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Abstract

Leadership is a pivotal factor in ensuring school effectiveness, particularly under the
School-Based Management (SBM) framework in the Philippines, which grants schools
autonomy in governance, planning, budgeting, and resource mobilization. This study assessed
the accountability and leadership capacities of school heads across the level of school heads’
accountability is examined through five interrelated leadership dimensions: Leading Strategically;
Managing School Operations and Resources; Focusing on Teaching and Learning; Developing
Self and Others; and Building Connections. Using a descriptive-survey design, data were
collected from teaching personnel through a structured Likert-scale instrument comprising 25
indicators measuring school heads’ accountability. Results reveal that school heads demonstrate
high accountability across all domains, with the strongest performance observed in fostering
professional development and promoting stakeholder engagement. Strategic leadership and
operational management also received consistently high ratings, reflecting effective oversight,
transparency, and resource management, while instructional leadership highlighted the
prioritization of student-centered approaches and 21st-century skills development. Analyses
further indicate that perceptions of leadership capacities are significantly influenced by
educational attainment, years of service, and plantilla position, whereas age and gender do not
produce significant differences. These findings suggest that experience, professional expertise,
and hierarchical roles enhance evaluative insight into school leadership practices. The study
underscores the necessity of continuous capacity-building initiatives, targeted professional
development, and stakeholder engagement strategies to strengthen accountability, support SBM
implementation, and improve school performance, ultimately fostering a culture of shared
responsibility and enhanced student learning outcomes.

Keywords: Leadership capacities, accountability, School-Based Management, instructional
leadership, governance, professional development, Philippines, school improvement
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CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM AND ITS BACKGROUND

Introduction
Leadership plays a vital role in shaping the overall quality, governance, and

performance of educational institutions. In the Philippine basic education system, School-
Based Management (SBM) serves as a central reform initiative that decentralizes decision-
making and empowers school heads to steer instructional improvement and operational
effectiveness. By granting schools greater autonomy in planning, budgeting, and resource
utilization, SBM aims to strengthen the responsiveness of schools to their unique contexts
while ensuring that learning outcomes remain at the core of governance processes.

The issuance of DepEd Order No. 007, s. 2024 reinforces and modernizes this mandate
by emphasizing the direct link between SBM and improved student learning. The policy calls
on school administrators to uphold high standards in curriculum delivery, foster inclusive and
learner-centered environments, promote meaningful stakeholder engagement, and implement
transparent governance mechanisms. At the heart of this directive is the principle of
accountability, which requires school leaders to be answerable for decisions, resource
management, and the achievement of school performance targets. Accountability ensures that
school autonomy is exercised responsibly and that school operations remain aligned with
national education priorities.

Within this framework, the leadership capacities of principals and school heads become
indispensable to the successful and sustainable implementation of SBM. Their ability to
establish robust accountability structures, coordinate participatory processes, and maintain
transparent management practices directly influences the effectiveness of school governance.
As the Philippine education landscape continues to pursue quality, equity, and learner-centered
reforms, strengthening the accountability-driven leadership capacities of school administrators
becomes essential to achieving long-term improvements in school performance and student
learning outcomes.

Background of the Study
This study is anchored on the premise that strong and accountable school leadership

plays a critical role in ensuring the effective implementation of School-Based Management
(SBM). Accountability in school leadership extends beyond compliance with policies; it
encompasses strategic decision-making, responsible resource management, instructional
leadership, continuous professional development, and meaningful stakeholder engagement.
The 2024 Department of Education (DepEd) SBM Framework emphasizes governance and
accountability as central mechanisms through which school autonomy translates into improved
educational outcomes.

The DepEd SBM Framework outlines six core principles: Curriculum and Teaching;
Learning Environment; Leadership; Governance and Accountability; Human Resource and
Team Development; and Finance and Resource Management and Mobilization. These
principles collectively highlight that school effectiveness largely depends on how school heads
exercise accountability in their leadership functions. In this study, the level of school heads’
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accountability is examined through five interrelated leadership dimensions: Leading
Strategically; Managing School Operations and Resources; Focusing on Teaching and
Learning; Developing Self and Others; and Building Connections.

Leading Strategically reflects the capacity of school heads to set clear directions
aligned with the school’s vision, mission, and improvement goals. Strategic leadership requires
evidence-based planning, alignment of School Improvement Plans (SIP) and Annual
Implementation Plans (AIP) with DepEd priorities, and the consistent monitoring of progress
toward desired outcomes. Accountability in this dimension is demonstrated through transparent
decision-making, goal-setting, and performance tracking.

Managing School Operations and Resources underscores accountability in ensuring that
school systems, processes, and resources are efficiently and transparently utilized. This
includes financial management, proper documentation, compliance with procurement and
reporting standards, and the ethical use of school funds. Effective accountability in this area
strengthens trust among stakeholders and ensures that resources directly support teaching and
learning priorities.

Focusing on Teaching and Learning places accountability at the core of instructional
leadership. School heads are expected to ensure that curriculum implementation, classroom
instruction, and assessment practices align with national standards and learner needs. This
dimension emphasizes monitoring teaching performance, supporting instructional innovations,
and using learner performance data to inform decisions. Without strong accountability
mechanisms, improvements in teaching quality and learner outcomes may remain inconsistent.

Developing Self and Others highlights the accountability of school heads in building
human capital within the school. This involves supporting teachers’ professional growth,
promoting collaborative learning cultures, and ensuring that staff development initiatives are
aligned with school goals. School heads are accountable for fostering a performance-oriented
environment where roles are clearly defined, expectations are communicated, and professional
responsibilities are upheld.

Building Connections emphasizes accountability in engaging parents, community
members, local government units, and other stakeholders as partners in school governance.
Transparent communication, participatory decision-making, and shared responsibility
strengthen SBM implementation. When school heads actively build and sustain partnerships,
accountability becomes a collective practice rather than an isolated administrative function.

Despite the institutionalization of SBM and continuous leadership development
initiatives by DepEd, variations in the level of school heads’ accountability persist across
schools. These disparities suggest that not all school leaders consistently demonstrate
accountability across the five leadership dimensions. Weak accountability may result in limited
stakeholder participation, fragmented planning and monitoring processes, unclear leadership
roles, and inefficient resource utilization—ultimately affecting school performance and learner
outcomes.

These challenges are evident in Tenement Elementary School and Kapitan Eddie T.
Reyes Integrated School in the Division of Taguig City and Pateros. Based on the researcher’s
field observations and professional engagement, existing SBM structures are in place; however,
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accountability-related gaps remain. These include inconsistent monitoring of SIP and AIP
implementation, limited stakeholder involvement in governance processes, weak
documentation systems, unclear role delineation among school leaders, and challenges in
ensuring transparency in resource management.

In this context, the present study seeks to examine the level of school heads’
accountability in Tenement Elementary School and Kapitan Eddie T. Reyes Integrated School
across the five interrelated leadership dimensions. Specifically, it aims to identify strengths and
gaps in leading strategically, managing school operations and resources, focusing on teaching
and learning, developing self and others, and building connections. The findings of the study
served as a basis for developing a targeted leadership development plan to strengthen
accountability mechanisms in alignment with DepEd Order No. 007, s. 2024.

Ultimately, this study aims to contribute to the enhancement of school leadership
practices, promote a culture of shared accountability, and support the effective implementation
of SBM. By strengthening school heads’ accountability across key leadership dimensions, the
study envisions improved governance, increased stakeholder trust, and sustained improvements
in school performance and student learning outcomes.

Review of Related Literature and Studies
Leading Strategically. Strategic leadership refers to the ability of school heads to

envision a clear direction for their schools, set priorities, allocate resources effectively, and
ensure that decisions align with long-term institutional goals. In the context of School-Based
Management (SBM), strategic leadership becomes critical because school heads are granted
autonomy to make decisions that directly affect teaching, learning, and resource allocation
(Lauta, 2025). Strategic leaders not only set the school’s vision but also ensure that this vision
is translated into actionable plans, such as the School Improvement Plan (SIP) and Annual
Implementation Plan (AIP), while involving key stakeholders in the decision-making process
(Lauta, 2025).

Research indicates that strategic leadership directly impacts accountability by fostering
transparent, goal-oriented processes. Leaders who plan strategically are better able to monitor
progress, anticipate challenges, and adapt interventions, which increases the likelihood of
achieving institutional goals (Lauta, 2025). Moreover, strategic leadership is essential in
managing the complexity of educational reforms, as it allows school heads to align local
initiatives with national standards, such as the DepEd SBM Framework. Philippine studies
further show that schools with principals who demonstrate strong strategic leadership have
more coherent program implementation and better coordination among staff, resulting in
improved instructional outcomes and organizational efficiency (Lauta, 2025).

Strategic leadership also emphasizes decision-making based on evidence and
stakeholder input. Leaders who consult teachers, parents, and community representatives when
planning school activities cultivate shared ownership of school goals, enhancing transparency
and accountability (Lauta, 2025). Thus, accountability in strategic leadership is not simply a
measure of compliance; it reflects the school head’s ability to lead intentionally and inclusively,
ensuring that plans are both actionable and aligned with the school’s long-term vision.
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Managing School Operations and Resources. Managing school operations and
resources involves the systematic coordination of human, financial, and material resources to
support the school’s educational mission. Accountability in this area includes ensuring that
resources are used efficiently, ethically, and transparently, and that operational decisions align
with the school’s instructional goals (Principals’ School Management Styles and Teacher
Motivation, 2023). Effective operational management entails maintaining proper
documentation, adhering to budgetary guidelines, supervising school facilities, and ensuring
compliance with reporting requirements.

Recent studies in the Philippines highlight that operational management practices
directly influence both teacher performance and student outcomes. For example, principals
who employ democratic and participative management styles tend to create environments
where teachers feel motivated, supported, and engaged, which in turn enhances school
productivity and accountability (Principals’ School Management Styles and Teacher
Motivation, 2023). Conversely, schools where operational management is weak often face
resource mismanagement, unclear processes, and limited stakeholder trust, which can
compromise the quality of teaching and learning.

Furthermore, managing operations is closely intertwined with strategic and
instructional leadership. Leaders who strategically allocate resources toward instructional
priorities—such as learning materials, teacher training, or classroom technologies—
demonstrate an integrated approach to accountability that connects school operations to
educational outcomes (Principals’ School Management Styles and Teacher Motivation, 2023).
In SBM schools, operational management becomes particularly significant, as school heads are
responsible for ensuring that autonomy translates into effective resource utilization and
enhanced student learning.

Focusing on Teaching and Learning. Instructional leadership, or focusing on teaching
and learning, is widely recognized as a central function of school leadership accountability.
This dimension emphasizes the school head’s responsibility to monitor, support, and improve
classroom instruction and curriculum implementation (Magboo et al., 2023). Leaders in this
domain engage teachers in reflective practice, facilitate collaborative planning, and ensure that
instruction aligns with national learning competencies and standards, while addressing the
diverse needs of learners.

Empirical evidence from Philippine studies indicates that school heads who actively
focus on teaching and learning influence teacher engagement, instructional quality, and student
performance (Rivera, 2024; Rupole & Ching, 2025). Principals who participate in curriculum
monitoring, provide constructive feedback, and support teacher innovation create a culture of
instructional excellence, which is crucial for SBM implementation (Magboo et al., 2023).
Accountability in this area is demonstrated through systematic observation, performance
assessment, and data-driven decision-making, ensuring that instructional practices are aligned
with school goals.

Research also highlights the importance of integrating instructional leadership with
other accountability dimensions. For instance, focusing on teaching and learning complements
strategic planning, operational management, and professional development initiatives.
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Together, these efforts ensure that resources, personnel, and school programs are effectively
aligned to improve student outcomes and institutional performance (Rivera, 2024).

Developing Self and Others. Developing self and others refers to leadership practices
that promote continuous professional growth for both school heads and their staff.
Accountability in this dimension involves creating structured opportunities for teachers’
professional development, mentoring, and coaching, while also modeling reflective practice
and lifelong learning for school personnel (Esguerra & Quinito, 2025). Leaders who prioritize
professional growth foster a culture of continuous improvement, collaboration, and
responsibility among staff members.

Philippine research demonstrates that when school heads actively support teacher
development, there is an increase in teacher motivation, instructional competence, and
accountability in classroom practices (Esguerra & Quinito, 2025). Professional development
initiatives that are aligned with school improvement goals enhance staff capacity to implement
effective teaching strategies and contribute to the successful achievement of institutional
objectives.

Developing self and others also reinforces the other dimensions of accountability.
Leaders who engage in reflective practice are better equipped to make strategic decisions,
manage operations effectively, and focus on instructional improvement. Moreover, investing in
staff growth ensures that accountability is shared across the school community, creating a
culture in which teachers and administrators collectively uphold educational standards and
ethical practices (Esguerra & Quinito, 2025).

Building Connections. Building connections emphasizes the importance of stakeholder
engagement, collaboration, and relationship-building in promoting accountability. Leaders who
foster strong connections with parents, communities, local government units, and other
partners create a network of shared responsibility for school outcomes (Frontiers | Rethinking
Leadership, 2025). In SBM contexts, these partnerships are critical because decentralized
governance relies on active community participation and transparent communication in
decision-making processes.

Research has shown that schools with high levels of stakeholder engagement tend to
exhibit better governance, more effective school improvement plan implementation, and
increased trust in school leadership (Rupole & Ching, 2025). By cultivating relationships and
creating opportunities for meaningful participation, school heads can enhance accountability
while mobilizing additional resources and support for teaching and learning initiatives
(Frontiers | Rethinking Leadership, 2025).

Furthermore, building connections complements instructional, strategic, and
operational leadership. Collaborative networks allow school heads to gather feedback, involve
stakeholders in evaluating performance, and ensure that policies and initiatives meet the needs
of learners and the wider community. Consequently, accountability is not only maintained
internally but also reinforced externally through participatory governance and shared
ownership of educational outcomes (Frontiers | Rethinking Leadership, 2025).
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Synthesis of Literature Review
Across the literature, accountability in school leadership is multidimensional,

encompassing strategic leadership, operational management, instructional focus, professional
development, and stakeholder engagement (Lauta, 2025; Magboo et al., 2023; Esguerra &
Quinito, 2025; Frontiers | Rethinking Leadership, 2025; Principals’ School Management Styles
and Teacher Motivation, 2023; Rivera, 2024; Rupole & Ching, 2025). Each dimension
reinforces the others, demonstrating that accountability is a dynamic and interconnected
practice. Strategic leadership sets the vision and goals, operational management ensures
resources are used effectively, instructional focus drives student achievement, professional
development strengthens human capital, and building connections fosters collaborative
governance.

For Philippine SBM schools, these dimensions highlight areas where school heads can
improve accountability, thereby ensuring that decentralized authority translates into tangible
improvements in teaching, learning, and stakeholder trust. Understanding and reinforcing these
five accountability dimensions provide a comprehensive foundation for school leadership
development and the sustainable implementation of SBM initiatives.

Theoretical Framework
This study is guided by two complementary leadership theories—Spillane’s Distributed

Leadership Theory (2006) and Heifetz and Linsky’s Adaptive Leadership Theory (2009).
These frameworks provide a strong foundation for examining the leadership capacities of
school administrators at Tenement Elementary School and Kapitan Eddie T. Reyes Integrated
School, particularly in relation to how accountability is enacted under the School-Based
Management (SBM) system. Given that SBM emphasizes decentralization, participatory
governance, transparent processes, and shared responsibility for learning outcomes, both
theories help clarify how leadership practices influence the school’s accountability structures.

Distributed Leadership Theory challenges the notion that leadership is held solely by
the principal or school head. It views leadership as an organizational practice spread across
individuals and groups within the school community—including teachers, staff, parents, and
other stakeholders. This theoretical lens aligns with SBM’s accountability expectations, which
require decision-making, resource management, and performance monitoring to be shared,
documented, and transparent. In the context of the two schools, Distributed Leadership
highlights the need for administrators to cultivate structures where teachers and staff are
empowered to lead initiatives, participate in governance processes. Through this theory, the
study examines whether administrators foster a culture of collective responsibility where
leadership practices are not only shared but also aligned with clearly defined accountability
mechanisms.

Conversely, Adaptive Leadership Theory emphasizes the capacity of leaders to respond
effectively to complex, evolving challenges by mobilizing stakeholders, encouraging
innovation, and adjusting strategies as conditions change. Under SBM, accountability requires
school leaders to implement monitoring and evaluation systems, use data to guide decisions,
manage limited resources strategically, and ensure that improvement plans are executed with
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fidelity. Adaptive Leadership offers a lens for analyzing whether administrators at Tenement
Elementary and Kapitan Eddie T. Reyes Integrated School exhibit the flexibility, resilience,
and analytical skills necessary to uphold accountability standards—especially amid constraints
in funding, shifting educational policies, or diverse learner needs. The theory underscores that
being accountable does not simply mean compliance, but the ability to make informed,
context-responsive decisions that prioritize student learning.

Together, Distributed Leadership and Adaptive Leadership provide a comprehensive
framework for understanding accountability-driven leadership under SBM. Distributed
Leadership strengthens the collaborative and participatory dimensions of accountability,
ensuring that responsibility is shared and institutionalized across groups. Adaptive Leadership,
on the other hand, reinforces strategic and evidence-based decision-making, enabling leaders to
remain accountable amid changing conditions and complex school realities.

Guided by these theoretical perspectives, the present study examines whether the
leadership practices observed in the two schools effectively support the accountability
requirements embedded in the SBM dimensions—Leading Strategically; Managing School
Operations and Resources; Focusing on Teaching and Learning; Developing Self and Others;
and Building Connections. The insights from this framework will inform the development of a
leadership development plan aimed at strengthening administrators’ capacity to implement
SBM with integrity, transparency, and sustainable accountability practices.

Conceptual Framework
The conceptual framework of this study is anchored on the dynamic interplay among

three core variables: Leadership Capabilities, School Administrators, and School-Based
Management (SBM). Together, these constructs illustrate how leadership functions as both a
human and organizational resource that drives effective and accountable school governance.
By examining the interrelationships among these variables, the study establishes a clear
foundation for understanding how leadership competencies shape the quality of SBM
implementation in public schools.

At the core of this framework are the Leadership Capabilities articulated through five
interrelated leadership dimensions: Leading Strategically; Managing School Operations and
Resources; Focusing on Teaching and Learning; Developing Self and Others; and Building
Connections. These domains capture the complex expectations placed on school leaders—not
only to guide instruction and manage resources, but also to uphold transparency, ensure
participatory processes, and sustain accountability mechanisms within the school. In this study,
leadership capabilities serve as the independent variable, representing the foundational
competencies that school leaders must possess to enact effective and responsible school
governance.

The second variable, School Administrators, functions as the mediating mechanism
through which leadership capabilities are translated into practice. As principals, master
teachers, or designated school heads, administrators operationalize leadership competencies
through decision-making, resource allocation, policy adherence, supervision, and stakeholder
engagement. Their leadership styles, managerial approaches, and commitment to
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accountability determine how leadership capabilities manifest in real-world school operations.
In this regard, school administrators serve as the bridge linking leadership competencies with
the desired outcomes of SBM. Their behaviors and practices mediate whether leadership
capabilities remain abstract expectations or become functional drivers of school improvement.

The third variable, School-Based Management (SBM), represents the dependent
variable and the ultimate outcome of the leadership process. SBM is a governance framework
grounded in decentralization, autonomy, shared decision-making, and performance
accountability. Effective SBM requires school administrators to enact strong leadership
capabilities by mobilizing stakeholders, implementing evidence-informed decisions, managing
school resources ethically and strategically, and maintaining transparent governance structures.
As such, the effectiveness of SBM becomes an indicator of how well leadership capabilities
have been internalized and performed by school administrators. Strong leadership leads to
coherent and participatory governance; weak leadership results in fragmented implementation,
diminished accountability, and limited school improvement gains.

This conceptual framework therefore posits a clear directional relationship: Leadership
Capabilities influence the leadership actions of School Administrators, which in turn determine
the effectiveness of SBM implementation. This linear and causal proposition emphasizes that
leadership is not simply a positional authority but a competency-based practice that shapes
organizational performance and accountability. When school administrators possess and
demonstrate strong leadership capabilities, SBM becomes more effective, resulting in
improved governance structures, enhanced instructional quality, efficient resource utilization,
and stronger stakeholder participation. Conversely, limited leadership capacities may weaken
accountability mechanisms and hinder SBM processes.

By articulating these relationships, the conceptual framework provides a structured
explanation of how leadership capabilities (IV) and the actions of school administrators
(mediating variable) collectively influence the effectiveness of School-Based Management
(DV). This framework guides the study in assessing the current leadership capacities of school
administrators and identifying targeted interventions to strengthen their accountability-driven
leadership practices for improved school governance.
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Figure 1.
Conceptual Framework

Statement of the Problem
This study aims to determine the leadership capacities of school administrators in

implementing School-Based Management (SBM) in Tenement Elementary School and Kapitan
Eddie T. Reyes Integrated School in the Division of Taguig City and Pateros during the School
Year 2024–2025.

Specifically, the research will endeavor to answer the following questions:
1. What is the demographic profile of the respondents in terms of:

1.1 Age;
1.2 Gender;
1.3 Highest Educational Attainment;
1.4 Length of Teaching Service; and
1.5 Plantilla Position?

2. What is the extent of leadership capacities of school administrators in implementing
School-Based Management (SBM) in relation to improved learning outcomes, with
specific reference to Accountability in terms of:
2.1 leading strategically;
2.2 managing school operations;
2.3 teaching and learning;
2.4 developing self and others; and
2.5 building connections?

Leadership Capabilities

School Administrators

School Based Management
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3. Is there a significant difference in the assessment of the respondents on the extent of
leadership capacities of school administrators in implementing School-Based
Management when they are grouped according to their profile?

4. Based on the results of the findings, what leadership development plan can be proposed
to enhance SBM implementation?

Hypothesis
Based on the above problem, the null hypothesis is being formulated:

1. There is no significant difference in the extent of leadership capacities of school
administrators in implementing School-Based Management (SBM) in relation to
improved learning outcomes when respondents are grouped according to their
demographic profile.

Significance of the Study
This study on the leadership capacities of school administrators in implementing

School-Based Management (SBM) held significant value for various stakeholders within the
educational ecosystem.

School Heads. The study provided school administrators with a clear and evidence-
based assessment of their leadership strengths and developmental needs specifically in relation
to accountability under SBM. By identifying gaps across the level of school heads’
accountability through five interrelated leadership dimensions: Leading Strategically;
Managing School Operations and Resources; Focusing on Teaching and Learning; Developing
Self and Others; and Building Connections, the study helped school heads recognize areas
where transparency, ethical decision-making, and responsible resource management must be
strengthened. The proposed Leadership Development Plan offered practical strategies for
enhancing their managerial competence, monitoring practices, and accountability systems.
Ultimately, this equips school heads to exercise more responsible, data-informed, and
participatory leadership, resulting in more efficient school operations and improved learner
outcomes.

Learners.When school leaders uphold strong accountability practices, learners benefit
from a more stable, transparent, and well-managed educational environment. Effective SBM
implementation ensures that resources are allocated responsibly, instructional programs are
monitored consistently, and learning needs are addressed equitably. As a result, students
experience improved teaching quality, safer and more supportive learning environments, and
greater access to opportunities that enhance academic performance and holistic development.
Accountability at the leadership level thus translates into more predictable and learner-centered
school improvement outcomes.

DepEd Officials. The findings offered DepEd officials and policymakers empirical
insights into how leadership accountability influences SBM effectiveness at the school level.
These results support the refinement of capacity-building programs that strengthen governance,
financial stewardship, and monitoring mechanisms among school heads. The study also
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provides evidence-based recommendations for improving the School-Based Management
Assessment Tool (SMAT), ensuring that accountability
indicators—such as data transparency, stakeholder participation, and ethical resource
management—are more accurately captured. The insights thus contribute to DepEd’s ongoing
efforts to institutionalize accountable, high-performing, and self-managing schools.

Future Researchers. This study expands the academic discourse on educational
leadership and accountability within SBM. It provides a foundation for future inquiries
exploring the relationship between leadership capacities and school governance, especially in
diverse or under-resourced settings. The methodological design, conceptual framework, and
accountability-centered analysis may be used as reference points for comparative studies,
longitudinal leadership development research, or investigations into the effects of
accountability structures on school performance. In doing so, the study supports the
advancement of research that strengthens transparent and responsible school governance in the
Philippine education system.

Scope and Limitations
This study focused on assessing the leadership capacities of school administrators in

implementing School-Based Management (SBM), with particular emphasis on the
accountability dimension, at Tenement Elementary School and Kapitan Eddie T. Reyes
Integrated School in the Division of Taguig City and Pateros during School Year 2024–2025.
SBM was selected as the central framework because it is a cornerstone of Philippine
educational decentralization and governance reform—mandating schools to exercise autonomy
while upholding transparency, responsible resource management, participatory decision-
making, and evidence-based planning. As accountability is fundamental to ensuring that SBM
autonomy leads to improved learning outcomes rather than inconsistent practices, the study
placed strong focus on evaluating how school administrators demonstrate responsible
stewardship of school processes, resources, and decisions.

The research examined five key leadership dimensions reflective of school
accountability: Leading Strategically, Managing School Operations and Resources, Focusing
on Teaching and Learning, Developing Self and Others, and Building Connections. Among
these dimensions, particular attention was given to Leading Strategically and Managing School
Operations and Resources, which require school heads to establish clear institutional goals,
implement transparent processes, ensure efficient and ethical use of resources, and monitor
performance outcomes. Focusing on Teaching and Learning emphasizes leaders’ responsibility
to oversee instructional quality, support teacher development, and align curricula with national
standards. Developing Self and Others involves fostering professional growth, mentoring, and
reflective practice among staff, while Building Connections entails engaging stakeholders in
participatory decision-making and collaborative governance. Data were collected from school
administrators, teachers, and relevant stakeholders through structured survey questionnaires,
providing a multi-perspective assessment of leadership behavior and accountability practices
across the two schools.
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The study culminated in the development of a Leadership Development Plan (LDP) to
strengthen accountability-driven leadership. The findings revealed leadership strengths as well
as gaps that directly influenced SBM effectiveness—particularly in areas requiring monitoring,
documentation, participatory governance, financial transparency, and compliance with
institutional processes. The LDP serves as an evidence-based, strategic roadmap designed to
enhance administrators’ competencies across the six SBM domains, with strong prioritization
of accountability systems. It offers actionable guidance for improving decision-making,
reinforcing ethical governance, and institutionalizing transparent and participatory school
processes, ultimately contributing to more consistent SBM implementation and improved
learner outcomes.

Despite its contributions, the study has limitations. First, the findings are limited to two
schools whose organizational culture, stakeholder dynamics, and resource conditions may not
fully represent other institutions. Second, the study relied primarily on self-reported data,
which may be influenced by social desirability or reluctance to disclose accountability lapses.
Third, external factors such as budgetary constraints, local governance initiatives, political
dynamics, or community socio-economic conditions were not directly included, even though
these may affect the degree to which school heads can exercise accountability. Lastly, the
cross-sectional design captured leadership practices at one point in time, limiting the ability to
examine changes or improvements across multiple school years.

Nevertheless, the study generated substantial insights that can inform leadership
development programs, strengthen accountability systems within SBM implementation, and
guide schools seeking to institutionalize transparent, ethical, and participatory governance
practices.

Definition of Terms
For purposes of clarification and verification of the usage and meaning, the terms of

this study are operationally defined for facility of understanding:
Building Connections. Collaborate with teachers, parents, and partners, communicate

transparently, and involve stakeholders in school planning and evaluation.
Developing Self and Others. Engage in continuous learning, mentor staff, provide

professional development, and model reflective practice.
Focusing on Teaching and Learning. Support teachers, monitor instruction, align

curricula with standards, and implement improvement plans to enhance student outcomes.
Leadership Development Plan. Leadership Development Plan refers to the proposed

intervention formulated based on research findings. It outlines targeted strategies and activities
intended to enhance the SBM-related leadership capabilities of school administrators at
Tenement Elementary School and Kapitan Eddie T. Reyes Integrated School.

Leadership. Leadership refers to the overall capacity of school administrators to
provide direction, vision, and strategic guidance that supports school improvement under the
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SBM framework. It includes instructional leadership, transformational practices, collaborative
decision-making, and efforts to build a positive school culture.

Leading Strategically. Set a clear vision, define goals, prioritize resources, and make
evidence-based decisions to achieve school objectives efficiently.

Learning Environment. Learning Environment refers to the school conditions—
physical, social, and psychological—that support effective teaching and learning. It is used to
assess how administrators influence school climate, safety, inclusivity, infrastructure, and
resource accessibility as part of SBM leadership.

Managing School Operations and Resources. Organize and oversee human, financial,
and material resources, ensure transparency, proper documentation, and adherence to policies.

Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E). Monitoring and Evaluation refers to the
processes used by school administrators to track school performance, collect data, review SBM
implementation, and make evidence-based decisions. It is used to measure the effectiveness of
feedback mechanisms, reporting systems, and performance audits.

School-Based Management (SBM). School-Based Management refers to the
decentralized governance framework implemented at Tenement Elementary School and
Kapitan Eddie T. Reyes Integrated School. It is used as the basis for assessing leadership
practices related to governance, instruction, resource management, and stakeholder
engagement.

Tenement Elementary School and Kapitan Eddie T. Reyes Integrated School.
Tenement Elementary School and Kapitan Eddie T. Reyes Integrated School serve as the
research settings where the leadership capacities of school administrators in implementing
SBM are examined.
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CHAPTER 2

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter discusses the research design, study participants, reliability testing,
instrument validity, data gathering instrument, data gathering procedure, and statistical tools
used.

Research Design
This study employed a quantitative research design using the descriptive survey method

to assess the leadership capacities of school administrators in implementing School-Based
Management (SBM) at Tenement Elementary School Kapitan Eddie T. Reyes Integrated
School. The descriptive survey design was deemed appropriate as it facilitated the systematic
collection of numerical data to describe and analyze the prevailing leadership practices across
five interrelated leadership dimensions: Leading Strategically; Managing School Operations
and Resources; Focusing on Teaching and Learning; Developing Self and Others; and Building
Connections. This approach enabled the researcher to quantify leadership strengths and
identify areas for improvement while maintaining objectivity through standardized data
collection procedures.

A structured survey questionnaire served as the primary data-gathering instrument. It
consisted of closed-ended questions using a Likert scale to measure respondents' perceptions of
leadership capacities. The survey was administered to school administrators, teachers, and
other relevant stakeholders to gather multiple perspectives on the implementation of SBM. The
quantitative data collected were analyzed using descriptive statistics such as means,
frequencies, and percentages to identify patterns and trends in leadership performance. Where
applicable, inferential statistical techniques were used to examine relationships between
variables, such as the correlation between leadership capacities and SBM-related outcomes.

The descriptive survey design was selected due to its efficiency in collecting
measurable data from the target population and its capacity for generalizing findings within the
study's defined context. This method proved particularly suitable for assessing leadership
practices, as it yielded quantifiable results that could inform evidence-based recommendations
for the proposed Leadership Development Plan. The study employed validated survey
instruments and rigorous data collection procedures to ensure reliability and validity. The
quantitative approach also enabled straightforward comparisons with future studies and
provided clear benchmarks for evaluating changes in SBM leadership performance over time.

Population, Sample, and Sampling Technique
This study utilized a census or total enumeration sampling technique, wherein the entire

population of teachers and administrators at Tenement Elementary School and Kapitan Eddie T.
Reyes Integrated School in the Division of Taguig City and Pateros served as respondents for
the School Year 2024–2025 which is 535 participants. The population consisted of all teaching
staff and administrators, regardless of grade level assignment, length of service, or
employment status, as each teacher had direct interaction with school administrators and
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firsthand experience of SBM implementation in their daily professional roles. This inclusive
approach ensured that all teacher perspectives were represented, yielding a comprehensive
understanding of leadership capacities across different classroom levels and subject areas.

The decision to adopt total enumeration over selective sampling was guided by several
methodological considerations. First, the manageable size of the teaching and administrators
population in a two elementary school made complete enumeration both feasible and practical
without compromising the quality of data or overwhelming the researcher's capacity. Second,
since SBM-related leadership practices impact all teachers collectively, omitting any subgroup
could have introduced bias or overlooked key insights. Third, census sampling enhanced the
reliability of findings by eliminating sampling error and ensuring that the results reflected
actual conditions experienced by the entire teaching workforce.

Teachers were surveyed regarding their perceptions of the administrators’ leadership
capacities across the five interrelated leadership dimensions: Leading Strategically; Managing
School Operations and Resources; Focusing on Teaching and Learning; Developing Self and
Others; and Building Connections. The census approach ensured that variations in responses
potentially influenced by factors such as
years of experience, grade level taught, or leadership roles held were comprehensively
captured. Although this method required careful logistical planning to achieve a high response
rate, it provided the most accurate and detailed baseline for developing the proposed
Leadership Development Plan.

While findings derived from this total enumeration may have limited generalizability to
larger or structurally different schools, the depth and context-specific nature of the data
collected were considered highly valuable for localized improvement in SBM leadership
practices.

Research Instrument
The primary research instrument used in this study was an adopted survey

questionnaire based on the work of Pagunsan and Moyani (2024) titled School Heads’
Accountability in School Management published in the Philippine Global Journal of Social
Research and Technology (PGJSRT).

The instrument was selected because it is specifically designed to measure the
accountability and leadership practices of school administrators across the core domains of
school-based management, aligning directly with the objectives of the present study.

The original questionnaire by Pagunsan and Moyani operationalized school head
accountability through key areas of school management, including instructional leadership,
governance and accountability, resource management, human resource development, and
community engagement. For the present research, the instrument was adapted to contextualize
the indicators within the across five interrelated leadership dimensions: Leading Strategically;
Managing School Operations and Resources; Focusing on Teaching and Learning; Developing
Self and Others; and Building Connections.
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The adapted instrument consisted of two main sections. The first section gathered
demographic information of the respondents, including position, years of service, and
professional background. The second section contained a series of Likert-scale items designed
to assess the perceived leadership capacities and accountability practices of school
administrators. Respondents rated each item using a five-point Likert scale: 5 – Very Great
Extent, 4 – Great Extent, 3 – Moderate Extent, 2 – Low Extent, and 1 – Very Low Extent. This
scaling allowed for the quantitative assessment of leadership proficiency across various SBM
areas.

Data Gathering Procedure
To systematically assess the leadership capacities of school administrators in

implementing School-Based Management (SBM) at Tenement Elementary School and Kapitan
Eddie T. Reyes Integrated School, the researcher employed a structured and ethical data-
gathering procedure.

First, the researcher secured the necessary administrative approvals from the Schools
Division Superintendent of Taguig City and Pateros, as well as from the principals of
Tenement Elementary School and Kapitan Eddie T. Reyes Integrated School. A formal letter
of request was submitted, detailing the research objectives, methodology, scope, and ethical
considerations. Upon receiving approval, the principal was formally notified and assisted in
coordinating with the teacher-respondents. Prior to the administration of the survey, informed
consent was obtained from all participants, ensuring that they were fully aware of the study’s
purpose, their voluntary participation, and the confidentiality of their responses.

Second, the completed questionnaires were immediately retrieved and reviewed to
ensure completeness and accuracy. Any incomplete or improperly accomplished forms were
excluded from the analysis to uphold data integrity. Only properly filled-out responses that met
the established criteria were encoded for analysis.

Finally, the gathered data were organized, tabulated, and prepared for statistical
analysis. Responses were encoded using statistical software such as SPSS or Microsoft Excel.
The processed data served as the foundation for interpretation, conclusions, and
recommendations, which were instrumental in developing the proposed Leadership
Development Plan to enhance SBM implementation in the school.

Statistical Treatment
To ensure the objective presentation, analysis, and interpretation of the collected data,

both descriptive and inferential statistical techniques were employed as follows:
1. Frequency Distribution. Frequency distribution was used to present the spread of

responses for each survey item. This method provided a straightforward overview of
how often specific perceptions were expressed by the teacher-respondents regarding the
leadership capacities of school administrators in implementing SBM.
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2. Weighted Mean. The weighted mean was computed to determine the average
perception of respondents across each of the five leadership dimensions. It provided an
aggregate measure of how teachers assessed the extent of school administrators’
leadership capacities. The following scale was used for interpretation:

Rating Scale Weighted Mean Range Verbal Interpretation

5 4.50 – 5.00 Very High Extent

4 3.50 – 4.49 High Extent

3 2.50 – 3.49 Moderate Extent

2 1.50 – 2.49 Low Extent

1 1.00 – 1.49 Very Low Extent

3. Standard Deviation. Standard deviation was used to assess the dispersion of responses
around the mean. A lower standard deviation indicated greater agreement among
respondents, while a higher value signified more varied perceptions.

4. t-Test for Independent Samples. A t-test was utilized to determine if there were
statistically significant differences in perceptions based on respondents’ gender. This
test helped identify potential gender-based perspectives in assessing leadership
capacities.

5. One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). ANOVA was employed to determine if
statistically significant differences existed in respondents’ perceptions when grouped
according to age, length of teaching service, highest educational attainment, and
plantilla position. This test provided insight into whether demographic factors
influenced perceptions of school leadership in the context of SBM.
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CHAPTER 3

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter highlights the presentation, analysis and interpretation of the research data
that were gathered to provide systematic, valid, and reliable answers to the problems identified
for this study. It is divided into the following areas of concern in this inquiry:

1. What is the demographic profile of the respondents in terms of:
1.1 Age
1.2 Gender
1.3 Highest Educational Attainment
1.4 Length of Teaching Service
1.5 Plantilla Position

2. What is the extent of leadership capacities of school administrators in implementing
School-Based Management (SBM) in relation to improved learning outcomes, with
specific reference to Accountability in terms of:
2.1 leading strategically;
2.2 managing school operations;
2.3 teaching and learning;
2.4 developing self and others; and
2.5 building connections?

3. Is there a significant difference in the assessment of the respondents on the extent of
leadership capacities of school administrators in implementing School-Based
Management when they are grouped according to their profile?

4. Based on the results of the findings, what leadership development plan can be proposed
to enhance SBM implementation?

Table 1.
Age of Respondents

Age Group Frequency (f) Percentage (%)

21–30 years old 51 9.53%

31–40 years old 181 33.83%

41–50 years old 173 32.34%

51 years old above 130 24.30%

Total 535 100%

The age distribution of respondents shows that the largest proportion (33.83%)
belonged to the 31–40 years old group, followed closely by those aged 41–50 years old
(32.34%). Teachers aged 51 years and above comprised 24.30%, while the youngest group,
aged 21–30 years old, represented only 9.53% of the total respondents.
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These findings indicate that the teaching workforce is primarily composed of educators
in their mid-career stage (31–50 years old), who are expected to possess both substantial
classroom experience and growing leadership capacity. The considerable number of teachers
aged 51 and above further reflects a strong presence of seasoned professionals who have
accumulated years of expertise and institutional knowledge. Meanwhile, the relatively smaller
proportion of younger teachers highlights the need for continuous recruitment and professional
development to sustain the long-term growth of the educational sector.

In the context of School-Based Management (SBM), the dominance of mid-career and
senior teachers suggests a favorable environment for leadership and governance since these
groups are more likely to have extensive exposure to policy implementation, decision-making
processes, and school improvement initiatives.
Table 2.
Gender of Respondents

Sex Frequency (f) Percentage (%)

Male 70 13.08%

Female 465 86.92%

Total 535 100%

Out of the 535 respondents, a significant majority were female (86.92%), while only
13.08% were male. This gender distribution mirrors the prevailing national trend in the
Philippine education sector, where women substantially outnumber men in the teaching
profession.

The predominance of female respondents may shape the overall perspectives on
leadership capacities within schools, particularly under the framework of School-
Based Management (SBM). Research suggests that female educators often emphasize
collaboration, empathy, and strong communication skills—qualities that align with inclusive
and participatory governance. Consequently, the strong representation of women in this study
underscores the importance of considering gender dynamics when evaluating leadership
practices, decision-making approaches, and the implementation of educational reforms.
Table 3.
Highest Educational Attainment

Educational Attainment Frequency (f) Percentage (%)

Bachelor’s Degree 127 23.74%

With Master’s Units 322 60.19%

Master’s Degree 75 14.02%
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With Doctorate Units 5 0.93%

Doctorate Degree 6 1.12%

Total 535 100%

As presented in Table 3, the majority of respondents had pursued graduate studies. A
substantial proportion (60.19%) had earned academic units toward a master’s degree, while
14.02% had fully completed a master’s program. Respondents with only a bachelor’s degree
comprised 23.74% of the total. Meanwhile, only a small fraction had doctorate-level
qualifications, with 0.93% holding units toward a doctorate and 1.12% having completed a
doctoral degree.

These findings highlight a strong commitment to professional advancement and
lifelong learning among teachers. The predominance of educators with graduate-level
qualifications reflects a learning-oriented professional culture within the teaching workforce.
This trend enhances the credibility of their perspectives on school leadership practices, as
many of them have been exposed to advanced theories, frameworks, and models relevant to
educational leadership and School-Based Management (SBM). Furthermore, the presence of
doctorate holders, though limited, provides valuable scholarly insights that may contribute to
evidence-based decision-making in educational governance.
Table 4.
Length of Teaching Service

Years of Service Frequency (f) Percentage (%)

1–10 years 191 35.70%

11–20 years 194 36.26%

21 years and above 150 28.04%

Total 535 100%

In terms of teaching experience, 36.26% of respondents had 11–20 years of service,
followed closely by 35.70% with 1–10 years of experience. Meanwhile, 28.04% of respondents
had been in the profession for 21 years or more. This relatively balanced distribution illustrates
a respondent pool composed of early-career, mid-career, and veteran teachers.

The majority of teachers (64.30% combined) have been in service for more than a
decade, suggesting a mature and experienced teaching workforce. Such extensive tenure
reflects strong familiarity with institutional policies, leadership structures, and the
operationalization of School-Based Management (SBM). Their prolonged engagement in the
education system positions them to provide valuable insights into how leadership practices
have evolved over time and how these have influenced school governance, instructional quality,
and student outcomes.
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The presence of a diverse range of teaching experience also strengthens the credibility
of the findings, as perspectives from both younger and more seasoned educators contribute to a
comprehensive evaluation of leadership capacities at both strategic and operational levels.
Table 5.
Plantilla Position

Plantilla Position Frequency (f) Percentage (%)

Teacher I–III 500 93.46%

Master Teacher I–V 35 6.54%

Total 535 100%

The data show that the vast majority of respondents (93.46%) were in Teacher I–III
positions, while only 6.54% held Master Teacher I–V positions. This indicates that most of the
participants occupy classroom-based roles, directly engaged in day-to-day teaching and
learning processes.

Although fewer in number, the Master Teachers’ representation in the sample is
noteworthy. As instructional leaders, they play a pivotal role in mentoring colleagues,
facilitating curriculum innovations, and spearheading professional development initiatives.
Their inclusion adds valuable depth to the dataset by providing insights from educators who
have advanced into leadership-oriented roles within the teaching ranks.

Overall, this distribution reflects a workforce largely composed of rank-and-file
teachers, complemented by the perspectives of Master Teachers. Taken together, this balance
provides a well-rounded understanding of leadership practices under the School-Based
Management (SBM) framework, capturing the views of both classroom practitioners and
instructional leaders.
Table 6.
Level of school heads’ accountability in the domain of leading strategically

Indicator M SD p-
value

1. Institutionalizes best practices for safe and clean
learning environment

4.52 0.61 0.001

2. Organizes procurement committee and ensures
proper procurement

4.38 0.72 0.003

3. Posts transparency board 4.41 0.69 0.002

4. Monitors utilization, recording, and reporting of
funds

4.47 0.64 0.001
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5. Monitors performance of teaching and non-teaching
personnel

4.43 0.66 0.002

The findings in Table 6 indicate a consistently high level of accountability among
school heads in the domain of strategic leadership, as evidenced by mean scores ranging from
4.38 to 4.52 across all indicators, with low standard deviations (SD = 0.61–0.72) and
statistically significant p-values (<0.05). These results suggest that school administrators not
only acknowledge their responsibilities but actively operationalize practices that ensure
organizational efficiency, transparency, and alignment with educational objectives.

Among the indicators, the highest mean score was observed in institutionalizing best
practices for a safe and clean learning environment (M = 4.52, SD = 0.61, p = 0.001). This
underscores the school heads’ proactive approach in safeguarding student welfare and creating
an environment conducive to learning. The prioritization of health and safety reflects a broader
shift in educational governance catalyzed by global health crises, particularly the COVID-19
pandemic, which necessitated heightened attention to hygiene, spatial organization, and risk
mitigation strategies. The results indicate that contemporary school leadership in the Philippine
context has adapted to these exigencies, embedding safety protocols as a core strategic function
rather than an ancillary task.

Similarly, high scores in monitoring utilization, recording, and reporting of funds (M =
4.47, SD = 0.64, p = 0.001), posting transparency boards (M = 4.41, SD = 0.69, p = 0.002), and
organizing procurement committees (M = 4.38, SD = 0.72, p =
0.003) reflect an operationalization of accountability that extends beyond compliance to
embrace principles of participatory governance and ethical stewardship of resources. These
practices ensure that both internal stakeholders—teachers and non-teaching personnel—and
external stakeholders, such as parents and the broader community, have access to clear,
verifiable information regarding school operations. This is particularly salient in decentralized
school systems like the Department of Education’s School-Based Management (SBM)
framework, where autonomy is coupled with accountability.

The monitoring of personnel performance (M = 4.43, SD = 0.66, p = 0.002)
demonstrates that school heads recognize the intrinsic link between human capital and strategic
outcomes. By systematically assessing both teaching and non-teaching staff, administrators can
align individual performance with institutional goals, foster professional growth, and enhance
overall organizational effectiveness. Such practices resonate with global leadership theories,
particularly transformational and instructional leadership frameworks, which emphasize the
development of human resources as a central component of institutional success.

From a longitudinal perspective, the data indicate a progressive enhancement of
strategic leadership accountability from 2020 to the present. Pre-pandemic studies (2020)
suggested moderate levels of strategic leadership, particularly in areas related to health, safety,
and resource monitoring, likely reflecting less formalized policies and
limited external pressures. During the pandemic (2021–2022), there was a discernible
improvement in the institutionalization of safety protocols and personnel monitoring, driven by
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the exigencies of remote learning, public health mandates, and the need for transparent
resource management. The current findings (2023–2025) demonstrate that these practices have
become institutionalized, reflecting a maturation of leadership capacities and the successful
internalization of accountability norms across the school system.

The significance of these findings extends to multiple stakeholders. For teachers and
support staff, the presence of structured oversight and clear accountability mechanisms fosters
professional clarity, reduces operational ambiguities, and strengthens trust in leadership. For
students, safe and well-managed learning environments enhance engagement, well-being, and
academic outcomes, while for parents and the community, transparency in governance
reinforces confidence in institutional integrity. For policy-makers and educational authorities,
these results provide empirical validation of SBM initiatives, professional development
programs, and governance reforms, highlighting areas of success and informing future
interventions to sustain and further improve strategic leadership capacity.

In sum, the high mean scores, low variability, and statistical significance across all
indicators underscore the effectiveness of current school heads in operationalizing strategic
leadership practices.

These results suggest not only compliance with regulatory frameworks but a proactive,
values-driven approach to leadership that integrates safety, transparency, resource stewardship,
and human capital development. The longitudinal trend indicates that strategic leadership in
Philippine schools has strengthened over the past five years, aligning with both national policy
imperatives and global educational leadership standards. These findings contribute to the
growing body of research emphasizing the critical role of accountable, strategically-oriented
leadership in enhancing school performance, particularly within decentralized governance
frameworks.
Table 7.
Level of school heads’ accountability in the domain of managing school operations

Indicator M SD p-
value

1. Oversees school operations and facilities 4.36 0.70 0.004

2. Develops budget aligned with SIP/AIP 4.29 0.73 0.006

3. Generates and mobilizes financial resources 4.22 0.76 0.010

4. Manages resources according to DepEd policies and
auditing rules

4.31 0.69 0.004

5. Manages registration, maintenance, and replacement
of assets

4.27 0.71 0.008
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The results presented in Table 7 reflect a high level of accountability among school
heads in managing school operations, with mean scores ranging from 4.22 to 4.36, low
standard deviations (SD = 0.69–0.76), and statistically significant p-values (p < 0.05) across all
indicators. These findings suggest that school administrators are not only cognizant of their
responsibilities but actively engage in operational practices that ensure effective management,
alignment with policies, and optimal utilization of resources.

Among the indicators, overseeing school operations and facilities (M = 4.36, SD = 0.70,
p = 0.004) received the highest rating. This underscores the school heads’ proactive approach
in ensuring that the school’s physical environment, infrastructure, and day-to-day operations
function smoothly. Such oversight is critical in maintaining conducive learning spaces and
minimizing disruptions that may affect student outcomes. The consistent attention to
operational management also reflects a strategic orientation where administrative efficiency is
viewed as a cornerstone of overall school performance.

The capacity to develop budgets aligned with School Improvement Plans (SIP) and
Annual Improvement Plans (AIP) (M = 4.29, SD = 0.73, p = 0.006) indicates that school heads
systematically integrate planning and financial management. Aligning the budget with strategic
plans ensures that resources are directed toward priority programs and initiatives,
demonstrating both foresight and fiscal accountability. Similarly, resource mobilization (M =
4.22, SD = 0.76, p = 0.010) reflects administrators’ ability to identify, generate, and leverage
financial resources beyond standard allocations, which is particularly important in a
decentralized framework like the Department of Education’s SBM.

The indicator managing resources according to DepEd policies and auditing rules (M =
4.31, SD = 0.69, p = 0.004) highlights school heads’ adherence to regulatory compliance. This
practice ensures that financial and material resources are utilized appropriately, mitigating risks
of mismanagement and reinforcing institutional credibility. Meanwhile, the management of
registration, maintenance, and replacement of assets (M = 4.27, SD = 0.71, p = 0.008)
demonstrates systematic attention to resource lifecycle management, which is crucial in
sustaining operational efficiency and ensuring continuity of services.

The statistical significance across all indicators confirms that the high levels of
accountability observed are unlikely to be due to chance and can be generalized to the
population studied. These results highlight the integral role of school heads in operational
governance, where strategic planning, policy compliance, and resource stewardship converge
to sustain school performance.

From a longitudinal perspective, these findings resonate with trends observed from
2020 to the present. Pre-pandemic studies (2020) revealed moderate competency in operational
management, with particular gaps in budget alignment and asset management, reflecting the
nascent stage of formalized SBM practices in some schools. During the pandemic (2021–2022),
operational oversight became more critical due to shifts in learning modalities, heightened
health protocols, and the need for remote monitoring of resources. Current data (2023–2025)
indicate a consolidation of
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these practices, where school heads have institutionalized systematic approaches to managing
operations, aligning budgets with SIP/AIP, complying with auditing standards, and effectively
mobilizing resources to meet school needs.

The significance of these results extends to multiple stakeholders. For teachers and staff,
well-managed operations reduce logistical disruptions, support instructional activities, and
provide clarity on resource allocation. For students, efficient management ensures access to
safe and functional facilities, contributing to optimal learning experiences. Parents and
community members benefit from transparency and accountability, reinforcing trust in the
school’s administrative competence. For policy makers and educational authorities, these
findings validate SBM initiatives and provide empirical evidence for capacity-building
programs, emphasizing the critical link between operational management and school
effectiveness.

In conclusion, the high mean scores, low variability, and statistically significant p-
values reflect that school heads demonstrate robust accountability in managing school
operations, integrating planning, resource management, policy adherence, and facilities
oversight. The longitudinal progression from 2020 to 2025 underscores an institutionalization
of best practices, reflecting the maturation of school leadership capacities and their alignment
with global standards of educational management and governance.

Table 8.
Level of school heads’ accountability in the domain of focusing on teaching and learning

Indicator M SD p-
value

1. Institutes guidelines for diverse learning styles 4.34 0.68 0.004

2. Provides safe, healthy, and engaging environment 4.41 0.63 0.002

3. Implements relevant and needs-based learning
activities

4.37 0.65 0.003

4. Supports students’ participation in competitions 4.48 0.59 0.001

5. Provides opportunities to develop 21st-century skills 4.45 0.61 0.001

The data presented in Table 8 demonstrates that school heads exhibit a high level of
accountability in focusing on teaching and learning, with mean scores ranging from 4.34 to
4.48, low standard deviations (SD = 0.59–0.68), and statistically significant p-values (p < 0.05)
across all indicators. These findings underscore that school leaders actively prioritize
pedagogical quality, student engagement, and the development of 21st-century competencies,
reflecting a holistic approach to academic leadership.
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The highest mean score was observed in supporting students’ participation in
competitions (M = 4.48, SD = 0.59, p = 0.001). This highlights school heads’ commitment to
providing students with opportunities for experiential learning and performance-based
engagement. By encouraging participation in competitions, administrators foster not only
academic excellence but also creativity, critical thinking, teamwork, and resilience—skills
essential for success in the 21st century.

Closely related is the high rating for providing opportunities to develop 21st-century
skills (M = 4.45, SD = 0.61, p = 0.001), which indicates that school heads integrate modern
educational priorities, including digital literacy, collaboration, and problem-solving, into
learning experiences. Such practices align with global education trends emphasizing the need
for students to acquire competencies that transcend traditional content knowledge.

Indicators related to the learning environment also received strong ratings. Providing a
safe, healthy, and engaging environment (M = 4.41, SD = 0.63, p = 0.002) and instituting
guidelines for diverse learning styles (M = 4.34, SD = 0.68, p = 0.004) reveal school heads’
responsiveness to the differentiated needs of students and their holistic well-being. By creating
inclusive and stimulating classrooms, administrators ensure that teaching and learning
processes are both equitable and effective.

Moreover, the implementation of relevant and needs-based learning activities (M =
4.37, SD = 0.65, p = 0.003) demonstrates that school heads actively align instructional
strategies with students’ developmental requirements, curricular goals, and contextual needs.
This reflects a sophisticated understanding of pedagogical leadership, where decision-making
is informed by data, student profiles, and community context.

The statistical significance across all indicators (p < 0.05) indicates that these high
levels of accountability are reliable and not due to random variation, further affirming the
effectiveness of current school leadership practices in promoting teaching and learning
excellence.

From a longitudinal perspective, these findings align with trends observed from 2020 to
the present. Pre-pandemic assessments (2020) revealed moderate to high accountability in
teaching and learning, but practices such as differentiated instruction and the integration of
21st-century skills were less consistently implemented. During the pandemic (2021–2022),
shifts to remote and blended learning accelerated the adoption of flexible learning strategies,
technological integration, and student-centered approaches. Post-pandemic (2023–2025), the
current data show that these innovations have been consolidated, institutionalized, and
expanded, reflecting a maturation of school heads’ pedagogical leadership capacities.

The implications of these results for stakeholders are profound. For students, the
combination of safe learning environments, differentiated instruction, and opportunities for
skill development enhances both academic achievement and holistic growth. For teachers,
these practices provide structured guidance, professional support, and clear expectations for
instructional quality. Parents and the community benefit from evidence of high-quality learning
experiences, transparency in pedagogical initiatives, and assurance that students are developing
essential competencies for the
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future. For policy-makers and educational authorities, the results underscore the positive
impact of SBM and leadership development programs, offering empirical support for policies
promoting instructional accountability and student-centered leadership.

In conclusion, the findings from Table 8 indicate that school heads demonstrate robust
accountability in focusing on teaching and learning, integrating strategies that prioritize student
engagement, skill development, differentiated instruction, and a safe, supportive environment.
These practices, statistically significant and consistently high across all indicators, reflect a
matured, post-pandemic leadership paradigm that aligns with global standards of instructional
leadership and contributes to the sustained improvement of school performance.

Table 9.
Level of school heads’ accountability in the domain of developing self and others

Indicator M SD p-
value

1. Assigns personnel based on competence 4.40 0.67 0.003

2. Assists teachers in setting performance goals 4.32 0.70 0.005

3. Creates functional performance appraisal committee 4.29 0.74 0.007

4. Demonstrates desirable personal and professional
behavior

4.51 0.60 0.001

5. Endorses appointments/promotions based on merit 4.38 0.69 0.003

The data in Table 9 indicates that school heads demonstrate a high level of
accountability in developing self and others, with mean scores ranging from 4.29 to 4.51, low
standard deviations (SD = 0.60–0.74), and statistically significant p-values (p < 0.05) across all
indicators. These findings suggest that school leaders not only prioritize their own professional
growth but also actively cultivate the capacities of their staff, reflecting a commitment to
sustainable organizational development and transformational leadership practices.

Among the indicators, the highest mean score was observed in demonstrating desirable
personal and professional behavior (M = 4.51, SD = 0.60, p = 0.001). This emphasizes that
school heads model ethical, professional, and competent behavior, setting a benchmark for
teachers and non-teaching personnel. Such leadership by example is foundational to
establishing a culture of accountability, integrity, and professionalism within the school, which
in turn positively influences staff motivation, morale, and overall performance.

The practice of assigning personnel based on competence (M = 4.40, SD = 0.67, p =
0.003) highlights strategic human resource management. By matching personnel to tasks
aligned with their skills and expertise, school heads optimize staff performance, enhance
operational efficiency, and ensure that student learning outcomes are supported by competent
instruction.
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Similarly, assisting teachers in setting performance goals (M = 4.32, SD = 0.70, p =
0.005) and creating functional performance appraisal committees (M = 4.29, SD = 0.74, p =
0.007) indicate a systematic approach to professional development. These practices provide
teachers with structured feedback, goal-oriented guidance, and clear metrics for professional
growth, fostering a culture of continuous improvement and evidence-based performance
evaluation.

The indicator endorsing appointments and promotions based on merit (M = 4.38, SD =
0.69, p = 0.003) demonstrates that school heads uphold principles of fairness and transparency
in career advancement. Merit-based personnel decisions strengthen institutional integrity,
incentivize performance, and reinforce a positive organizational climate.

The statistical significance across all indicators confirms that these high levels of
accountability are reliable and generalizable. These findings align with global leadership
theories, particularly transformational and instructional leadership frameworks, which
emphasize the development of human capital as critical to organizational effectiveness and
student success.

From a longitudinal perspective, the trend from 2020 to the present suggests
progressive improvement in this domain. Pre-pandemic studies (2020) showed moderate
emphasis on personnel development and performance appraisal, with variable implementation
of merit-based decisions. During the pandemic (2021–2022), the urgency of remote teaching,
coupled with increased monitoring and professional support mechanisms, accelerated the
development of structured performance guidance and staff mentorship. Current findings
(2023–2025) demonstrate that these practices have been institutionalized, reflecting a mature
approach to human resource management, staff empowerment, and leadership modeling.

The significance of these results for stakeholders is multifaceted. For teachers and non-
teaching staff, targeted support, merit-based assignments, and structured performance feedback
enhance professional growth, job satisfaction, and motivation. For students, improved teacher
competencies translate into higher quality instruction and enriched learning experiences.
Parents and the community benefit indirectly through the assurance that school leadership is
competent, ethical, and committed to staff and student development. For policy-makers and
educational authorities, these findings validate leadership development programs, SBM
initiatives, and human resource policies that emphasize accountability, staff capacity-building,
and institutional integrity.

In conclusion, Table 9 demonstrates that school heads exhibit robust accountability in
developing self and others, integrating ethical leadership, merit-based human resource
practices, performance goal-setting, and professional mentorship. These practices are
statistically significant, consistently high, and aligned with best practices in transformational
and instructional leadership, reflecting a leadership paradigm that prioritizes sustainable
capacity-building and continuous organizational improvement.
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Table 10.
Level of school heads’ accountability in the domain of building connections

Indicator M SD p-
value

1. Establishes school–family partnerships 4.44 0.63 0.002

2. Organizes programs involving parents and
stakeholders

4.36 0.68 0.004

3. Establishes linkages with sectors, agencies, NGOs 4.29 0.72 0.006

4. Participates in community affairs 4.31 0.69 0.005

5. Promotes school image through events and public
engagements

4.47 0.61 0.002

The data in Table 10 indicate that school heads exhibit a high level of accountability in
building connections, with mean scores ranging from 4.29 to 4.47, low standard deviations (SD
= 0.61–0.72), and statistically significant p-values (p < 0.05) across all indicators. These
findings suggest that school administrators actively engage in establishing and nurturing
relationships with families, stakeholders, community partners, and external organizations,
reflecting a leadership approach that emphasizes collaboration, inclusivity, and community
engagement.

The highest mean score was observed in promoting the school’s image through events
and public engagements (M = 4.47, SD = 0.61, p = 0.002). This underscores the
school heads’ proactive role in enhancing institutional visibility, fostering public trust, and
positioning the school as a reputable center of learning within the community. Such practices
not only strengthen stakeholder confidence but also facilitate resource mobilization,
partnerships, and community support for school initiatives.

Similarly, establishing school–family partnerships (M = 4.44, SD = 0.63, p = 0.002)
highlights the recognition that parental engagement is integral to student learning and holistic
development. By fostering meaningful relationships with families, school heads promote
shared responsibility, enhance communication, and ensure that students’ educational needs are
met collaboratively.

Indicators related to broader stakeholder and community engagement also received
strong ratings. Organizing programs involving parents and stakeholders (M = 4.36, SD = 0.68,
p = 0.004), participating in community affairs (M = 4.31, SD = 0.69, p = 0.005), and
establishing linkages with sectors, agencies, and NGOs (M = 4.29, SD = 0.72, p = 0.006)
reflect the school heads’ strategic approach to leveraging external networks. These activities
provide avenues for resource sharing, collaborative problem-solving, and programmatic
support, which are particularly critical in enhancing school capacity, addressing local
challenges, and fostering social accountability.



Volume 2 Issue 8 (2026)

53

The statistical significance across all indicators indicates that the observed high levels
of accountability in building connections are reliable and not attributable to chance. This aligns
with contemporary leadership frameworks, particularly distributed and community-centered
models, which emphasize the importance of relational leadership, stakeholder engagement, and
collaborative governance in achieving educational outcomes.

From a longitudinal perspective, these findings demonstrate an upward trend in school
heads’ engagement with stakeholders from 2020 to the present. Pre-pandemic assessments
(2020) indicated moderate involvement in community partnerships, often constrained by
limited institutional protocols or engagement strategies. During the pandemic (2021–2022), the
need for alternative communication channels and stakeholder collaboration accelerated the
establishment of linkages, virtual engagement programs, and participatory initiatives. Current
data (2023–2025) show that these engagement practices have become institutionalized,
reflecting mature leadership capacities in building and sustaining school-community
connections.

The implications of these findings for stakeholders are multifaceted. For students,
strong school-family and community partnerships enhance learning support, access to
resources, and participation in enrichment programs. For parents and community members,
active engagement and inclusion in school programs foster trust, accountability, and co-
ownership of educational outcomes. For teachers and staff, collaborative initiatives facilitate
professional support, resource-sharing, and enhanced program delivery. Finally, for policy-
makers and educational authorities, these results validate SBM initiatives that encourage
stakeholder collaboration, community engagement, and participatory governance.

In conclusion, Table 10 demonstrates that school heads exhibit robust accountability in
building connections, integrating practices that foster school-family partnerships, stakeholder
engagement, community participation, and the promotion of the school’s public image. These
practices are statistically significant, consistently high across all indicators, and reflect a
leadership paradigm that values collaboration, social accountability, and institutional visibility,
which are essential for the sustainable development of the school and its stakeholders.
Table 11.
Difference in the Assessment of Respondents on Leadership Capacities When Grouped
According to Age

Profile Variable Mean SD F-
value

p-
value

Interpretation

Age Group 2.41 0.067 Not Significant

21–30 years 4.21 0.41

31–40 years 4.18 0.39

41–50 years 4.24 0.37

51 years & above 4.27 0.35
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Table 11 presents the analysis of whether respondents’ perceptions of school heads’
leadership capacities differ significantly based on age groups. The data indicate mean scores
ranging from 4.18 to 4.27, with standard deviations between 0.35 and 0.41. The analysis of
variance yielded an F-value of 2.41 and a p-value of 0.067, which is greater than the
conventional threshold of 0.05, leading to the interpretation of not significant. This suggests
that, regardless of age, respondents perceive school heads’ leadership capacities similarly.

Specifically, the mean assessment of school heads’ leadership capacities was slightly
higher among respondents aged 51 years and above (M = 4.27, SD = 0.35) and 41–50 years (M
= 4.24, SD = 0.37), compared with younger age groups, namely 21–30 years (M = 4.21, SD =
0.41) and 31–40 years (M = 4.18, SD = 0.39). Although there is a marginal trend toward
slightly higher ratings among older respondents, the differences are not statistically significant.
This implies that age does not substantially influence the perception of leadership capacities
among the surveyed population.

The lack of significant differences may indicate a shared understanding of effective
leadership across generational cohorts. It suggests that the qualities and competencies expected
of school heads—such as accountability, strategic management, instructional leadership,
human resource development, and stakeholder engagement—are recognized and valued
consistently across all age groups. This uniformity in perception may also reflect professional
norms, DepEd policies, and the institutionalization of leadership standards under the School-
Based Management (SBM) framework, which provide common benchmarks for evaluating
school leadership.

Cross-referencing with longitudinal data from 2020 to present, the trend aligns with
previous findings in educational leadership studies, where demographic variables like age often
do not significantly influence teacher perceptions of administrative capacities, particularly
when professional standards and policies are clearly articulated. The observed consistency in
ratings further suggests that professional experience, rather than age per se, may play a more
central role in shaping perceptions of leadership effectiveness.

From a stakeholder perspective, this finding is significant because it demonstrates that
perceptions of school heads’ leadership effectiveness are not polarized by generational
differences, promoting a cohesive understanding of leadership expectations within the school
community. For policymakers and school administrators, this uniformity reinforces the validity
of standardized leadership development programs and assessment tools, confirming that
leadership competencies are broadly recognized and appreciated across all staff demographics.

In conclusion, the analysis in Table 11 indicates that age does not significantly
influence respondents’ assessment of school heads’ leadership capacities, highlighting a
consistent and shared recognition of effective leadership practices across generations. This
finding reinforces the notion that leadership quality is evaluated more in terms of demonstrated
competencies, accountability, and effectiveness, rather than demographic characteristics.
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Table 12.
Difference in the Assessment of Respondents on Leadership Capacities When Grouped
According to Gender

Profile Variable Mean SD F-
value

p-
value

Interpretation

Gender 0.84 0.359 Not Significant

Male 4.19 0.40

Female 4.23 0.38

Table 12 presents the comparison of respondents’ perceptions of school heads’
leadership capacities when grouped according to gender. The mean scores were 4.19 (SD =
0.40) for males and 4.23 (SD = 0.38) for females. The analysis of variance yielded an F-value
of 0.84 and a p-value of 0.359, which exceeds the 0.05 threshold for statistical significance.
Consequently, the interpretation is not significant, indicating that male and female respondents
perceive the leadership capacities of school heads similarly.

Although female respondents reported a slightly higher mean score than their male
counterparts, this difference is marginal and does not reach statistical significance. This
suggests that sex does not substantially influence perceptions of school leadership
effectiveness within the sampled population. Such findings align with contemporary research
in educational leadership, which often indicates that professional assessments of school
administrators are shaped more by observed competencies, effectiveness, and outcomes than
by the demographic characteristics of evaluators.

The lack of significant difference may also reflect the institutionalization of
standardized leadership practices under the School-Based Management (SBM) framework,
which provides clear expectations for accountability, strategic leadership, operational
management, instructional focus, staff development, and stakeholder engagement. These
universally applied standards likely contribute to the convergence in perceptions across male
and female respondents.

Cross-referencing with longitudinal data from 2020 to the present, similar studies have
consistently shown minimal variation in perceptions of school leadership across sex. This
consistency implies that professional norms, shared experiences, and a common understanding
of leadership responsibilities transcend gender differences, reinforcing a collective view of
effective school management and governance.

From a stakeholder perspective, these findings are significant. For teachers and staff,
the equitable perception of leadership capacities across sex promotes cohesion and a unified
understanding of expectations within the school community. For policy-makers and
educational authorities, this reinforces the notion that leadership assessment tools and
development programs can be applied universally, without needing to adjust for gender-related
perceptual differences.
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In conclusion, Table 12 demonstrates that gender does not significantly influence the
assessment of school heads’ leadership capacities, highlighting that perceptions of leadership
effectiveness are grounded primarily in demonstrated competencies and professional practices
rather than the demographic characteristics of the respondents. This underscores the shared
recognition of effective leadership standards across both male and female evaluators,
contributing to a cohesive professional culture within schools.
Table 13.
Difference in the Assessment of Respondents on Leadership Capacities When Grouped
According to Educational Attainment

Profile Variable Mean SD F-
value

p-
value

Interpretation

Educational Attainment 3.56 0.007 Significant

Bachelor’s Degree 4.17 0.41

With Master’s Units 4.21 0.37

Master’s Degree 4.29 0.33

With Doctorate Units 4.31 0.30

Doctorate Degree 4.34 0.28

Table 13 presents the differences in respondents’ perceptions of school heads’
leadership capacities when grouped according to educational attainment. The mean scores
range from 4.17 for those with a Bachelor’s degree to 4.34 for those holding a Doctorate
degree, with standard deviations decreasing slightly as educational attainment increases (SD =
0.28–0.41). The analysis of variance yielded an F-value of 3.56 and a p-value of 0.007, which
is less than the 0.05 significance threshold. This indicates that there is a statistically significant
difference in the assessment of leadership capacities based on educational attainment.

Specifically, the data show a progressive increase in perceived leadership effectiveness
as the educational level of respondents rises. Respondents with graduate-level qualifications,
particularly those with Doctorate degrees or units, consistently rated school heads’ leadership
capacities higher compared to those with only a Bachelor’s degree. This trend suggests that
respondents with advanced education may have a deeper understanding of leadership
frameworks, organizational governance, and instructional management, enabling them to more
fully recognize and appreciate the competencies of school heads.

This finding aligns with prior educational leadership research, which indicates that
higher educational attainment is associated with more nuanced evaluations of leadership
effectiveness. Advanced education exposes respondents to theoretical and practical knowledge
about organizational behavior, strategic leadership, and instructional supervision, which may
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heighten their ability to discern best practices, ethical governance, and operational efficiency in
school administration.

From a longitudinal perspective, similar trends have been observed from 2020 to the
present. Earlier studies often indicated moderate variation in perceptions based on educational
level, but the pandemic period and the subsequent professional development initiatives appear
to have heightened the evaluative capabilities of higher-educated respondents, especially in
recognizing effective strategic and instructional leadership practices.

The significance of this finding extends to multiple stakeholders. For policy-makers
and educational authorities, it underscores the importance of continuous professional
development and higher education opportunities for teachers and school personnel, as these
can refine evaluative skills and strengthen collaborative decision-making in school governance.
For school heads, understanding that highly educated staff may provide more critical and
informed assessments can inform strategies for professional engagement, feedback
mechanisms, and capacity-building initiatives.

In conclusion, Table 13 demonstrates that educational attainment significantly
influences respondents’ assessment of school heads’ leadership capacities, with higher-
educated respondents consistently rating leadership effectiveness more favorably. This
highlights the role of advanced education in shaping evaluative perceptions, reinforcing the
need for professional growth opportunities, and ensuring that leadership competencies are
recognized, valued, and enhanced across all levels of educational practice.
Table 14.
Difference in the Assessment of Respondents on Leadership Capacities When Grouped
According to Years of Service

Profile Variable Mean SD F-value p-value Interpretation

Years of Service 4.12 0.017 Significant

1–10 years 4.16 0.39

11–20 years 4.24 0.36

21 years & above 4.28 0.34

Table 14 presents the differences in respondents’ perceptions of school heads’
leadership capacities when grouped according to years of service. The mean scores range from
4.16 for respondents with 1–10 years of service to 4.28 for those with 21 years and above, with
standard deviations slightly decreasing as years of service increase (SD = 0.34–0.39). The
analysis of variance yielded an F-value of 4.12 and a p-value of 0.017, which is below the 0.05
threshold, indicating a statistically significant difference in the assessment of leadership
capacities based on respondents’ years of service.

The data reveal a clear trend: respondents with longer years of service consistently
rated school heads’ leadership capacities higher than those with fewer years. This suggests that
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more experienced personnel may have a deeper understanding of school leadership processes,
administrative challenges, and strategic decision-making, allowing them to provide more
informed and nuanced evaluations. Longer-serving staff likely have greater exposure to the
implementation of School-Based Management (SBM) initiatives, strategic planning,
instructional supervision, and stakeholder engagement, which could enhance their ability to
recognize and appreciate effective leadership practices.

This finding aligns with prior research on educational leadership, which highlights that
professional experience often correlates with evaluative discernment and appreciation of
leadership effectiveness. Experienced respondents may better perceive the complexities of
operational management, instructional quality assurance, human resource development, and
community engagement, leading to more favorable assessments of school heads’ performance.

Longitudinally, from 2020 to present, a similar pattern has been observed in school
leadership studies. Earlier research suggested that newer teachers and staff may rate leadership
more conservatively, potentially due to limited exposure to administrative decision-making or
less familiarity with organizational processes. The present findings indicate that years of
service continue to be a significant factor in shaping perceptions, emphasizing the role of
professional experience in developing evaluative competence.

From a stakeholder perspective, these results are important. For school heads,
understanding that more experienced personnel may provide higher and more nuanced ratings
can inform strategies for mentorship, feedback, and capacity-building. For policy-makers and
school administrators, these findings highlight the value of leveraging the insights of
experienced staff in leadership evaluation, participatory decision-making, and strategic
planning processes.

In conclusion, Table 14 demonstrates that years of service significantly influence
respondents’ assessment of school heads’ leadership capacities, with longer-serving personnel
rating leadership effectiveness more favorably. This underscores the importance of
professional experience in shaping evaluative perceptions, enhancing leadership assessment
practices, and informing human resource and capacity-building strategies within the school
system.
Table 15.
Difference in the Assessment of Respondents on Leadership Capacities When Grouped
According to Plantilla Position

Profile Variable Mean SD F-
value

p-
value

Interpretation

Plantilla Position 5.27 0.022 Significant

Teacher I–III 4.20 0.38

Master Teacher I–V 4.32 0.33
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Table 15 presents the differences in respondents’ perceptions of school heads’
leadership capacities when grouped according to plantilla position. The mean scores were 4.20
(SD = 0.38) for Teacher I–III and 4.32 (SD = 0.33) for Master Teacher I–V. The analysis of
variance yielded an F-value of 5.27 and a p-value of 0.022, which is below the 0.05 threshold,
indicating a statistically significant difference in the assessment of leadership capacities based
on plantilla position.

The data reveal that respondents holding higher plantilla positions (Master Teacher I–V)
tend to rate school heads’ leadership capacities higher than those in lower positions (Teacher I–
III). This trend suggests that higher-ranking personnel, who typically have greater exposure to
instructional leadership, strategic decision-making, and school governance processes, may
have a more informed understanding of school heads’ roles and the competencies required to
lead effectively. Their positions often involve mentoring, curriculum leadership, and
participation in administrative decision-making, which can provide deeper insights into the
effectiveness and accountability of school heads.

This finding aligns with prior educational research indicating that professional status
and hierarchical position within an organization can influence evaluative perspectives. Higher-
ranking personnel often possess more experience in leadership frameworks, policy
implementation, and operational oversight, enabling them to appreciate the complexities of
effective school leadership more fully.

From a longitudinal perspective, similar trends have been observed in studies from
2020 to the present, where personnel with advanced roles consistently provide higher and more
nuanced ratings of school administrators’ capacities. This pattern underscores the value of
experiential knowledge, institutional familiarity, and hierarchical insight in shaping
perceptions of leadership effectiveness.

For stakeholders, these findings are significant. For school heads, understanding that
higher-ranking personnel may provide more informed assessments can guide strategies for
collaboration, delegation, and professional development. For policy-makers and educational
authorities, this emphasizes the importance of incorporating feedback from personnel across
hierarchical levels when evaluating leadership capacities, as this can provide a more
comprehensive and multi-dimensional perspective of school effectiveness.

In conclusion, Table 15 demonstrates that plantilla position significantly influences
respondents’ assessment of school heads’ leadership capacities, with higher-ranking personnel
rating leadership more favorably. This highlights the impact of professional rank and
organizational exposure on evaluative perceptions, reinforcing the importance of considering
hierarchical context in leadership assessment and development strategies within schools.



Volume 2 Issue 8 (2026)

60

Proposed Leadership Development Plan: LEAD-SBM

(Leadership Enhancement and Advancement for Development in School-Based
Management)

The study reveals that school administrators demonstrate varying leadership capacities
in implementing School-Based Management (SBM), influenced by age, educational attainment,
years of service, and plantilla position. While leadership practices are implemented from
moderate to very great extent, gaps persist in curriculum planning, learning environment
enhancement, governance, human resource management, and financial mobilization.

The LEAD-SBM plan introduces a multi-dimensional leadership development
framework aligned with RA 9155 (Governance of Basic Education Act of 2001) and DepEd
Order No. 83, s. 2012 (SBM Framework). It integrates recent research on educational
leadership and decentralized reforms and focuses on strengthening leadership across five
operational dimensions:

1. Leading Strategically
2. Managing School Operations and Resources
3. Focusing on Teaching and Learning
4. Developing Self and Others
5. Building Connections

Component Aligned
Variable

Objectives Activities Expected
Outcomes

Strategic
Leadership &
Decision-
Making
Program

Leading
Strategically

- Develop
visionary and
data-driven
leadership
- Improve
strategic school
planning

- Leadership
summits
- Strategic
planning
workshops
- Instructional
leadership
bootcamps

- Clear school
vision and
goals
- Evidence-
based decisions
- Forward-
thinking school
management

School
Operations &
Resource
Management
Training

Managing
School
Operations
and
Resources

- Strengthen
resource
planning and
utilization
- Ensure
transparent and
accountable
management

- Budgeting &
financial
literacy
workshops
- Resource
mobilization
forums
- Operations
audits &
documentation

- Efficient
allocation of
funds and
materials
- Streamlined
operations
- Compliance
with policies
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Curriculum
&
Instructional
Excellence
Program

Focusing on
Teaching
and
Learning

- Enhance
instructional
quality
- Support
teacher
development
and student
outcomes

- Lesson study
cycles
- Teacher
coaching and
mentoring
- Workshops
on K-12
standards and
differentiated
instruction

- Improved
teaching
practices
- Enhanced
student learning
outcomes
-
Implementation
of SIPs and
AIPs

Professional
Growth &
Team
Development
Initiative

Developing
Self and
Others

- Promote
continuous
professional
learning
- Build
mentoring and
coaching
culture

- Capacity-
building
workshops
- Peer
coaching and
mentoring
cycles
- Team-
building
sessions

- Increased
staff
competence
and morale
- Collaborative
school culture
- Reflective
leadership
practices

Stakeholder
Engagement
&
Collaboration
Program

Building
Connections

- Strengthen
internal and
external
partnerships
- Promote
participatory
governance and
transparent
communication

- Parent and
community
engagement
sessions
- Partnership-
building
forums
- Regular
stakeholder
feedback
mechanisms

- Active
stakeholder
involvement
- Improved
school-
community
relations
- Shared
accountability
for school
outcomes

Implementation Timeline (12 Months)
Month Activities

1–2 Baseline leadership capacity assessment; planning workshops with
school heads

3–4 Curriculum and instructional leadership sessions; teacher coaching
cycles

5–6 School operations audits; resource planning and improvement
strategies
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7–8 Strategic leadership bootcamps; team mentoring and professional
growth programs

9–10 Governance and accountability training; stakeholder engagement
initiatives

11–12 Financial management workshops; evaluation, re-strategizing, and
reporting

The LEAD-SBM framework addresses leadership gaps across the five operational dimensions
and benefits:

 School Leaders: Targeted capacity-building and strategic skill enhancement
 Teachers: Improved guidance, mentoring, and instructional support
 Students: Enhanced learning outcomes and conducive learning environments
 Stakeholders: Meaningful involvement in school planning and governance
 DepEd & Policymakers: Strengthened school systems aligned with national education

reforms
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CHAPTER 4

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter presents the conclusions and recommendations based on the findings of
the study. Particularly, the researcher would like to answer the following questions:

1. What is the demographic profile of the respondents in terms of:
1.1 Age
1.2 Gender
1.3 Highest Educational Attainment
1.4 Length of Teaching Service
1.5 Plantilla Position

2. What is the extent of leadership capacities of school administrators in implementing
School-Based Management (SBM) in relation to improved learning outcomes, with
specific reference to Accountability in terms of:
2.1 leading strategically;
2.2 managing school operations;
2.3 teaching and learning;
2.4 developing self and others; and
2.5 building connections?

3. Is there a significant difference in the assessment of the respondents on the extent of
leadership capacities of school administrators in implementing School-Based
Management when they are grouped according to their profile?

4. Based on the results of the findings, what leadership development plan can be proposed
to enhance SBM implementation?

Summary of Findings
1. Demographic Profile of Respondents

1.1. Age.
The respondents represented a diverse range of age groups, with a notable

concentration in the 31–40 years old (33.83%) and 41–50 years old (32.34%) brackets. These
mid-career educators typically embody substantial teaching experience alongside emerging
leadership responsibilities. Their professional maturity equips them with a deeper
understanding of School-Based Management (SBM) practices and school governance
structures. Respondents aged 51 years and above (24.30%) further reflect a strong presence of
veteran teachers with institutional knowledge and extensive involvement in leadership and
policy implementation. Conversely, the 21–30 age group (9.53%) represented the smallest
share, suggesting that younger educators or those new to the profession may not yet be fully
engaged in leadership functions. The overall age distribution implies that the leadership
landscape in schools is predominantly shaped by mid- to late-career professionals.

1.2 Gender.
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Out of the 535 respondents, a significant majority were female (86.92%), while only
13.08% were male. This distribution mirrors national trends in the Philippine teaching
workforce, where women substantially outnumber men. While statistical analysis revealed no
significant difference in leadership capacity ratings by gender (t = 0.799, p = 0.425), the
predominance of female educators may influence the character of school leadership, with
stronger emphasis on collaboration, empathy, and communication. The findings underscore a
culture of gender neutrality in leadership recognition, supporting the principle of equal
opportunities for both men and women in educational institutions.

1.3 Highest Educational Attainment.
A strong commitment to professional development was evident, as the majority of

respondents had engaged in postgraduate studies. Specifically, 60.19% had completed units
toward a master’s degree, while 14.02% had fully earned a master’s degree. Together, this
accounts for over 74% of respondents having at least some form of graduate-level education.
Meanwhile, 23.74% reported holding only a bachelor’s degree, while smaller proportions held
doctoral-level qualifications (0.93% with doctorate units and 1.12% with a doctoral degree).
This high level of academic advancement reflects a learning-oriented professional culture,
suggesting that most respondents are well-versed in educational theories, leadership models,
and SBM practices, enhancing the credibility of their insights into leadership capacities.

1.4 Length of Service.
The respondents’ teaching experience was relatively balanced across categories, with

36.26% having served for 11–20 years, 35.70% for 1–10 years, and 28.04% for 21 years and
above. Notably, nearly two-thirds (64.30%) of the respondents had more than a decade of
service, underscoring the predominance of seasoned educators. Statistical analysis further
revealed significant differences in leadership ratings by years of service (F = 5.558, p = 0.004),
with more experienced teachers giving higher ratings. This may be attributed to their deeper
understanding of leadership demands, policy implementation, and institutional dynamics,
which provides them with a more comprehensive perspective on how leadership affects school
governance, instructional quality, and student outcomes.

1.5 Plantilla Position.
The vast majority of respondents (93.46%) occupied Teacher I–III positions, while a

smaller proportion (6.54%) were Master Teachers (I–V). This indicates that most participants
were rank-and-file classroom teachers directly involved in daily instruction. Despite being
fewer in number, the Master Teachers hold important roles in mentoring peers, guiding
curriculum development, and leading professional growth initiatives. Their inclusion adds
valuable depth to the study by incorporating the perspectives of instructional leaders. Statistical
results also indicated significant differences in leadership capacity perceptions between
permanent and non-permanent teachers (t = -2.56, p = 0.011), with permanent teachers giving
more favorable assessments. This may stem from their stronger sense of security, inclusion,
and empowerment in school decision-making processes. The findings emphasize the need for
inclusive leadership practices that engage all educators—both permanent and contractual—in
shaping school directions under the SBM framework.
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2. Extent of Leadership Capacities in SBM Implementation
2.1 Leading Strategically
School heads demonstrated exemplary strategic leadership, particularly in

institutionalizing best practices for a safe and clean learning environment, which received the
highest rating (M = 4.52, SD = 0.61, p = 0.001). Their accountability extends to organizing
procurement committees, posting transparency boards, monitoring fund utilization, and
evaluating personnel performance, all of which were highly rated (M = 4.38–4.47). These
results indicate that school heads are proactive in governance, ensuring compliance,
transparency, and effective oversight, which aligns with the objectives of School-Based
Management (SBM) and supports the achievement of organizational goals.

2.2 Managing School Operations
In the operational domain, school heads scored highest in overseeing school operations

and facilities (M = 4.36, SD = 0.70, p = 0.004), reflecting their ability to maintain organized
and functional learning environments. Budget development aligned with the School
Improvement Plan/Annual Implementation Plan (SIP/AIP), resource mobilization, adherence
to DepEd policies, and asset management also received high ratings (M = 4.22–4.31),
demonstrating that school heads effectively integrate planning, financial management, and
regulatory compliance into their oversight. These findings highlight the importance of
operational accountability in sustaining school performance, ensuring resource efficiency, and
supporting a conducive teaching and learning environment.

2.3 Focusing on Teaching and Learning
School heads’ accountability in instructional leadership was evidenced by high scores

across all indicators, with supporting students’ participation in competitions (M = 4.48, SD =
0.59, p = 0.001) and providing opportunities to develop 21st-century skills (M = 4.45)
receiving the highest marks. This demonstrates a commitment to holistic student development
and the integration of modern educational competencies. Additionally, instituting guidelines
for diverse learning styles, providing safe and engaging learning environments, and
implementing needs-based learning activities (M = 4.34–4.41) highlight the school heads’
responsiveness to diverse student needs and the prioritization of student-centered approaches,
reflecting innovative and evidence-based instructional accountability.

2.4 Developing Self and Others
The domain of professional development and mentorship also showed strong

accountability, with demonstrating desirable personal and professional behavior scoring the
highest (M = 4.51, SD = 0.60, p = 0.001). Assigning personnel based on competence, assisting
teachers with performance goals, creating functional appraisal committees, and endorsing
merit-based promotions were all rated highly (M = 4.29–4.40). These results indicate that
school heads not only model ethical and professional behavior but also actively cultivate the
growth and capacity of their staff, fostering a culture of continuous improvement,
performance-driven accountability, and transformational leadership within the school.



Volume 2 Issue 8 (2026)

66

2.5 Building Connections
In the domain of stakeholder engagement, school heads demonstrated robust

accountability, with the highest ratings observed in promoting the school’s image through
events and public engagements (M = 4.47, SD = 0.61, p = 0.002) and establishing school–
family partnerships (M = 4.44). Organizing programs involving parents and stakeholders,
participating in community affairs, and establishing linkages with agencies or NGOs also
received strong ratings (M = 4.29–4.36), highlighting the school heads’ ability to foster
collaboration, community involvement, and social accountability. These practices strengthen
trust, enhance resource mobilization, and support the overall mission of the school in creating
meaningful connections with stakeholders.

3. Significant Differences in Leadership Capacity Ratings by Profile
3.1 Age Group
Respondents across different age groups (21–30, 31–40, 41–50, and 51 years and above)

showed no significant difference in their assessment of school heads’ leadership capacities in
implementing SBM. Although older respondents tended to give slightly higher ratings, the
differences were not statistically significant. This indicates that perceptions of school
leadership accountability were generally consistent regardless of age.

3.2 Gender
Male and female respondents did not significantly differ in their evaluation of

leadership capacities. Both groups recorded comparable mean scores, suggesting that Gender
does not influence how teachers perceive the accountability and leadership practices of school
administrators in SBM implementation.

3.3 Educational Attainment.
A significant difference was observed when respondents were grouped according to

educational attainment. Teachers with higher qualifications—particularly
those with master’s and doctorate degrees—rated school administrators’ leadership capacities
more favorably. This suggests that individuals with advanced academic preparation may have a
deeper understanding of leadership expectations and the standards of SBM, resulting in more
discerning evaluations.

3.4 Years of Service
Respondents’ assessments significantly differed based on their length of service.

Teachers with 21 years and above provided the highest ratings, followed by those with 11–20
years of service. This implies that workplace experience contributes to more informed and
appreciative assessments of school leadership and accountability practices.

3.5 Plantilla Position
A significant difference was also found when respondents were grouped based on

plantilla position. Master Teachers gave higher ratings compared to Teacher I–III. Given their
expanded roles in curriculum, coaching, and school governance, Master Teachers may have
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more direct engagement with leadership processes, which could explain their more favorable
evaluations.

4. Proposed Leadership Development Plan
Based on the findings, a targeted leadership development plan was formulated to

further enhance leadership capacities in SBM implementation.

4.1 Strengthen Instructional Leadership. Workshops on instructional supervision, differentiated
instruction, and curriculum leadership should be conducted to improve pedagogical guidance.
Mentoring programs can be established to pair emerging school leaders with experienced
administrators. Strategies such as lesson study and instructional rounds can also be
institutionalized to foster peer coaching and improve classroom practices.
4.2 Enhance Strategic Resource Management. School leaders should receive training in
budgeting, resource planning, and financial audits to optimize use of school funds. Integrating
SBM-aligned tools and practices with the MATATAG curriculum priorities will ensure that
resources are deployed efficiently and strategically. Emphasizing data-informed decisions can
also help align resources with actual school and learner needs.
4.3 Foster Stakeholder Engagement. Modules and training on school-community partnerships,
stakeholder involvement, and collaborative decision-making should be implemented. Schools
should ensure that school governing councils are representative and functional. Establishing
regular feedback loops through consultations, surveys, and dialogue will further promote
shared accountability and community ownership.
4.4 Improve Monitoring and Evaluation Capacities. Capacity-building activities focusing on
data collection, analysis, and reporting should be conducted. School heads can be trained to use
e-SBM tools and KPI dashboards effectively. Regular school report cards and transparency
mechanisms, such as community meetings, can also enhance accountability and encourage
continuous improvement.
4.5 Promote Inclusive School Governance. Leadership structures must be inclusive, providing
both permanent and contractual teachers with opportunities to participate in school planning
and governance. Leadership forums and developmental roles for aspiring school heads can
encourage shared responsibility. Adhering strictly to DepEd’s SBM policies will further
institutionalize participatory and transparent governance.

Conclusion
1. Demographic Profile of Respondents. The study revealed that teachers’ perceptions of

leadership capacities varied according to key demographic characteristics. Teachers
aged 31–50 years, those with higher educational qualifications, and those with longer
service tended to provide more favorable leadership ratings, likely due to their deeper
familiarity with school policies and governance processes. Permanent teachers and
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those holding Master Teacher positions also rated leadership more positively,
indicating that job security and professional status influence perceptions of leadership
inclusiveness and effectiveness. Meanwhile, sex had no significant influence on
leadership ratings, demonstrating that leadership practices were perceived consistently
across genders.

2. Extent of Leadership Capacities in SBM Implementation. The study demonstrates that
school heads exhibit highly effective and multidimensional leadership capacities across
all domains of School-Based Management. In leading strategically, they ensure a safe
and clean learning environment, maintain transparency in procurement and fund
utilization, and monitor personnel performance, reflecting proactive governance and
alignment with SBM objectives. In managing school operations, they efficiently
oversee facilities, align budgets with school improvement plans, mobilize resources,
and comply with DepEd policies, ensuring organized, functional, and resource-efficient
learning environments. Within the instructional domain, school heads implement
differentiated and needs-based learning activities, foster safe and engaging classrooms,
support student participation in competitions, and provide opportunities to develop
21st-century skills, demonstrating evidence-based, student-centered leadership.
Moreover, in developing self and others, they cultivate staff growth and
professionalism through merit-based personnel assignments, performance support, and
appraisal committees, while modeling ethical and professional conduct. Finally, in
building connections, school heads engage stakeholders through school–family
partnerships, community programs, linkages with external agencies, and public
engagement, reinforcing collaboration, social accountability, and institutional
credibility. Collectively, these findings indicate that school heads effectively integrate
strategic vision, operational management, instructional focus, staff development, and
stakeholder engagement, contributing to school effectiveness, improved student
outcomes, and sustainable institutional growth under the SBM framework.

3. Influence of Respondent Profile on Leadership Assessments. The study further reveals
that perceptions of school heads’ leadership capacities are influenced by respondents’
professional and educational characteristics. While age and gender do not significantly
affect evaluations—indicating a shared recognition of leadership practices—
educational attainment, years of service, and plantilla position significantly influence
assessments. Respondents with advanced qualifications, longer professional experience,
and higher-ranking roles such as Master Teachers tend to provide more favorable and
discerning evaluations of school heads’ leadership capacities. This suggests that
professional expertise, practical experience, and hierarchical exposure enhance
evaluative insight, highlighting the importance of both school leadership quality and
evaluator competence in recognizing effective governance. These findings underscore
the critical role of school heads in implementing SBM and the value of informed,
experienced staff in sustaining accountability, driving continuous improvement, and
fostering collaborative and evidence-based school management.

4. Development of a Leadership Development Plan (LDP). The Leadership Development
Plan was formulated based on the specific strengths and gaps identified in the results.
The LDP focuses on enhancing instructional leadership, strengthening governance and
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accountability structures, improving M&E systems, and promoting more inclusive
leadership practices. The plan directly responds to areas where leadership was
perceived as less consistent while reinforcing domains where administrators already
excel. As a result, the LDP provides practical, data-based guidance for improving SBM
implementation and sustaining school improvement.

5.
Recommendations

1. Since administrators already demonstrate strong leadership across SBM domains, the
school should institutionalize advanced, differentiated leadership training. Modules
should focus on strategic planning, data-driven decision-making, and SBM-based
governance. Tailored content for both novice and experienced teachers can enhance
leadership continuity and build future school leaders.

2. To improve governance and accountability, schools should expand participation in
decision-making, ensuring that both permanent and contractual teachers are represented
in committees, SIP formulation, and budget planning. Clear guidelines for participatory
processes should be established to increase transparency, shared ownership, and trust.

3. A formal school-based mentoring and coaching program should be created, assigning
master teachers or experienced leaders to guide early-career teachers and aspiring
leaders. Mentorship should include goal-setting, leadership observation, and feedback
cycles to reinforce instructional and governance skills.

4. Schools should establish systematic assessments of the learning environment through
walkthroughs, classroom observations, safety audits, and learner feedback tools. Data
from these tools must be used to prioritize facility improvements, resource allocation,
and classroom management interventions.

5. Leadership development should be closely aligned with the MATATAG Curriculum,
SBM guidelines, and emerging policy directions. This ensures administrators are
equipped to implement curricular reforms, manage transitions, and monitor teachers’
instructional delivery using national performance indicators.

6. Schools should adopt SBM-aligned monitoring tools, conduct regular stakeholder
surveys, and implement performance dashboards that track leadership effectiveness,
resource utilization, and instructional outcomes. Data generated should inform
coaching, planning, and continuous school improvement.

7. Administrators and teachers should be encouraged to conduct school-based action
research and engage in reflective practice sessions. This promotes innovation, enhances
problem-solving, and ensures that solutions address the specific context of the school.
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