUT * Subj 180| 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180| 100.0%
AvelLAs * Subj 180| 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180 100.0%j
AvelLSu * Subj 180| 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180 100.0%j
AveMSI * GdeaAsignment 180| 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180 100.0%j
AvelD * GdeaAsignment 180| 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180 100.0%j
AveUT * GdeaAsignment 180| 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180 100.0%j
AvelLAs * GdeaAsignment 180| 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180 100.0%j
AvelSu * GdeaAsignment 180| 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180 100.0%)

AveM Sl Avel D AveUT AveL AsAvel Su * Yearsof Teaching

Yrstchng AveMSI | AvelD | AveUT | AvelAs | AvelLSu
.00 Mean 4.0000] 4.0000] 3.0000] 3.7500] 4.0000
N 1 1 1 1 1
Std. Deviation . . . . .
1to 5 years Mean 3.5000f 3.5000f 3.5000[ 3.5000[ 3.5000
N 2 2 2 2 2
Std. Deviation 70711 70711 .70711 .70711f .70711
6 to 10 years Mean 3.8750 3.8250[ 3.7750[ 3.7500[ 3.8250
N 10 10 10 10 10
Std. Deviation 21246 .20582| .32167| .35355 .23717|
2.50 Mean 4.0000] 4.0000] 4.0000] 4.0000] 4.0000
N 1 1 1 1 1
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Std. Deviation . . . . .
11to 15 years Mean 3.5682 3.5227| 3.5341 3.6364 3.4432
N 22 22 22 22 22
Std. Deviation .86321] .80515] .86704] .88549] .86922
3.50 Mean 4.0000( 4.0000( 4.0000] 4.0000] 4.0000
N 1 1 1 1 1
Std. Deviatbn . . . . .
16 to 20 years Mean 3.4667| 3.4333 3.3833] 3.5333 3.5000
N 15 15 15 15 15
Std. Deviation .88068] .85808] .85496] .82303 .72580
21 or more years Mean 3.7727 3.7727] 3.7045 3.7727| 3.5682
N 11 11 11 11 11
Std. Deviation .30526] .36150 .38435 .32509 .46221
6.00 Mean 3.4000[ 3.5500( 3.8000[ 3.5500[ 3.7000
N 5 5 5 5 5
Std. Deviation 57554 44721 44721 44721 44721
7.00 Mean 3.7083 3.6875 3.7083 3.6250[ 3.7083
N 12 12 12 12 12
Std. Deviation .68948] .68362| .68948] .71111] .68948
8.00 Mean 3.5000f 3.3611 3.3889 3.5278 3.3889
N 9 9 9 9 9
Std. Deviation 97628 .97717 1.01636 .88780| .96914]
9.00 Mean 3.8611 3.9722( 3.8889( 3.9444( 3.6111
N 9 9 9 9 9
Std. Deviation .22048] .08333] .33333] .16667| .48591
10.00 Mean 3.6500[ 3.6250( 3.7750[ 3.6250[ 3.7000
N 10 10 10 10 10
Std. Deviation A8876] .44488| .32167| .61520] .40483
11.00 Mean 3.0357| 3.6429| 3.6786| 3.6071f 3.2857
N 7 7 7 7 7
Std. Deviation .94017] .45316| .47246] .53730] .56695
12.00 Mean 4.0000( 3.6667| 3.5833] 3.6667] 3.9167
N 3 3 3 3 3
Std. Deviation .00000] .57735 .52042] 57735 .14434
13.00 Mean 4.0000] 4.0000] 4.0000] 3.5000] 4.0000
N 2 2 2 2 2
Std. Deviation .00000, .00000] .00000] .70711] .00000
14.00 Mean 3.7500( 3.6667| 3.5833] 3.6667| 3.7500
N 3 3 3 3 3
Std. Deviation 43301 57735 .52042] 57735 .25000
15.00 Mean 3.0000{ 3.0000f 3.0000[ 3.0000[ 3.0000
N 7 7 7 7 7
Std. Deviation 1.41421] 1.41421f 1.41421] 1.41421] 1.4142]]
16.00 Mean 3.3750 3.3750[ 3.8125[ 3.6875 3.6250
N 4 4 4 4 4
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Std. Deviation A7871  .47871] .12500] .47324] .43301
17.00 Mean 3.8333] 3.9167| 4.0000[ 4.0000( 4.0000
N 3 3 3 3 3
Std. Deviation .28868] .14434] .00000] .00000] .00000
18.00 Mean 3.4000 3.8500[ 3.9500[ 4.0000[ 4.0000
N 5 5 5 5 5
Std. Deviation 45415 .33541] .11180, .00000 .00000
19.00 Mean 3.7500f 3.6250, 4.0000 3.5000( 3.5000
N 2 2 2 2 2
Std. Deviation .35355| .53033| .00000] .70711] .70711
20.00 Mean 3.6000f 3.6000[ 3.6500[ 3.6500( 3.4000
N 5 5 5 5 5
Std. Deviation 54772 54772| .48734] .48734] 54772
21.00 Mean 3.9167[ 4.0000 4.0000[ 4.0000[ 4.0000
N 3 3 3 3 3
Std. Deviation .14434] .00000| .00000] .00000] .00000
22.00 Mean 3.0000f 3.5000f 3.5000[ 3.2500( 3.0000
N 1 1 1 1 1
Std. Deviation . . . . .
23.00 Mean 4.0000( 3.7500( 3.5000] 3.5000] 4.0000
N 1 1 1 1 1
Std. Deviation . . . . .
24.00 Mean 3.8750 3.5000[ 4.0000[ 3.7500[ 3.7500
N 2 2 2 2 2
Std. Deviation 17678 .70711] .00000] .35355/ .35355
25.00 Mean 3.5000f 3.3333] 3.3333| 3.3333 3.6667
N 3 3 3 3 3
Std. Deviation .50000, .57735 .57735 57735 .57735
26.00 Mean 3.0000f 3.0000f 3.0000[ 3.0000[ 3.0000
N 1 1 1 1 1
Std. Deviation . . . . .
27.00 Mean 3.1250 3.2500[ 3.7500[ 3.7500[ 3.5000
N 4 4 4 4 4
Std. Deviation 1.42156 .95743] .50000[ .50000| 1.00000
29.00 Mean 3.7500f 4.0000[ 3.2500[ 3.7500( 4.0000
N 1 1 1 1 1
Std. Deviation . . . . .
30.00 Mean 3.9167[ 3.5833] 4.0000[ 4.0000( 3.6667
N 3 3 3 3 3
Std. Deviation .14434] .72169| .00000] .00000] .57735
31.00 Mean 4.0000( 4.0000( 4.0000] 4.00007 4.0000
N 1 1 1 1 1
Std. Deviation . . . . .
32.00 Mean 3.5000f 3.0833 3.1667| 3.5833 3.6667
N 3 3 3 3 3
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Std. Deviation .50000] .14434| .28868| .52042] .57735
33.00 Mean 3.6875 3.8750[ 3.9375 3.8750( 3.7500
N 4 4 4 4 4
Std. Deviation 47324 .25000( .12500[ .14434] .50000
34.00 Mean 3.7500[ 4.0000f 4.0000[ 4.0000[ 4.0000
N 1 1 1 1 1
Std. Deviation . . . . .
35.00 Mean 4.0000( 4.0000( 4.0000] 4.00007 4.0000
N 2 2 2 2 2
Std. Deviation .00000] .00000| .00000] .00000] .00000
36.00 Mean 4.0000( 4.0000( 4.0000] 4.00007 4.0000
N 1 1 1 1 1
Std. Deviation . . . . .
Total Mean 3.6000f 3.6111] 3.6486 3.6611] 3.6042
N 180 180 180 180 180
Std. Deviation .69344] .64742| .64226] .63895 .65100

AveM S| AvelD AveUT AveL AsAvel Su * Subj

Subj AveMSI | AvelD | AveUT | AvelLAs | AvelLSu
Computer Mean 3.7500( 3.7222| 3.6944 3.7222| 3.7222
N 9 9 9 9 9
Std. Deviation .37500] .36324| .48052] .44096] .44096
English Mean 3.6210| 3.6371] 3.6613] 3.6129] 3.6290
N 31 31 31 31 31
Std. Deviation 73278 .63192| .64404] .66407| .66730
Filipino Mean 3.7969( 3.7969| 3.7500 3.8594 3.8438
N 16 16 16 16 16
Std. Deviation .38964] .31910| .35355] .31582] .30104]
Mathematics/ICS Mean 3.6250| 3.6146| 3.5625 3.6250 3.5938
N 24 24 24 24 24
Std. Deviation .65938] .66749| .67264] .71854] .68688
MAPEH Mean 3.6932| 3.6364| 3.7386| 3.7045 3.6705
N 22 22 22 22 22
Std. Deviation 59227 .61590| .59501] .49783] .42529
Science Mean 3.6827| 3.6154f 3.6635 3.6827| 3.5096
N 26 26 26 26 26
Std. Deviation .65406] .60096| .65170] .66166| .68367
Social Studies/ Civics Mean 3.6477| 3.6023| 3.6932] 3.6932| 3.6477
and Culture N 22 22 22 22 22
Std. Deviation .69290| .72234] .67229 .70260, .67989
Others Mean 3.2333| 3.4333| 3.5250| 3.5417| 3.4250
N 30 30 30 30 30

WWw.ijrp.org



%, 1JRP.ORG

ISSN: 2708-3578 (Online)

252

Mary Ann B. Binucal / International Journal of Research Publications (IJRP.ORG)

Std. Deviation .89282 .84316] .80234] .76868] .85387
Total Mean 3.6000, 3.6111] 3.6486( 3.6611 3.6042
N 180 180 180 180 180
Std. Deviation .69344] .64742| .64226| .63895 .65100
AveM S| AvelD AveUT AveL AsAvel Su * Grade Asignment
AvelA
GdeaAsignment AveMSI| AvelD | AveUT S AvelSu
ECE/ ECE & Primary Mean 3.4038] 3.4038 3.2500, 3.4808 3.4615
N 13 13 13 13 13
Std. Deviation .84495( .86926| .84163| .88070] .85297
Primary & Intermediate Mean 3.6389] 3.7407| 3.7130] 3.8056] 3.6944
N 27 27 27 27 27
Std. Deviation 57735 .43012| .41431] .36251] .46167
Intermediate only Mean 3.6935( 3.7097| 3.6935( 3.7903 3.7177
N 31 31 31 31 31
Std. Deviation 63479 .62615[ .62152| .60929] .62497
Junior High School Mean 3.5714] 3.5408] 3.6327| 3.5791] 3.5510
N 98 98 98 98 98
Std. Deviation 74266 .69022[ .68696| .68920] .68579
Others Mean 3.7273] 3.8864 3.9773] 3.8864] 3.7045
N 11 11 11 11 11
Std. Deviation 46710 .23355[ .07538] .20505 .54564]
Total Mean 3.6000, 3.6111] 3.6486| 3.6611 3.6042
N 180 180 180 180 180
Std. Deviation 69344 .64742 .64226| .63895 .65100

ONEWAY AveMSI AvelD AveUT AvelAs AvelSu BY Yrstchng
/MISSING ANALYSIS.

Oneway

Notes

Output Created 25-FEB-2022 08:30:5
Comments
Input C:\Users\USER\OneDrive -

Ipulaguna.edu.ph\Documert\

M Binucal.sav

Data

Active Dataset DataSetl
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
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Split File

<none>

Missing Value Handling

N of Rows in Working
Data File

Definition of Missing

180

User-defined missing values are
treated as missing.

Cases Used

Statistics for each analysis are
based on cases with no missing
data for any variable in the
analysis.

Syntax ONEWAY AveMSI AvelD
AveUT AvelLAs AvelLSu BY
Yrstchng
/IMISSING ANALYSIS.
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.09
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.04
ANOVA
Sum of
Squares df Mean Square F Sig.
AveMSI Between Groups 12.481 37 .337 .651| .936
Within Groups 73.594 142 .518
Total 86.075 179
AvelD Between Groups 11.088 37 .300 .666| .925
Within Groups 63.940 142 450
Total 75.028 179
AveUT Between Groups 11.695 37 316 722 .875
Within Groups 62.142 142 438
Total 73.837| 179
AvelLAs Between Groups 8.317 37 .225 493|  .993
Within Groups 64.761 142 456
Total 73.078 179
AvelLSu Between Groups 10.336 37 279 .605| .962
Within Groups 65.524 142 461
Total 75.859 179

ONEWAY AveMSI AvelID AveUT AveLAs AveLSu BY Subj

/MISSING ANALYSIS.

Oneway

Notes

Output Created
Comments

25FEB-2022 08:31:01
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Input

Data

C:\Users\USER\OneDirive -
Ipulaguna.edu.ph\Documertd\
M Binucal.sav

Active Dataset DataSetl
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>

Missing Value Handling

N of Rows in Working
Data File
Definition of Missing

180

User-defined missing values are
treated as missing.

Cases Used

Statistics for each analysis are
based on cases with no missing
data for any variable in the
analysis.

Syntax ONEWAY AveMSI AvelD
AveUT AvelLAs AvelLSu BY Subj
/MISSING ANALYSIS.
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.04
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.01
ANOVA
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig.
AveMSI Between Groups 5.304 7 .758 1.613 134
Within Groups 80.771 172 470
Total 86.075 179
AvelD Between Groups 1.649 7 .236 .552 794
Within Groups 73.379 172 427
Total 75.028 179
AveUT Between Groups 1.052 7 .150 .355 927
Within Groups 72.785 172 423
Total 73.837| 179
AvelAs Between Groups 1.270 I 181 435 .879
Within Groups 71.808 172 417
Total 73.078 179
AvelLSu Between Groups 2.399 7 .343 .803 .586
Within Groups 73.460 172 427
Total 75.859 179

ONEWAY AveMSI AvelD AveUT AvelAs AvelLSu BY GdeaAsignment
/MISSING ANALYSIS.
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Oneway
Notes
Output Created 25-FEB-2022 08:31:1!
Comments
Input Data C:\Users\USER\OneDrive -

Ipulaguna.edu.ph\Documeriet\
M Binucal.sav

Active Dataset DataSetl
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>

Missing Value Handling

N of Rows in Working Data
File
Definition of Missing

180

User-defined missing values are|
treated as missing.

Cases Used

Statistics for each analysis are
based on cases with no missing
data for any variable in the
analysis.

Syntax ONEWAY AveMSI AvelD
AveUT AvelLAs AvelSu BY
GdeaAsignment
/MISSING ANALYSIS.
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.0z
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.09
ANOVA
Sum of
Squares df Mean Squard F Sig.
AveMSI Between Groups 1.070 4 .268 551 .699
Within Groups 85.005 175 486
Total 86.075 179
AvelD Between Groups 2.631 4 .658[ 1.590 179
Within Groups 72.397 175 414
Total 75.028 179
AveUT Between Groups 3.453 4 .863| 2.146 077
Within Groups 70.384 175 402
Total 73.837 179
Avel As Between Groups 2.721 4 .680] 1.692 .154
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Within Groups 70.357 175 402
Total 73.078 179
AvelLSu Between Groups 1.272 4 .318 .746 .562
Within Groups 74.587 175 426
Total 75.859 179

FREQUENCIES VARIABLES=Yrstchng
/ORDER=ANALYSIS.

Frequencies
Notes
Output Created 25-FEB-2022 08:35:1
Comments
Input Data C:\Users\USER\OneDrive -
Ipulaguna.edu.ph\Documents\ELN
Binucal.sav
Active Dataset DataSetl
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>
N of Rows in Working
Data File 180
Missing Value Handling Definition of Missing | User-defined missing values are
treated as missing.
Cases Used Statistics are based on all cases \
valid data.
Syntax FREQUENCIES
VARIABLES=Yrstchng
/ORDER=ANALYSIS.
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.0d
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.0d
Statistics
Yrstchng
N Valid 180
Missing 0
Yrstchng
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Cumulative
Frequency| Percent| Valid Percent Percent

Valid 1to 5 years 63 35.0 35.0 35.0
6 to 10 years 45 250 25.0 60.0
11 to 15 years 22 12.2 12.2 72.2
16 to 20 years 19 10.6 10.6 82.8
21 or more years 31 17.2 17.2 100.0]
Total 180 100.0 100.0

MEANS TABLES=AveMSI AvelID AveUT AvelAs AvelLSu BY Yrstchng
/CELLS=MEAN COUNT STDDEV.

M eans

Notes

Output Created
Comments
Input

Data

25FEB-2022 08:58:2

C:\Users\USER\OneDirive -
Ipulaguna.edu.ph\Documerted\
M Binucal.sav

Active Dataset DataSetl
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>

Missing Value Handiig

N of Rows in Working
Data File

Definition of Missing

180

For each dependent variable in §
table, user-defined missing valug
for the dependent and all groupi
variables are treated as missing

Cases Used

Cases used for each table have
missing values in any independg
variable, and not all dependent
variables have missing values.

Syntax MEANS TABLES=AveMSI
AvelD AveUT AvelAs AvelSu
BY Yrstchng
/CELLS=MEAN COUNT
STDDEV.
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.04
Elapsed Time 00:00:00.04

Case Processing Summary
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Cases
Included Excluded Total
N Percent N Percent| N Percent]
AveMSI * Yrstchng 180 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180| 100.0%9
AvelD * Yrstchng 180 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180] 100.0%
AveUT * Yrstchng 180 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180| 100.0%
AvelAs * Yrstchng 180 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180] 100.0%
AvelSu * Yrstchng 180 100.0% 0 0.0%| 180] 100.0%
Report
Yrstchng AveMSI | AvelD | AveUT | AvelAs AvelLSu
1to 5 years Mean 3.6468( 3.6151] 3.5714 3.6627 3.5675
N 63 63 63 63 63
Std. Deviation 69653 .67176] .70486 .68856 .67233]
6 to 10 years Mean 3.6500 3.6500f 3.7056 3.6611 3.6222
N 45 45 45 45 45
Std. Deviation .63380[ .62477] .62905 .62649 .63206
11 to 15 years Mean 3.3409| 3.4773] 3.4659 3.4205 3.4091
N 22 22 22 22 22
Std. Deviation ] 1.01929 .90274] .89740 .91087 .90483]
16 to 20 years Mean 3.5526| 3.6711] 3.8553 3.785 3.7105
N 19 19 19 19 19
Std. Deviation 44549 .43343] .28032 .39320 .44303]
21 or more years Mean 3.6452] 3.6048 3.7258 3.7500 3.7259]
N 31 31 31 31 31
Std. Deviation .60819[ .54304{ .41006 .38188 51379
Total Mean 3.6000] 3.6111] 3.6486 3.6611 3.6042
N 180 180 180 180 180
Std. Deviation .69344] .64742] .64226 .63895 .65100

ONEWAY AveMSI AvelID AveUT AvelAs AvelSu BY Yrstchng
/MISSING ANALYSIS.

Oneway
Notes
Output Created 25-FEB-2022 08:58:3
Comments
Input Data C:\Users\USER\OneDrive -
Ipulaguna.edu.ph\Documents\ELM
Binucal.sav
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Active Dataset DataSetl
Filter <none>
Weight <none>
Split File <none>

Missing Value Handling

N of Rows in Working

Data File
Definition of Missing

180

User-defined missing values are treate
as missing.

Cases Used

Statistics for each analysis are based
cases with no missing data for any
variable in the analysis.

Syntax ONEWAY AveMSI AvelD AveUT
AvelLAs AvelSu BY Yrstchng
/MISSING ANALYSIS.
Resources Processor Time 00:00:00.03
Elapsed Time 00:00:0002
ANOVA
Sum of Mean
Squares df Square F Sig.
AveMSI| Between Groups 1.833 4 458 .952 435
Within Groups 84.242, 175 481
Total 86.075 179
AvelD Between Groups .533 4 133 .313 .869
Within Groups 74.495 175 426
Total 75.028 179
AveUT Between Groups 2.252 4 .563| 1.376 244
Within Groups 71.585 175 .409
Total 73.837 179
Avel As Between Groups 1.832 4 458 1.125 .346
Within Groups 71.245 175 407
Total 73.078 179
AvelLSu Between Groups 1.610 4 403 .949 437
Within Groups 74.249 175 424
Total 75.859 179

GET

FILE='C:\Users\USER\OneDrive - lpulaguna.edu.ph\Documents\ELM

Cancino.sav'.

DATASET NAME DataSet2 WINDOW=FRONT.
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