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ABSTRACT 
This study examines the implementation of public administration programs among local colleges and universities in the National Capital 
Region (NCR), focusing on their alignment with international standards, particularly the UNDESA/IASIA Standards of Excellence. 
As public demand for efficient governance and service delivery increases, it is crucial for HEIs to produce competent public servants 
capable of addressing governance challenges. This study assesses the extent to which public administration programs comply with global 
benchmarks, evaluates their responsiveness to the increasing demand for quality services, and identifies gaps in curriculum design, 
faculty qualifications, and resource allocation. Using quantitative research design, data was collected through a survey of program 
coordinators, faculty, and administrators across six respondent-schools. The research utilized descriptive and comparative analysis 
methods, employing inferential statistical tests to explore differences in implementation levels among the institutions. Results show that 
while some schools have achieved higher accreditation levels, most programs are partially implemented, indicating significant room for 
improvement. Key areas of concern include faculty stability, integration of multidisciplinary content, and alignment of course content 
with contemporary public administration issues. Additionally, the study highlights the need for improvements in program management 
structures, including budget allocation, student progress monitoring, and performance measurement. The findings suggest that 
enhancing diversity, accessibility, and public relations strategies, alongside strengthening faculty involvement in research, could 
significantly improve the quality and impact of public administration programs. This study provides actionable recommendations for 
HEIs to refine their programs and better equip students for the dynamic challenges of public administration. 

KEYWORDS: Public administration; Higher Education Institutions; UNDESA/IASIA Standards of Excellence; Program 
Evaluation; Governance. 
 

INTRODUCTION 
In an era of increasing public demand for quality governance and 

service delivery, higher education institutions (HEIs) play a 

critical role in preparing competent public servants. The 

effectiveness of public administration programs in addressing 

societal needs and governance challenges is central to producing 

skilled and professional administrators. This study examines the 

preparedness of HEIs in the National Capital Region (NCR) in 

delivering public administration education aligned with global 

standards, particularly the UNDESA/IASIA Standards of 

Excellence, while addressing key challenges in curriculum 

design, faculty qualifications, and resource allocation. 

 

This study aims to: 

1. Assess the extent to which public administration programs 

in NCR align with the UNDESA/IASIA Standards of 

Excellence, ensuring compliance with international 

benchmarks. 

2. Evaluate the responsiveness of these programs to the 

growing demand for high-quality public service and their 

impact on governance outcomes. 

3. Identify critical gaps in curriculum, faculty expertise, and 

resource distribution to propose actionable 

recommendations for program enhancement. 

 

UNDESA, through its Division for Public Administration and 

Development Management (DPADM), advances governance 

worldwide by providing policy guidance, knowledge 

development, and technical assistance. Similarly, the 

International Association of Schools and Institutes of 

Administration (IASIA) supports academic institutions and 

training providers in enhancing public administration education. 

Their joint initiative, the UNDESA/IASIA Standards of 

Excellence, establishes international benchmarks that ensure 

educational programs equip future public servants with the 

competencies needed for modern governance challenges. 

 

The framework for evaluating public administration programs is 

categorized into two main criteria: (a) Institutional Criterion, 

assessing the organizational structure and characteristics of the 

HEI, and (b) Program-Related Criterion, further divided into (b1) 

Program Development and Review, (b2) Program Content, (b3) 

Program Management, and (b4) Program Performance. This 

classification enables a systematic assessment of both 

institutional capabilities and program effectiveness, ensuring a 

structured approach for identifying best practices and areas for 

improvement. By employing this framework, this study provides 

a comprehensive analysis of public administration education in 

NCR, offering insights into its alignment with global standards 

and proposing strategic enhancements to strengthen governance 

education. 

 

METHODOLOGY 
This study employed a quantitative research design to evaluate 

the implementation of the Public Administration Program across 

six respondent-schools, guided by the UNDESA/IASIA 

Standards of Excellence for Public Administration Education and 

Training. A descriptive research method was used to assess the 

current level of program implementation based on Institutional 

Criterion and Program-related Criteria. A quantitative 

approach was employed to gather numerical data through a 

structured survey questionnaire. Additionally, comparative 
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analysis was conducted using inferential statistical tests (e.g., t-

tests, ANOVA) to examine variations in implementation across 

the respondent-schools. 

 

The study utilized purposive sampling, selecting key 

stakeholders—program coordinators, faculty, and 

administrators—from the six respondent-schools. 

 

A structured survey questionnaire was developed based on 

UNDESA Standards of Excellence, covering a.) Institutional 

Criterion; b.) Program-related Criteria (Program 

Development and Review, Program Content, Program 

Management and Program Performance) 

Quantitative data were analyzed using SPSS or Excel, with 

descriptive statistics (means, frequency) and inferential tests (t-

tests, ANOVA) applied to assess differences and relationships 

among respondent-schools. 

 

 

RESULTS 
Table 1 

Implementation of the Public Administration Program in Terms of Institutional Criterion 

Institutional Criterion School Overall 

A B C D E F 

1. The institution has a strategic planning process 3.65 

(FI) 

3.28 

(PI) 

3.27 

(PI) 

3.38 

(PI) 

3.51 

(FI) 

3.47 

(PI) 

3.43 (PI) 

2. The institution has a financial and budgetary structure 3.54 

(FI) 

3.38 

(PI) 

3.61 

(FI) 

3.21 

(PI) 

3.41 

(PI) 

3.48 

(PI) 

3.44 (PI) 

3. The institution meets the requirements of the quality 

assurance system 

3.52 

(FI) 

3.55 

(FI) 

3.25 

(PI) 

3.52 

(FI) 

3.56 

(FI) 

3.59 

(FI) 

3.50 (FI) 

4. The institution has a developed HRM system 3.40 

(PI) 

3.28 

(PI) 

3.61 

(FI) 

3.28 

(PI) 

3.41 

(PI) 

3.61 

(FI) 

3.43 (PI) 

5. The institution ensures the contribution to the Public 

Administration discipline 

3.65 

(FI) 

3.24 

(PI) 

3.54 

(FI) 

3.64 

(FI) 

3.53 

(FI) 

3.33 

(PI) 

3.50 (FI) 

6. Institution policies encourage social and cultural 

diversity 

3.35 

(PI) 

3.50 

(FI) 

3.41 

(PI) 

3.55 

(FI) 

3.38 

(PI) 

3.44 

(PI) 

3.44 (PI) 

7. The institution has facilities accessible to people with 

disabilities 

3.54 

(FI) 

3.29 

(PI) 

3.44 

(PI) 

3.28 

(PI) 

3.22 

(PI) 

3.50 

(FI) 

3.38 (PI) 

8. The institution runs student services 3.22 

(PI) 

3.51 

(FI) 

3.65 

(FI) 

3.64 

(FI) 

3.42 

(PI) 

3.29 

(PI) 

3.46 (PI) 

9. The institution has a public relations system 3.42 

(PI) 

3.42 

(PI) 

3.47 

(PI) 

3.27 

(PI) 

3.15 

(PI) 

3.63 

(FI) 

3.39 (PI) 

10. The institution has an adequate system for grievances 3.47 

(PI) 

3.44 

(PI) 

3.50 

(FI) 

3.61 

(FI) 

3.62 

(FI) 

3.33 

(PI) 

3.50 (FI) 

11. The institution stands as exemplary in relation to its 

function 

3.48 

(PI) 

3.39 

(PI) 

3.42 

(PI) 

3.38 

(PI) 

3.30 

(PI) 

3.61 

(FI) 

3.43 (PI) 

12. The institution proceeds to periodical benchmarking 3.61 

(FI) 

3.55 

(FI) 

3.51 

(FI) 

3.44 

(PI) 

3.48 

(PI) 

3.52 

(FI) 

3.52 (FI) 

Overall Mean 3.49 

(PI) 

3.40 

(PI) 

3.47 

(PI) 

3.43 

(PI) 

3.42 

(PI) 

3.48 

(PI) 

3.45 (PI) 

            Legend:  3.50 – 4.00 Fully Implemented (FI) 2.50 – 3.49 Partially Implemented (PI)  

1.50 – 2.49 Minimally Implemented (MI) 1.00 – 1.49 Not Implemented (NI) 

 

Table 2 

Level of Implementation of the Public Administration Program in Terms of Program Development and Review 

Program Development and Review School Overall 

A B C D E F 

1. The institution has a Public Administration Program 

development and review process 

3.37 

(PI) 

3.42 

(PI) 

3.47 

(PI) 

3.11 

(PI) 

3.35 

(PI) 

3.50 

(FI) 

3.37 (PI) 

2. The institution has a Public Administration Program with 

clear goals and objectives 

3.19 

(PI) 

3.21 

(PI) 

3.52 

(FI) 

3.41 

(PI) 

3.14 

(PI) 

3.18 

(PI) 

3.28 (PI) 

3. The Public Administration Program includes an 

educational strategy 

3.48 

(PI) 

3.48 

(PI) 

3.41 

(PI) 

3.52 

(FI) 

3.39 

(PI) 

3.42 

(PI) 

3.45 (PI) 

4. The goals and objectives are derived from a program 

design 

3.41 

(PI) 

3.42 

(PI) 

3.19 

(PI) 

3.17 

(PI) 

3.27 

(PI) 

3.48 

(PI) 

3.32 (PI) 

5. The Public Administration Program has a permanent 

faculty/staff 

3.26 

(PI) 

3.51 

(FI) 

3.62 

(FI) 

3.21 

(PI) 

3.40 

(PI) 

3.16 

(PI) 

3.36 (PI) 

6. The number of core faculty/staff is sufficient to run the 

Public Administration Program 

3.31 

(PI) 

3.28 

(PI) 

3.28 

(PI) 

3.38 

(PI) 

3.32 

(PI) 

3.40 

(PI) 

3.33 (PI) 

7. The core faculty/staff of the Public Administration 

Program are involved in research 

3.23 

(PI) 

3.38 

(PI) 

3.41 

(PI) 

3.38 

(PI) 

3.52 

(FI) 

3.22 

(PI) 

3.36 (PI) 

8. The Public Administration Program has a clear system of 

admission 

3.57 

(FI) 

3.26 

(PI) 

3.28 

(PI) 

3.39 

(PI) 

3.29 

(PI) 

3.39 

(PI) 

3.36 (PI) 

Overall Mean 3.35 

(PI) 

3.37 

(PI) 

3.40 

(PI) 

3.32 

(PI) 

3.33 

(PI) 

3.43 

(PI) 

3.37 (PI) 
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Legend:  3.50 – 4.00 Fully Implemented (FI) 2.50 – 3.49 Partially Implemented (PI)  

1.50 – 2.49 Minimally Implemented (MI) 1.00 – 1.49 Not Implemented (NI) 

 

Table 3 

Level of Implementation of the Public Administration Program in Terms of Program Content 

Program Content School Overall 

A B C D E F 

1. In examining its content, the Public Administration 

Program stands for coherence and consistency 

3.24 

(PI) 

3.08 

(PI) 

3.26 

(PI) 

3.16 

(PI) 

3.12 

(PI) 

3.10 

(PI) 

3.16 (PI) 

2. The level of the Public Administration Program is 

sustained 

3.20 

(PI) 

3.40 

(PI) 

3.17 

(PI) 

3.06 

(PI) 

3.21 

(PI) 

3.23 

(PI) 

3.21 (PI) 

3. The Public Administration Program fulfills the formal 

program requirements 

3.14 

(PI) 

3.13 

(PI) 

3.15 

(PI) 

3.22 

(PI) 

3.20 

(PI) 

3.20 

(PI) 

3.17 (PI) 

4. The content of the Public Administration Program 

reflects multidisciplinary as required in the field of 

public administration 

3.28 

(PI) 

3.33 

(PI) 

3.31 

(PI) 

3.23 

(PI) 

3.16 

(PI) 

3.32 

(PI) 

3.27 (PI) 

5. The Public Administration Program refers to the 

public sector culture 

3.09 

(PI) 

3.02 

(PI) 

3.23 

(PI) 

3.10 

(PI) 

3.28 

(PI) 

3.28 

(PI) 

3.17 (PI) 

6. The Public Administration Program focuses on the 

public sector nature 

3.16 

(PI) 

3.33 

(PI) 

3.24 

(PI) 

3.38 

(PI) 

3.21 

(PI) 

3.31 

(PI) 

3.27 (PI) 

Overall Mean 3.19 

(PI) 

3.22 

(PI) 

3.23 

(PI) 

3.19 

(PI) 

3.20 

(PI) 

3.24 

(PI) 

3.21 (PI) 

     Legend: 3.50 – 4.00 Fully Implemented (FI) 2.50 – 3.49 Partially Implemented (PI)  

1.50 – 2.49 Minimally Implemented (MI) 1.00 – 1.49 Not Implemented (NI) 

 

Table 4 

Level of Implementation of the Public Administration Program in Terms of Program Management 

Program Management School Overall 

A B C D E F 

1. The Public Administration Program has a clear 

Program responsibility 

3.38 

(PI) 

3.51 

(FI) 

3.60 

(FI) 

3.41 

(PI) 

3.70 

(FI) 

3.15 

(PI) 

3.46 (PI) 

2. The Public Administration Program has an 

appropriate budget 

3.28 

(PI) 

3.33 

(PI) 

3.41 

(PI) 

3.58 

(FI) 

3.30 

(PI) 

3.29 

(PI) 

3.37 (PI) 

3. The Public Administration Program has adequate 

administration 

3.64 

(FI) 

3.50 

(FI) 

3.56 

(FI) 

3.41 

(PI) 

3.51 

(FI) 

3.61 

(FI) 

3.54 (FI) 

4. The Public Administration Program has an 

administration for students’ progress 

3.27 

(PI) 

3.64 

(FI) 

3.50 

(FI) 

3.44 

(PI) 

3.42 

(PI) 

3.33 

(PI) 

3.43 (PI) 

5. An assessment system for students’ performance 

exists 

3.47 

(PI) 

3.44 

(PI) 

3.52 

(FI) 

3.22 

(PI) 

3.61 

(FI) 

3.65 

(FI) 

3.49 (PI) 

6. The Public Administration Program has a 

reliable information system 

3.48 

(PI) 

3.28 

(PI) 

3.62 

(FI) 

3.42 

(PI) 

3.54 

(FI) 

3.33 

(PI) 

3.45 (PI) 

7. The Public Administration Program proceeds to 

a periodically faculty review 

3.35 

(PI) 

3.38 

(PI) 

3.52 

(FI) 

3.28 

(PI) 

3.40 

(PI) 

3.67 

(FI) 

3.43 (PI) 

8. The communication is sustained within the 

Public Administration Program 

3.54 

(FI) 

3.21 

(PI) 

3.40 

(PI) 

3.51 

(FI) 

3.25 

(PI) 

3.47 

(PI) 

3.40 (PI) 

Overall Mean 3.43 

(PI) 

3.41 

(PI) 

3.52 

(FI) 

3.41 

(PI) 

3.47 

(PI) 

3.44 

(PI) 

3.45 (PI) 

              Legend:  3.50 – 4.00 Fully Implemented (FI) 2.50 – 3.49 Partially Implemented (PI)  

1.50 – 2.49 Minimally Implemented (MI) 1.00 – 1.49 Not Implemented (NI) 

Table 5 

Level of Implementation of the Public Administration Program in Terms of Program Performance 

Program Performance 
School 

Overall 
A B C D E F 

1. The Public Administration Program has a 

Performance measurement system 

3.19 

(PI) 

3.41 

(PI) 

3.18 

(PI) 

3.21 

(PI) 

3.14 

(PI) 

3.52 

(FI) 
3.28 (PI) 

2. The Public Administration Program 

Satisfaction is measured 

3.17 

(PI) 

3.11 

(PI) 

3.21 

(PI) 

3.06 

(PI) 

3.39 

(PI) 

3.40 

(PI) 
3.22 (PI) 

3. The Basic operation information data is 

readily available 

3.52 

(FI) 

3.23 

(PI) 

3.38 

(PI) 

3.38 

(PI) 

3.41 

(PI) 

3.22 

(PI) 
3.36 (PI) 

4. The Public Administration program proceeds 

to the Benchmarking 

3.28 

(PI) 

3.51 

(FI) 

3.49 

(PI) 

3.27 

(PI) 

3.58 

(FI) 

3.48 

(PI) 
3.44 (PI) 

5. The Public Administration Program Impact 

on the Community measured 

3.29 

(PI) 

3.32 

(PI) 

3.32 

(PI) 

3.23 

(PI) 

3.38 

(PI) 

3.41 

(PI) 
3.33 (PI) 

Overall Mean 
3.29 

(PI) 

3.32 

(PI) 

3.32 

(PI) 

3.23 

(PI) 

3.38 

(PI) 

3.41 

(PI) 
3.32 (PI) 

Legend:  3.50 – 4.00 Fully Implemented (FI) 2.50 – 3.49 Partially Implemented (PI)  

1.50 – 2.49 Minimally Implemented (MI) 1.00 – 1.49 Not Implemented (NI) 
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Table 6 

ANOVA Table for Differences on the Implementation of the Public Administration Program 

Variables Source of 

Variations 

Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F p Decision Interpretation 

 

Institutional 

criterion 

Between 

Groups 

9.54 5 4.77 3.12 0.001 Reject 

Ho 

Significant 

Within Groups 101.41 72 1.53 

Total 110.95 77  

Program 

Development and 

review 

Between 

Groups 

9.26 5 4.63 4.56 0.000 Reject 

Ho 

Significant 

Within 

Groups 

185.09 72 2.97 

Total 194.35 77  

 

Program content 

Between 

Groups 

11.08 5 3.69 3.74 0.002 Reject 

Ho 

Significant 

Within 

Groups 

36.58 72 1.18 

Total 47.66 77  

 

Program 

management 

Between 

Groups 

9.93 5 3.31 3.36 0.000 Reject 

Ho 

Significant 

Within 

Groups 

52.08 72 1.68 

Total 62.01 77  

Program 

performance 

Between 

Groups 

9.93 5 3.31 3.36 0.001 Reject 

Ho 

Significant 

Within 

Groups 

52.08 72 1.68 

Total 62.01 77  

 

DISCUSSIONS 
Institutional Criteria Evaluation (Table 1) 

The evaluation of institutional criteria across six schools (A to F) 

highlights varying levels of implementation in key areas, 

reflecting differences in strategic planning, resource 

management, and academic support systems. Schools A and F 

demonstrated the strongest strategic planning processes, with a 

mean score of 3.65, indicating well-established frameworks for 

long-term institutional planning. These schools likely engage in 

regular assessments and stakeholder participation to ensure their 

strategic goals align with evolving educational demands. 

Conversely, other schools showed moderate levels of 

implementation, suggesting a need for refinement in defining and 

executing their strategic objectives. 

 

In terms of financial and budgetary structures, School C stood out 

with a mean of 3.61, reflecting a robust financial management 

system characterized by transparency and efficient resource 

allocation. Schools with lower scores in this area may need to 

improve their budgeting practices to optimize resource 

distribution and enhance financial stability. Similarly, the 

assessment of quality assurance systems revealed consistently 

high scores across all schools, suggesting strong adherence to 

accreditation standards and a collective commitment to 

maintaining educational quality. While some schools scored 

slightly lower, their continued efforts to refine monitoring and 

evaluation systems would further strengthen this aspect. 

 

The study also examined the effectiveness of human resource 

management (HRM) systems, where School C excelled with a 

mean of 3.61. This suggests well-developed policies for 

recruitment, development, and retention of skilled personnel. 

Schools with lower scores may need to focus on improving their 

HRM strategies to enhance employee satisfaction and 

institutional performance. In the area of contribution to the Public 

Administration discipline, School A led with a mean of 3.65, 

highlighting its significant engagement in research and public 

service activities. Other schools could enhance their research 

initiatives and program offerings to deepen their impact in the 

field. 

 

Diversity and inclusion efforts were strongest at School F, which 

achieved the highest score of 3.63 in social and cultural diversity. 

This suggests a proactive approach to fostering an inclusive 

academic environment. Schools with lower scores may benefit 

from implementing targeted diversity initiatives and training 

programs to ensure a more welcoming atmosphere for students 

and faculty from diverse backgrounds. 

 

Accessibility for persons with disabilities showed relatively 

consistent scores across schools, indicating that fundamental 

accessibility requirements are being met. However, further 

improvements in infrastructure and adaptive services would 

enhance inclusivity. In terms of student services, School C led 

with a mean of 3.65, followed by Schools D and E, suggesting 

strong faculty and institutional support for student needs. Schools 

with lower scores could benefit from expanding counseling, 

career advising, and academic assistance programs. 

 

School F emerged as the leader in public relations systems with a 

mean of 3.63, reflecting strong engagement and visibility efforts. 

Schools with lower scores might improve their outreach strategies 

to enhance institutional branding and reputation. Meanwhile, 

Schools D and E demonstrated the strongest grievance systems, 

with scores of 3.61 and 3.62, respectively, indicating accessible 

and effective dispute resolution mechanisms. Schools with lower 

scores may need to refine their grievance procedures to ensure 

responsiveness and transparency. 

 

School F was also recognized for exemplary institutional 

functions, achieving the highest mean of 3.61. This suggests 

strong operational efficiency and academic leadership, setting a 

model for other institutions to improve their management 

practices. Additionally, Schools A and F demonstrated a strong 

commitment to benchmarking, with scores of 3.61 and 3.55, 

respectively. This indicates an active pursuit of best practices and 

continuous institutional improvement. Schools with lower scores 

https://doi.org/10.36713/epra2013
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in this area could benefit from integrating benchmarking 

strategies into their strategic planning to enhance 

competitiveness. 

 

The overall findings suggest that Schools A and F consistently 

perform well across multiple institutional criteria, demonstrating 

strong frameworks for governance, quality assurance, and 

program implementation. Schools B, D, and E show moderate 

levels of implementation, particularly in areas such as diversity 

and student services, indicating opportunities for further 

development. These variations reflect different stages of 

institutional growth, emphasizing the need for ongoing 

assessment and targeted improvements to enhance overall 

effectiveness. 

 

Program-Related Criteria 

Program Development and Review (Table 2) 

The evaluation of Public Administration (PA) programs across 

these schools revealed that most institutions fall within the 

“Partially Implemented” category. School F stood out with the 

highest mean of 3.50 in program development and review, 

suggesting a fully structured and systematic approach to 

curriculum evaluation. Other schools, with lower scores, may 

need to strengthen their review processes to ensure more rigorous 

and consistent program improvements. 

 

Regarding the clarity of goals and objectives, School C led with 

a mean of 3.52, indicating a well-defined direction for its PA 

program. Other schools scored in the partially implemented 

range, suggesting a need for better articulation and alignment of 

program goals with institutional missions. In educational strategy, 

School D had the highest mean of 3.52, reflecting a 

comprehensive approach to curriculum delivery. Schools with 

lower scores could refine their teaching strategies to ensure 

relevance to contemporary public administration practices. 

 

School F demonstrated the strongest alignment between program 

goals and design, scoring 3.48. Schools with lower means in this 

area may need to improve the integration of their program 

objectives into curriculum planning. Faculty and staff 

permanency was highest in Schools B and C, indicating stability 

in their teaching personnel. Other schools may need to strengthen 

faculty retention strategies to maintain instructional quality. 

 

The overall assessment of PA programs highlights areas of 

strength and opportunities for improvement. Schools that excel in 

program development, goal alignment, and curriculum strategies 

serve as benchmarks for institutions seeking to enhance their 

academic offerings. Schools with lower implementation levels 

should prioritize program evaluation, faculty development, and 

curriculum enhancements to strengthen the quality of Public 

Administration education. 

 

By addressing these areas, institutions can improve their 

academic programs, enhance student learning outcomes, and 

ensure their graduates are well-prepared for careers in public 

administration and governance. 

 

Program Content (Table 3) 

The results indicate that the overall implementation of the Public 

Administration program content across the six schools is 

categorized as Partially Implemented (PI). This suggests that 

while essential components of the program are in place, 

improvements are still required to ensure full alignment with 

academic and industry standards. 

 

Among the criteria assessed, the coherence and consistency of the 

program content varied across institutions, with mean values 

ranging from 3.08 (School B) to 3.26 (School C). This highlights 

potential gaps in curriculum structuring, particularly in School B, 

which may benefit from a more systematic approach to 

curriculum development. 

 

When evaluating the sustainability of the program, Schools B and 

F recorded the highest mean values, while School D had the 

lowest at 3.06. The variations in scores suggest that some schools 

may struggle with maintaining the long-term viability of their 

programs, potentially due to resource constraints or inconsistent 

program evaluation mechanisms. 

 

The findings on the fulfillment of formal program requirements 

indicate that while all schools meet minimum standards, there is 

limited differentiation in scores. This suggests that compliance is 

prioritized over excellence, and institutions should consider 

integrating more innovative and practical approaches to elevate 

their program quality. 

 

Regarding the multidisciplinary nature of the program, Schools E 

and F showed contrasting results, with School E scoring the 

lowest (3.16) and School F the highest (3.32). The lower rating 

for School E implies a need for better integration of cross-

disciplinary concepts, which could be addressed through 

curriculum enhancements that incorporate perspectives from 

economics, political science, and public finance. 

 

The relevance of program content to public sector culture also 

varied, with School B recording the lowest mean at 3.02. This 

suggests that its curriculum may not sufficiently emphasize public 

sector values and governance principles. Strengthening 

partnerships with public institutions and incorporating real-world 

policy case studies could help bridge this gap. 

 

Lastly, in terms of public sector focus, School D achieved the 

highest mean (3.38), while Schools B and E had slightly lower 

scores. The results indicate that some institutions may need to 

refine their curriculum to ensure stronger alignment with the 

needs and challenges of the public sector. 

 

Program Management (Table 4) 

The assessment of program management revealed that the overall 

implementation across schools falls between Partially 

Implemented (PI) and Fully Implemented (FI). This suggests that 

while administrative structures are largely in place, some 

inconsistencies persist, requiring targeted improvements in 

program oversight and resource allocation. 

One of the strengths observed was in clearly defined program 

responsibilities, where Schools B, C, E, and F achieved the 

highest mean values. However, School A, with a lower mean of 

3.15, may need to enhance its role distribution and accountability 

mechanisms to improve efficiency. 

Budget allocation emerged as a significant factor affecting 

implementation. School D had the highest mean (3.58), indicating 

strong financial support, while the remaining schools exhibited 

moderate ratings. Institutions with lower scores may need to 

reassess their financial planning and seek additional funding 

sources to sustain program improvements. 

The findings also show that administrative support is generally 

adequate, with mean values ranging from 3.41 to 3.64. This 

suggests that most schools have well-functioning administrative 

structures that facilitate program implementation. Similarly, 

administration for student progress received high ratings in 

Schools B and C, indicating strong student support systems. In 

contrast, Schools A and F, with slightly lower scores, may need to 

enhance academic advising and mentoring services. 
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Another critical factor examined was the assessment system for 

student performance. Schools F and E recorded the highest mean 

values (3.65 and 3.61, respectively), indicating well-structured 

evaluation mechanisms. However, schools with lower ratings 

may need to improve assessment consistency and transparency. 

The study also highlighted the role of a reliable information 

system in program management. Schools C and E scored the 

highest, suggesting effective data management practices. 

Meanwhile, Schools A and B received lower ratings, indicating a 

need for more efficient student information tracking systems. 

Faculty performance reviews were another area of evaluation. 

School F obtained the highest mean (3.67), followed by Schools 

C and E, signifying robust faculty evaluation mechanisms. The 

relatively lower ratings for Schools A and D suggest a need for 

more structured faculty assessments to ensure teaching quality. 

Lastly, the analysis of sustained communication within the 

program revealed that Schools C and D performed best, indicating 

effective coordination among faculty, administrators, and 

students. In contrast, Schools B and E, with lower mean values, 

may benefit from improved internal communication strategies to 

ensure program cohesion. 

Program Performance (Table 5) 

Program performance across institutions is generally categorized 

as Partially Implemented (PI), with certain schools achieving 

stronger implementation levels in specific areas. School F leads 

in performance measurement systems, with a score of 3.52, 

indicating a well-developed framework for tracking and 

evaluating program success. Other schools fall within the PI 

range, particularly School E, which scored the lowest at 3.14, 

suggesting that its performance measurement strategies require 

improvement. 

Program satisfaction measurement is strongest in School F (3.40), 

followed by Schools E (3.39) and C (3.21), reflecting a relatively 

well-established mechanism for assessing student satisfaction. 

However, Schools A, B, and D scored lower, with School D 

recording the lowest mean of 3.06. This suggests that the 

integration of systematic feedback mechanisms could enhance 

program responsiveness to student needs. 

Availability of operational information is highest in School A 

(3.52), indicating a strong system for managing essential program 

data. Other schools fall within a moderate range of 3.22 to 3.41, 

with School F scoring the lowest (3.22), suggesting that 

improvements in data accessibility and transparency could 

strengthen decision-making processes. 

Benchmarking is most actively implemented in School E (3.58), 

highlighting its engagement in comparative assessments with 

other institutions to improve program standards. School F scored 

the lowest in this category (3.22), indicating that benchmarking 

practices are less emphasized, which could limit opportunities for 

adopting best practices from other institutions. 

Community impact measurement is strongest in Schools F (3.41) 

and E (3.38), suggesting a focus on evaluating the broader societal 

effects of their programs. However, School D scored the lowest 

(3.23), indicating a weaker emphasis on assessing how the 

program contributes to the community. 

Overall, the findings suggest that while some schools exhibit 

strong program performance management, others need to enhance 

their systems to ensure comprehensive evaluation and continuous 

improvement. Radnor and Osborne (2012) argue that public 

administration institutions should move beyond mere data 

collection toward strategic performance management that fosters 

meaningful decision-making and program development. 

 

Differences in the Implementation 

ANOVA results highlight significant differences in the 

implementation of the PA program across institutions. The 

analysis shows notable variations in institutional criteria, program 

development and review, program content, program management, 

and program performance. Institutional criteria reveal an F-value 

of 3.12 and a p-value of 0.001, suggesting substantial differences 

in how institutions implement foundational program 

requirements. Similarly, program development and review exhibit 

significant variation (F = 4.56, p = 0.000), indicating diverse 

approaches to curriculum and program evaluation. 

Program content differences (F = 3.74, p = 0.002) suggest 

variations in curricular focus and instructional strategies across 

institutions. Differences in program management (F = 3.36, p = 

0.000) highlight disparities in administrative structures, financial 

allocation, and organizational support. Lastly, program 

performance differences (F = 3.36, p = 0.001) indicate that 

institutions implement performance evaluation and improvement 

strategies at varying levels of effectiveness. 

These findings underscore that the implementation of the PA 

program is not uniform across institutions, with each school 

exhibiting distinct strengths and challenges. The significant 

variations suggest that institutional policies, leadership, and 

resource allocation influence program implementation. 

Addressing these disparities requires a more coordinated effort in 

standardizing program management, curriculum development, 

and performance evaluation practices. Future research could 

further investigate the factors contributing to these differences 

and explore strategies to improve program consistency and 

overall effectiveness. 

CONCLUSIONS 
The Public Administration programs across the institutions 

display diverse development paths, with some achieving higher 

accreditation levels while others are still working towards 

meeting academic standards. Despite these variations, all 

institutions demonstrate a commitment to enhancing program 

quality and addressing community needs. There is an emphasis 

on continuous improvement to achieve both academic excellence 

and societal contributions. However, certain areas, such as 

diversity, accessibility, and public relations, require improvement 

to align with best practices in higher education. These 

improvements would foster a more inclusive environment and 

better cater to the needs of a diverse student body. Strengthening 

these areas would also help institutions create more robust public 

relations strategies, enhancing their overall image and 

engagement with the community. 

The implementation of the Public Administration program is 

mostly categorized as Partially Implemented (PI), indicating 

moderate progress but significant room for improvement. While 

many institutions have established processes for program 

development, inconsistencies in areas such as faculty stability, 

admissions processes, and alignment of course content remain. 

Some institutions face challenges in integrating contemporary 

issues and focusing on public sector culture, which are essential 

for preparing students for careers in public administration. This 

lack of consistency may affect the program’s ability to adapt to 

the rapidly changing demands of the public sector. Additionally, 

the integration of multidisciplinary content remains uneven, 

suggesting that some institutions need to broaden their curriculum 

to reflect the full scope of the field. Furthermore, a stronger 

emphasis on the evolving role of public sector culture could better 

equip students to tackle challenges in the workforce. 

The management structures are generally strong, but further 

refinement is needed in areas such as program responsibility, 

budget allocation, and student progress monitoring. While the 

administrative frameworks are solid, certain aspects like 
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consistent assessment systems and improved student tracking 

could enhance the program's overall efficiency. Strengthening 

faculty involvement in research and teaching could also increase 

the academic credibility of the program. The effectiveness of 

performance measurement and community impact systems 

varies, highlighting the need for improvements in these areas 

across institutions. Some institutions have strong performance 

measurements and benchmarking processes, while others require 

more comprehensive systems to evaluate success. These 

enhancements would allow institutions to better measure their 

impact on students and the community, ultimately leading to more 

informed decision-making and improvements in program 

effectiveness. 

To enhance the quality and effectiveness of the Public 

Administration programs, institutions should focus on improving 

diversity, accessibility, and public relations systems. These 

improvements will help align the programs with best practices in 

higher education and create a more inclusive and efficient 

academic environment. Additionally, strengthening faculty 

stability by hiring more permanent staff and enhancing faculty 

involvement in research can improve the program’s academic 

credibility and overall effectiveness. 

Institutions should streamline their admissions processes and 

ensure better alignment of course content to contemporary issues 

and the evolving scope of public administration. Greater focus on 

integrating multidisciplinary content and public sector culture 

will better prepare students for public administration careers. 

Furthermore, administrative structures should be refined by 

improving program responsibility, budget allocation, student 

progress monitoring, and assessment systems. Strengthening 

performance measurement, benchmarking, and community 

impact evaluation will help institutions better track their success 

and make data-driven improvements. 
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