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Abstract 

 

The study was conducted to determine the effect of shared responsibility of school community towards performance in 

the District of Santa Cruz. 

Specifically, this research sought to provide relevant information based on the following research questions (1) What is 

the level of shared responsibilities with regards to (1.1) Stakeholders as to (1.1.1) Financial Support (1.1.2) Services, (1.2) School 

Personnel as to (1.2.1) Open Communication, (1.2.2) Expectation, (1.2.3) Decision Making, (1.3) Parents as to (1.3.1) Manpower, 

(1.4) Alumni, (1.4.1) Commitment, (1.4.2) and Achievement,  (2) What is the level of School Performance in terms of (2.1) Cohort 

Survival, (2.2) Promotion, (2.3) Retention, (2.4) Repetition, (2.5) Completion, (2.6) Graduation, and (2.7) Transition, (3) Do the 

Shared Responsibilities of the Stakeholders have significant effect to the School Performance? (4) Do the Shared Responsibilities 

of the School Personnel have significant effect to the School Performance? (5) Do the Shared Responsibilities of the Parents have 

significant effect to the School Performance? (6) Do the Shared Responsibilities of the Alumni have significant effect to the School 

Performance? 

The descriptive design was utilized to analyze the data systematically. A survey and a research-made questionnaire in the 

form of a 5-point Likert scale were used. Mean and standard deviation were used for the descriptive questions, while the Two-

Sample T-test was used for the inferential questions. 

The salient points of the study presented found that the level of shared responsibilities with regards to stakeholders as to 

financial support and services, school personnel as to open communication, expectation and decision making, parents as to 

manpower, and alumni as to commitment and achievements were very high respectively. This means that the shared 

responsibilities of the school community are efficient and evident. 

 School Performance based on the given data of the three schools in terms of cohort survival, promotion, retention, 

repetition, completion, graduation and transition, the schools perform better in the three consecutive years. This conclude that the 

helped of stakeholders, school personnel parents and alumni are relevant. The collaborative effort of the group result to improve 

the school goal.  

Therefore, the hypothesis is partially rejected, stating that there is significant effect in the level of shared responsibilities 

of the stakeholders in terms of financial support and services. The hypothesis is also partially rejected, stating that there is 

significant effect in the level of shared responsibilities of the school personnel in terms of open communication, expectation and 

decision making. The shared responsibilities of the parents in terms of manpower shows significant effect as evaluated by 

respondents. And lastly, the shared responsibilities of the alumni in terms of commitment and achievements shows significant 

effect as well. 

 This recommends that the school community may continue to support those schools to help them perform at their highest 

levels. Schools may keep on organizing community forums to encourage the school community about the significant relationship 

between school performance and the future of the learners. To accomplish the highest level of school performance, school 

personnel may continue to have open communication, goal-oriented decisions, and better services. Parents and alumni may 

continue to provide resources, commitment, and support for more projects and achievement that seek to enhance school 

performance and the academic achievement of learners. And lastly, in order to continue working toward achieving the highest 

performance level possible for the school, future researchers may conduct a study about school performance and shared 

responsibilities. 
Keywords: Stakeholders, Financial Support, Services, School Personnel, Open Communication, Expectation, Decision Making, Parents, Manpower, Alumni, 

Commitment, Achievements, Cohort Survival, Promotion, Retention, Repetition, Completion, Graduation, Transition 
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1. Main Text 

 

Introduction 

 

Former DepEd Secretary Briones said that “Education has become, and it is obvious now that it is a shared responsibility. 

We call for the involvement of all sectors of society, in addition of course to the Ministries of Education who are leading these 

efforts. It is a shared responsibility because of the added threat — the health threat in our countries.” 

School improvement plans and goals can be one of your most powerful leadership tools. Shared responsibility is one of 

the most vital aspects that a school should have. It is a commitment among school community stakeholders. School community 

involvement is important to establish a shared knowledge and dedication to their own tasks and duties in order to support 

implementation.  

Parents, teachers, and the school community all share responsibility for young children's education. Many nations' 

educational policies emphasize parents' roles and responsibilities as vital participants in creating more inclusive systems, where 

decision-making and responsibility must be shared, in order to effectively implement inclusive education.  

In crafting the School Improvement Plan, stakeholders are members of the working committee who look into their 

involvement in making the school conducive to learning. They are also accountable for ensuring that the learning goals are 

accomplished by actively participating in educational activities, initiatives, and programs. That’s why school community 

involvement is really important in every school. 

In line with this, the study determined is to know the shared responsibility of the school community towards school 

performance in the District of Santa Cruz. 

 

Background of the Study 

 

Pursuant to Republic Act (RA) 9155 or the "Governance of Basic Education Act of 2001" and RA 10533 or the "Enhanced 

Basic Education Act of 2013", the Department of Education (DepEd) implements programs, projects, and major activities to 

ensure access to and improve the quality of basic education, an end toward which all operating units at all governance levels have 

attendant roles, tasks, and responsibilities for which they are principally accountable.  

Relative to this, the Department of Education develops the Basic Education Development Plan (BEDP) 2030 which 

responds to issues and challenges in basic education as well as the global and national education commitments. The BEDP 2030 

aims to continue the goal of the Department that all Filipinos can realize their full potential and contribute meaningfully to a 

cohesive nation through the protection and promotion of the right to education. It is a long- term plan for basic education anchored 

on the Sulong Edukalidad Framework, the Philippine Development Plan, Ambisyon Natin 2040 and the commitments in the 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDG) 2030, and provides a strategic roadmap for the Department to follow to improve the 

delivery and quality of basic education and the experience of learners in the basic education learning environment. 

In support to this, DepEd developed this policy framework on Basic Education Monitoring and Evaluation Framework 

(BEMEF) to track and measure the achievement of BEDP 2030. In addition, BEMEF is integrally linked to the planning and 

budget strategy of the Department. In particular, BEMEF explicitly identifies and articulates the indicators and targets for 

measuring performance in the development of plans and policies of all DepEd operating units at all governance levels. It intends 

to complement the planning and budget strategy by setting up the framework for agency-wide monitoring and evaluation (M&E). 

In line with this, school community stakeholders play a vital role in the achieving a good performance in every schools. 

Performance indicators also help schools analyze their performance so they can make important changes to their execution to meet 

their strategic objectives. In this study the researcher wants to provide ideas or insights on how to improve school performance. 

And allow them to work even further so they can accomplish their specific goal or objectives. 

 

Theoretical Framework 

 

Collective Responsibility Theory is the idea of collective responsibility, like that of personal responsibility and shared 

responsibility, which refers in most contexts to both the causal responsibility of moral agents for harm in the world and the 

blameworthiness that we ascribe to them for having caused such harm. As a result, it nearly invariably refers to moral responsibility 

rather than solely causal responsibility, like its two more individualistic equivalents. However, unlike its two more completely 

individualistic alternatives, it does not identify the basis of moral responsibility in the free will of individual moral actors, nor 

does it associate causal responsibility or blameworthiness with distinct persons. Instead, it links collectives to blameworthiness 

and causal responsibility, and it places the onus of moral responsibility on these collectives' collective activities. (Stanford 

Encyclopedia of Philosophy 2017. 
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According to the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, moral responsibility (2017) is making judgments about whether 

a person is morally responsible for her behavior and holding others and ourselves responsible for actions and the consequences of 

actions is a fundamental and familiar part of our moral practices and our interpersonal relationships. 

Furthermore, the conclusion that a person is morally responsible for her actions entails—at least roughly—attributing 

certain powers and capacities to the individual involved and seeing the behavior as having arisen (in the right way) from the 

person's possession and use of these powers and capacities. The possession of these abilities qualifies an agent as morally 

responsible in a broad sense, that is, as one who may be morally accountable for specific exercises of the agency.  

Appreciative Inquiry Theory (2022) is a positive approach to leadership development and organizational change. The 

method is used to boost innovation among organizations. A company might apply appreciative inquiry to best practices, strategic 

planning, organizational culture, and to increase the momentum of initiatives. This approach has also been applied at the societal 

level for discussion on topics of global importance. For example, non-profit and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) might 

design initiatives across global regions and industry sectors after analysis using appreciative inquiry. 

As cited by Greenwood et.al (2021), Organization theory is concerned with the relationship between organizations and 

their environment, the effects of those relationships on organizational functioning, and how organizations affect the distribution 

of privilege in society. A central concept is an organizational design. Organizational design is important because the ability of 

societies to respond to various problems depends on the availability of organizations with different capabilities. Organization 

theorists are thus interested in the range of organizational designs; their governance, capabilities, processes, and consequences, 

and how new organizational designs arise and become established. Recently, organization theorists have been applying their 

insights to grand challenges and making an impact on practice.  

It is relevant to the current study since these focus on the discussion of the responsibility of individuals in achieving 

certain goals and objectives of the schools. To ensure that learners' potential and self-confidence grow to their full potential, 

stakeholders have a significant role to guide and enable them as well as to provide a stimulating environment. Get stakeholders 

involved in the decision-making process by empowering them. Involved stakeholders can help you make decisions and give you 

the support you need for long-term sustainability. All stakeholders must connect in a meaningful way through collaboration in 

order to build effective educational systems and learning environments. School community place a lot of importance on the 

educational benefits of school community support. 

 

Statement of the Problem 

 

This study aims to find out the effect of the shared responsibility of school community towards school performance in 

the District of Santa Cruz. Specifically, this sought to answer the following. 

1. What is the level of shared responsibilities with regards to: 

 1.1. Stakeholders as to 

  1.1.1. Financial Support 

  1.1.2. Services 

1.2. School Personnel as to 

 1.2.1. Open Communication 

 1.2.2. Expectation 

 1.2.3. Decision Making 

1.3. Parents as to 

 1.3.1. Manpower 

 1.4. Alumni 

  1.4.1. Commitment 

  1.4.2. Achievement  

2. What is the level of School Performance in terms of: 

 2.1. Cohort Survival 

 2.2. Promotion 

 2.3. Retention 

 2.4. Repetition 

 2.5. Completion 

 2.6. Graduation 

 2.7. Transition 

3. Do the shared responsibilities of the stakeholders have significant effect to the School Performance? 

4. Do the shared responsibilities of the school personnel have significant effect to the School Performance? 

5. Do the shared responsibilities of the parents have significant effect to the School Performance? 

6. Do the shared responsibilities of the alumni have significant effect to the School Performance? 
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Research Methodology 

 

 This research explores the effect of shared responsibility to the school performance. However, specifically, it addressed 

the significant effect of school performance.  

 

Research Design 

 

The researcher will use the descriptive method of research to analyze the data systematically. The descriptive research 

method will help the researcher plan and carry out descriptive details about the shared responsibility and school improvement 

plan. 

According to McCombes (2019), Descriptive research aims to accurately and systematically describe a population, 

situation or phenomenon and it includes a purpose and a question. It is the most basic research design; it answers basic questions 

about what is happening in a defined population. 

 

Population and Sampling Technique 

 

In this research, the study's respondents are the school stakeholders, teachers, parents and the community. Purposive 

sampling was done in the selection of the respondents. Purposive sampling, also known as judgmental, selective, or subjective 

sampling, is non-probability sampling. Researchers choose population members to participate in the surveys, relying on their 

judgment. (Alchemer, 2021) 

 

Research Procedure 

 

The research will begin in the first semester of 2022-2023. The pre-oral defense will hold to approve the title, paradigm, 

and problem statement. The procedure for conducting the research will prepare the necessary requirements.  

The self-made questionnaire will be checked and validated by the experts. A written request for permission to conduct 

this study will be signed and noted by the research adviser and the Dean of the College of Teacher Education.  

The proponent will create a self-made questionnaire.  Before distributing the validated questionnaire, the respondents 

will be informed that they will participate in the study as research respondents. The researcher will discuss the study with the 

respondents and request their participation prior to validating the questionnaire. After the validation, the researcher will ask 

permission from the Schools Division Superintendent to conduct her research through a google form. Respondents will give 

enough time to answer the questionnaire. Finally, the researcher will interpret the data collected to determine the effects of the 

shared responsibility of the school community in creating the school improvement plan. 

 

Research Instrument 

 

This study will utilize the self-made questionnaire. It will be validated by the experts. According to Nemoto et. al  (2017), 

a Likert scale is a psychometric scale with multiple categories from which respondents choose to indicate their opinions, attitudes, 

or feelings about a particular issue. This study's Likert type of questionnaires was categorized from one to five (1-5) strongly agree 

to disagree strongly. The first part of the questionnaire will ask the level of shared responsibility with regards to stakeholders as 

to financial support and services, school personnel as to open communication, expectation and decision making, parents as to 

manpower, and alumni as to commitment and achievements. The second part of the questionnaire will ask school performance 

indicators of the respective schools in the District of Santa Cruz. The instrument was validated by Mrs. Analiza T. Madelar, Mrs. 

Riza P. Ayala, Mrs. Marizel Esperanza and Mrs. Maricel Chan, Master Teachers of Santa Cruz, District. The researcher also utilized 

the Likert Scale for the questionnaires as follows:   

 

Scale Verbal Interpretation 

5 Very High 

4 High 

3 Average 

2 Low 

1 Very Low 
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Statistical Treatment of Data 

 

Statistical treatment of data of the present study is shown in the table below. 

 

Statement of the Problem Statistical Tool 

1. To determine the level of shared responsibilities Mean and Standard Deviation 

2. To determine the level of School Performance Average Percentage based on the given data by the schools 

3. To ascertain whether there is a significant effect between 

the shared responsibility of the Stakeholders and school 

performance 

Regression Analysis 

4. To ascertain whether there is a significant effect between 

the shared responsibility of the School Personnel and school 

performance 

Regression Analysis 

5. To ascertain whether there is a significant effect between 

the shared responsibility of parents and school performance 

Regression Analysis 

6. To ascertain whether there is a significant effect between 

the shared responsibility of alumni and school performance 

Regression Analysis 

 

Results and Discussion 

 

Level of Shared Responsibility  

       In this study, the level of shared responsibility of school community includes stakeholders as to financial support and 

services. School personnel as to open communication, expectation and decision making, parents as to manpower and alumni as to 

commitment and achievements and was determined by mean and standard deviation. 

Table 1. Level of Shared Responsibilities with regard to Stakeholders as to Financial Support 

Statements 

The financial support.  

Mean Standard 

Deviation  

Remarks 

1. is evident. 4.70 0.58 Strongly Agree 

2. is important in school needs. 4.75 0.53 Strongly Agree 

3. can help in improving the school. 4.71 0.55 Strongly Agree 

4. is appropriately utilized for the school's needs. 4.75 0.52 Strongly Agree 

5. is appropriately managed for the school's needs. 4.76 0.53 Strongly Agree 

Overall Mean = 4.73 

Standard Deviation= 0.54 

Verbal Interpretation= Very High 

 

Table 1 shows the level of shared responsibility of the school community with regard to stakeholders as to financial 

support. The respondents strongly agree that the financial support of the stakeholders was appropriately managed for the school’s 

needs (M= 4.76, SD= 0.53). They strongly agree that the financial support given by the stakeholder is important to provide for the 

school’s needs (M= 4.75, SD= 0.53). On the other hand, the financial support is evident (M= 4.70, SD= 0.58)  

      The overall mean of 4.73 indicates that the level of stakeholders’’ financial support is very high. This means that stakeholders 

shared responsibility in school helped to improve schools for children’s education and concern.  

 As cited in Lee et. al (2017) As they go into greater detail below, financial stakeholders are becoming more and more 

interested in being involved in the strategic planning processes of businesses as they are subject to rising scrutiny and pressure 

about the social benefits of their actions. Freeman, et.al (2017) Stakeholders engagement describes all practices an organization 

undertakes to identify relevant stakeholders and manage their needs, establish different interaction approaches and create learning 

processes from and with stakeholders through education and training.  

Table 2. Level of Shared Responsibilities with regard to Stakeholders as to Services 
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Statements 

The Services…  

Mean Standard 

Deviation  

Remarks 

1. is evident. 4.82 0.48 Strongly Agree 

2. is essential in school needs. 4.69 0.55 Strongly Agree 

3. can help in improving the school. 4.70 0.54 Strongly Agree 

4. is ensured through the collaboration and effort of the school and stakeholders. 4.76 0.51 Strongly Agree 

5. is consistent. 4.82 0.49 Strongly Agree 

Overall Mean = 4.76 

Standard Deviation= 0.52 

Verbal Interpretation= Very High 

 

Table 2 shows the level of shared responsibility of the school community with regard to stakeholders as to services. 

Respondents strongly agree that the services of the stakeholders were evident (M= 4.82, SD= 0.49). They strongly agree that the 

services were ensured through the collaboration and effort of the school and stakeholders (M= 4.76, SD= 0.51). On the other hand, 

the services were essential in the school needs (M= 4.69, SD= 0.55). 

The overall mean of 4.76 indicates that the level of stakeholders’ services is very high. This means that the services 

offered by the stakeholders were relevant in improving the school. 

Based on the research of Shah (2019), institutions can improve the quality of service they offer if they listen to and 

incorporate feedback given by stakeholders.  According to Gbadamosi et. al (2019), service quality in higher education is 

determined by the extent to which stakeholders’ needs and expectations are satisfied. 

Table 3. Level of Shared Responsibilities with regard to School Personnel as to Open Communication 

Statements 

The open communication….  

Mean Standard 

Deviation  

Remarks 

1. is evident. 4.81 0.49 Strongly Agree 

2. is important in the school's performance. 4.75 0.48 Strongly Agree 

3. can help in improving the school’s performance. 4.73 0.49 Strongly Agree 

4. is effective. 4.77 0.47 Strongly Agree 

5. is consistent. 4.79 0.50 Strongly Agree 

Overall Mean = 4.77 

Standard Deviation= 0.48 

Verbal Interpretation= Very High 

Table 3 shows the level of shared responsibility of the school community with regard to school personnel as to open 

communication. Respondents strongly agree that open communication with school personnel was evident (M= 4.81, SD= 0.49). 

They strongly agree that open communication was consistent (M= 4.79, SD= 0.50). On the other hand, open communication can 

help in improving a school’s performance. (M= 4.73, SD= 0.49)   

  The overall mean of 4.77 indicates that the level of school personnel’s open communication is very high. This means that 

open communication of the school personnel encourages stakeholders to increase engagement and participation levels in achieving 

a good performance. 

To support the result of the study Safir (2017) states that honest conversations between administrators and staff are the 

prerequisite for growth. Growth occurs through reflection, and effective communication can reveal diversions from the goal in a 

teacher's practice. And also, (Llopis, 2017) states that in-person communication is more transparent because people can read 

indirect communication, and this leads to fewer misunderstandings. 

Table 4. Level of Shared Responsibilities with regard to School Personnel as to Expectation 

Statements 

The Expectation….  

Mean Standard 

Deviation  

Remarks 

1. is high. 4.81 0.48 Strongly Agree 
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2. is attainable. 4.76 0.51 Strongly Agree 

3. helps increase the school's performance. 4.79 0.50 Strongly Agree 

4. is aligned with the goals or objectives of the school. 4.80 0.49 Strongly Agree 

5. ensures the development of the school plan.  4.81 0.48 Strongly Agree 

Overall Mean = 4.80 

Standard Deviation= 0.49 

Verbal Interpretation= Very High 

 

Table 3 shows the level of shared responsibility of the school community with regard to school personnel as to 

expectations. Respondents strongly agree that expectation with school personnel was high and ensured the development of the 

school plan (M= 4.81, SD= 0.48). They strongly agree that expectations were aligned with the goals and objectives of the school 

(M= 4.80, SD= 0.49). On the other hand, expectations were attainable based on the increasing school’s performance. (M= 4.76, 

SD= 0.51)   

  The overall mean of 4.80 indicates that the level of school personnel’s expectations is very high. This implies that 

expectations encourage the school community to work hard to achieve certain goals such as high school performance. 

 As stated by Semke, et. al (2017), what we learn about expectations, from family and community, can help develop a 

deeper understanding of what students need to be successful members of rural communities. Family and community understanding 

of education shape how students succeed in school. Supported by (Delavande, 2017) Setting expectations is a common human 

practice which affects many domains, such as education, economics, health, income, etc.  

Table 5. Level of Shared Responsibilities with regard to School Personnel as to Decision Making 

Statements 

The decision making…  

Mean Standard Deviation  Remarks 

1. is coherent. 4.77 0.54 Strongly Agree 

2. is clear. 4.78 0.52 Strongly Agree 

3. is aligned with the needs of the school for the improvement of its 

performance.  
4.78 0.50 Strongly Agree 

4. is made with the influence of the school personnel. 4.77 0.51 Strongly Agree 

5. is created with all available information specifically the pros and cons of 

the plan and project. 
4.78 0.53 Strongly Agree 

Overall Mean = 4.78 

Standard Deviation= 0.52 

Verbal Interpretation= Very High 

Table 5 shows the level of shared responsibility of the school community with regard to school personnel as to decision-

making. Respondents strongly agree that decision-making with school personnel was created with all available information 

specifically the pros and cons of the plan and projects (M= 4.78, SD= 0.53). They strongly agree that decision-making was aligned 

with the needs of the school for the improvement of its performance (M= 4.78, SD= 0.50). On the other hand, decision-making 

was made with the influence of the school personnel (M= 4.77, SD= 0.51)   

The overall mean of 4.78 indicates that the level of school personnel’s decision-making is very high. This indicates that 

decision-making can affect individual and school actions toward school performance. 

 According to Xia et al. (2019) investigated the nature of decision making was shown to be tightly coupled in areas such 

as performance standards, curriculum, and professional development, a loose coupling was identified in the area of budget and 

financial oversight. In addition to that, identified that while budget remains a central facet of the school operational decision-

making process, loose coupling has allowed much of the financial decision making to be shifted to the principal level in the sample 

population. Supported by (Klocko et al, 2019), a critical aspect of a superintendent’s role is to exhibit flexibility in decision making 

based upon current contexts, such as dwindling financial resources. 

Table 6. Level of Shared Responsibilities with regard to Parents as to Manpower 

Statements 

The manpower….  

Mean Standard 

Deviation  

Remarks 

1. is evident. 4.77 0.54 Strongly Agree 
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2. is essential in school needs. 4.72 0.56 Strongly Agree 

3. can help in improving the school’s performance. 4.75 0.54 Strongly Agree 

4. is ensured through the collaboration and effort of the school and school 

community. 
4.73 0.54 Strongly Agree 

5. is consistent. 4.78 0.52 Strongly Agree 

Overall Mean = 4.75 

Standard Deviation= 0.54 

Verbal Interpretation= Very High 

 

Table 6 shows the level of shared responsibility of the school community with regard to parents as to manpower. 

Respondents strongly agree that manpower with school personnel was consistent (M= 4.78, SD= 0.52). They strongly agree that 

manpower was evident (M= 4.77, SD= 0.54). On the other hand, manpower was essential in school needs (M= 4.72, SD= 0.56)   

The overall mean of 4.75 indicates that the level of parents’ manpower is very high. These results imply that manpower 

is relevant in attaining certain goals and objectives of the school. 

 According to Nirav (2015) school organization has a large component of manpower resources. The school is an 

organization composed of people of Manpower planning process seeks to ensure that the people with right fit in the required 

number are placed at the right time in the organization. Stated by  

Ashwini (2018), manpower planning is a very important tool and technique of human resource management. It basically 

aims at maintaining and improving the ability of an organization to attain the goals of an organization by developing and utilizing 

properly its human resources. 

Table 7. Level of Shared Responsibilities with Regard to Alumni as to Commitment 

Statements 

The Commitment….  

Mean Standard 

Deviation  

Remarks 

1. is evident. 4.79 0.50 Strongly Agree 

2. is essential in school needs. 4.74 0.52 Strongly Agree 

3. is built between school and community. 4.77 0.51 Strongly Agree 

4. is classified according to school needs. 4.75 0.52 Strongly Agree 

5. It takes a significant amount of time to develop and improve the school's 

goals. 
4.79 0.50 Strongly Agree 

Overall Mean = 4.77 

Standard Deviation= 0.51 

Verbal Interpretation= Very High 

Table 7 shows the level of shared responsibility of the school community with regards to alumni as to commitment. 

Respondents strongly agree that commitment with alumni was evident (M= 4.79, SD= 0.50). They strongly agree that it takes a 

significant amount of time to develop and improve the school's goals. (M= 4.79, SD= 0.50). On the other hand, commitment is 

essential in school needs (M= 4.74, SD= 0.52)   

      The overall mean of 4.77 indicates that the level of alumni’s commitment is very high. This indicates that the commitment of 

alumni plays a valuable role in building and helping the school. 

As cited by Womac (2018), commitment has been associated with intent to remain within a profession or organization, 

suggesting that commitment is an important component of career retention. Commitment to one's academic major may also 

provide information about university retention. Supported by Semke, et al (2017) that the importance of commitment to the 

development of the school plan is also covered. 

Table 8. Level of Shared Responsibilities with Regard to Alumni as to Achievements 

Statements 

The Achievements  

Mean Standard 

Deviation  

Remarks 

1. shown the efforts of the alumni. 4.77 0.51 Strongly Agree 

2. indicates the importance of the alumni. 4.74 0.55 Strongly Agree 

3. reveal the strong sense of persistence and the performance of the alumni. 4.78 0.52 Strongly Agree 

4. express the solidarity of the alumni and school. 4.79 0.51 Strongly Agree 
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5. reveal the success of the alumni of the school. 4.81 0.50 Strongly Agree 

Overall Mean = 4.78 

Standard Deviation= 0.52 

Verbal Interpretation= Very High 

 

Table 8 shows the level of shared responsibility of the school community with regards to alumni as to achievements. 

Respondents strongly agree that achievements reveal the success of the alumni of the school (M= 4.81, SD= 0.50). They strongly 

agree that achievement expresses the solidarity of the alumni and school (M= 4.79, SD= 0.51). On the other hand, achievements 

indicate the importance of the alumni (M= 4.74, SD= 0.55)   

The overall mean of 4.78 indicates that the level of alumni achievement is very high. This implies that the alumni’s 

achievement is powerful in revealing their accomplishments in their respective schools and they play a vital role in achieving the 

goals and objectives of the schools. 

Amayki (2017) stated that stakeholders have expectations of schools that go beyond the schools meeting just the 

minimum acceptable standards. The schools should provide education that will shape the character of the students to become good 

citizens and at the same time equip them with the requisite knowledge to contribute to the economic growth and development of 

the nation. They are also used to convince stakeholders, especially parents or guardians, that schools are efficient and up to the 

task. In addition to tests scores being used to judge performance of schools, they also are used to make important decisions about 

students, for example, for classification, retention, and promotion (Moses et. al., 2017). 

 School Performance 

    In this study, School performance includes cohort survival, promotion, retention, repetition, completion, graduation, and 

the transition was determined by mean and standard deviation. 

  Table 9.  School Performance in terms of Cohort Survival 

SCHOOLS 
Cohort Survival 

Average per School 
2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 

School A 95% 93% 93% 94% 

School B 101.91% 123.50% 105.87% 110% 

School C 86.91% 92.92% 92.72% 91% 

Average per SY 94.61% 103.14% 97.20%  

 Average Percentage = 98.31% 

Table 9 shows the school’s performance in terms of cohort survival for three consecutive school years. The percentage 

of a cohort of students who are enrolled in the first grade of the education cycle in a given school year. Among the three schools, 

school B attained more than the target gaining 110%, followed by school A gaining 94% and school C. The average percentage of 

98.31% for the three-school year means that schools perform better in terms of cohort survival. This implies that the cohort 

survival rate of the three schools holds power and efficiency. It indicates that they have low dropout and high retention.  

According to PSA, Cohort Survival the percentage of enrollees at the beginning grade or year in a given school year who 

reached the final grade or year of the elementary/secondary level.  In addition to that, ACPS (2019) the cohort survival rate is the 

ratio of the number of students enrolling in a grade this year to the number of students that were in the earlier grade the previous 

year. For example, the 2013 cohort survival rate for kindergarten to first grade is the number of 2013 first grade students divided 

by the number of kindergarten students in 2012. The number is commonly expressed as a percentage. 

Table 10.  School Performance in terms of Promotion 

SCHOOLS 
Promotion 

Average per School 
2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 

School A 100% 100% 100% 100% 

School B 100% 100% 100% 100% 

School C 94.44% 100% 100% 98% 

Average per SY 98.15% 100.00% 100.00%  

 Average Percentage= 99.38% 

Table  10 shows the school’s performance in terms of promotion for three consecutive school years. The percentage of 

the students who are promoted to the next grade/year level. Among the three schools, schools A and B attained more than the 

339

Violalyn Edra Gallardo / International Journal of Research Publications (IJRP.ORG)

www.ijrp.org



target gaining 100%, followed by 98 % of school C. The average percentage of 99.38% for the three-school year means that 

schools perform better in terms of promotion. This implies that the promotion rate of the three schools holds power and efficiency. 

It indicates that they have low dropout and high retention. This indicates that the school's initiatives were successful and that the 

students' learning environment was favorable. 

The study’s findings are supported by (Leibur, et. al, 2021) Teacher professional qualification is very essential in 

education of learners. This improves teachers’ professionalism which is a necessity in class delivery which enhances learners’ 

promotion rates to the next class. Hence, learners’ promotion rates are aspects of internal efficiency in learning institutions. 

Supported by Alharbi (2018) promotion rates is an aspect of the internal efficiency of education, which shows the percentage at 

which the ECE children’s cohort is transited to grade one in public primary schools. This is likely to affect the education of many 

children, which makes school administration be confronted with problem of finding out ways and to what degree promotion rates 

affect children and the schools. 

Table 11. School Performance in terms of Retention 

SCHOOLS 
Retention 

Average per School 
2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 

School A 94% 102% 98% 98% 

School B 104% 104.39% 108% 105% 

School C 101.65% 99.90% 98.61% 100% 

Average per SY 99.88% 102.10% 101.54%  

 Average Percentage= 101.17% 

Table  11 shows the school’s performance in terms of retention rate for three consecutive school years. The percentage 

of students who re-enroll from one year to the next. Among the three schools, school B attained more than the target gaining 105% 

followed by 100 % of school C and 98% of school A. The average percentage of 101.17% for the three-school year means that 

schools perform better in terms of retention. Given the high percentage of students who enrolled in a given school year and 

returned the next year, this indicates that the three schools were performing well. 

The results were supported by (Huddleston, 2017) Even if students do in fact receive more developmentally appropriate 

content after being retained, the experience might be related to social stigmatization and lower expectations, which may have 

negative effects on student success.  (Goos et al., 2021) Recent meta-analytic evidence of rigorous studies indicates that, on 

average, grade retention is associated with neither an academic benefit nor harm for students. 

Table 12.  School Performance in terms of Repetition 

SCHOOLS 
Repetition 

Average per School 
2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 

School A 1% 0% 0% 0.33% 

School B 0% 0% 0% 0% 

School C 5.93% 3.26% 0.77% 3.32% 

Average per SY 2.31% 1.09% 0.26%  

 Average Percentage= 1.22% 

Table  12 shows the school’s performance in terms of repetition for three consecutive school years. The percentage of 

students who start in a particular grade level and continue in that grade the following school year. Among the three schools, school 

B has a low percentage of repletion with 0% followed by 0.33 % of school A and 3.32% of school C. The average percentage of 

1.22% for the three-school year means that schools repetition rates were low meaning the schools perform better since they have 

low proportion of repeaters. The low percentage of students who did not repeat a grade indicates that the schools' intervention 

programs were efficient and that they place a significant emphasis on every student's educational growth. 

Crouch et.al (2017) suggest that the inflation in early primary grades may be related to issues around provision of pre-

primary education or early childhood development and education.  In addition to that, Brunette et. al (2017) the findings suggest 

that expanding access to pre-primary education may reduce early primary repetition and improve the efficiency of the basic 

education cycle overall. 

Table 13.  Performance in terms of Completion 

SCHOOLS 
Completion 

Average per School 
2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 

School A 93% 93% 93% 93% 
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School B 114% 115.18% 118.17% 116% 

School C 85.09% 92.92% 100% 93% 

Average per SY 97.36% 100.37% 103.72%  

 Average Percentage= 100.48% 

Table 13 shows the school’s performance in terms of completion for three consecutive school years. The percentage of 

students who enter an educational institution in the first grade or year who finish the level in the specified number of years of 

study. Among the three schools, school B attained more than the target gaining 116%, followed by school A and C gaining 93%. 

The average percentage of 100.48% for the three-school year means that schools perform better in terms of completion. This 

indicates that the success of a particular project or activity inside a school is defined by its completion rate. The school 

interventions were effective enough to help students finish their level of education. 

Foreman-Murray, S., et. al (2022) evidence from the literature indicates a significant positive relation between school-

engagement and completion of high school and mixed indications for the connection between restrictive educational placement 

and school completion. Strom et. al., (2017), teachers are resources for students, in that they have the ability to encourage student 

achievement. obtained similar results in that parental expectations were linked to student achievement along with parental 

participation in school activities, parent-teacher conferences, and helping the student with homework. 

Table 14.  School Performance in terms of Graduation 

SCHOOLS 
Graduation 

Average per School 
2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 

School A 100% 100% 100% 100% 

School B 100% 100% 100% 100% 

School C 97.91% 100% 100% 99% 

Average per SY 99.30% 100.00% 100.00%  

 Average Percentage= 99.77% 

Table 14 shows the school’s performance in terms of graduation for three consecutive school years. The percentage of 

students who advance to the following grade or year. Among the three schools, schools A and B attained 100%, followed by school 

C gaining 99%. The average percentage of 99.77% for the three-school year means that schools perform better in terms of 

graduation. This implies that the school's programs were efficient as well as the learning environment for the students was 

encouraging. 

The results of the study were supported by Jimmerson, 2022, although other risk factors play a role in student dropouts, 

grade retention was one of the strongest predictors. Foreman-Murray, S., et. al (2022) evidence from the literature indicates a 

significant positive relation between school-engagement and completion of high school and mixed indications for the connection 

between restrictive educational placement and school completion.  

Table 15. Level of School Performance in terms of Transition 

SCHOOLS 
Transition 

Average per School 
2019-2020 2020-2021 2021-2022 

School A 106% 100% 100% 102% 

School B 90.27% 127.43% 104.82% 108% 

School C 109.86% 103.68% 100% 105% 

Average per SY 102.04% 110.37% 101.61%  

 Average Percentage= 104.67% 

Table 15 shows the school’s performance in terms of transition for three consecutive school years. The percentage of 

students who move to the next high level of education. Among the three schools, school B attained more than the target gaining 

108%, followed by school C gaining 105% and school C gaining 102%. The average percentage of 104.67% for the three-school 

year means that schools perform better in terms of transition. This indicates that schools assess students' readiness to advance to 

the next higher level of education and make efforts towards that goal. 

Mechthild R. et. al. (2022) positive experiences and unique views on the transition and the first year of secondary school 

could contribute to a more optimistic and inclusive transition planning. This model emphasizes that effective transition programs 
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will involve families as well as children and foster strong family–school–community partnerships (Caspe et al., 2018) with the 

potential to create strong relationships that continue to grow and develop as the child progresses through school. 

Table 16. Summary of the table for the School Performance 

  Cohort Survival (%POI) 
Promotion 

(%POI) 

Retention 

(%POI) 

Repetition 

(%POI) 

School 
2019-

2020 

2020-

2021 

2021-

2022 

2019-

2020 

2020-

2021 

2021-

2022 

2019-

2020 

2020-

2021 

2021-

2022 

2019-

2020 

2020-

2021 

2021-

2022 
A 0.32 0.31 0.31 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.31 0.34 0.33 0 0 0 
B 0.34 0.41 0.35 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.35 0.35 0.36 0 0 0 
C 0.29 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.33 0.33 0.34 0.33 0.33 0.02 0.01 0 

 

Completion 

(%POI) 

Graduation 

(%POI) 

Transition 

(%POI) Result

s 
Categories 

School 
2019-

2020 

2020-

2021 

2021-

2022 

2019-

2020 

2020-

2021 

2021-

2022 

2019-

2020 

2020-

2021 

2021-

2022 
A 0.31 0.31 0.31 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.35 0.33 0.33 1.96 Better 
B 0.38 0.38 0.39 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.3 0.42 0.35 2.03 Better 
C 0.28 0.31 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.37 0.35 0.33 1.94 Better 

Legend: 

Categories Interval Scores 

Good 0.50-1.49 

Better 1.50-2.49 

Best 2.50-3.00 

Result from table 16 revealed the summary of school performance in terms of cohort survival, promotion, retention, 

repetition, completion, graduation, and transition. Better performances of the school were observed given the data in each category. 

School B attain the score of 2.03, followed by school A with the score of 1.96, and school C with the score of 1.94. This conclude 

that school perform better with the helped of stakeholders, school personnel parents and alumni. The collaborative effort of the 

group result to improve the school goal. 

The result is supported by National Academy (2019) Indicators is very important. It reflects the contribution of a given 

school (school s) to growth in student achievement after controlling for all student-level factors, pretest and student characteristics. 

Equivalently, it captures all of the achievement. As defined, the total performance indicator gives an unambiguous ranking of 

schools, but the exact range and magnitude of the indicator are somewhat arbitrary.  

Table 17. Significant Effect of Shared Responsibilities of the Stakeholders to the School's Performance 

School Performance 

Shared Responsibilities- Stakeholders 

Financial Support Services 

t-value p-value Analysis t-value p-value Analysis 

Cohort survival -12.586 0.049 Significant 12.679 0.004 Significant 

Promotion 0.866 0.546 Not Significant 32.764 0.016 Significant 

Retention 4.704 0.133 Not Significant 12.478 0.035 Significant 

Repetition -1.848 0.316 Not Significant 5.718 0.011 Significant 

Completion 11.564 0.037 Significant 7.198 0.021 Significant 

Graduation 1.732 0.333 Not Significant 16.198 0.028 Significant 

Transition -1.305 0.416 Not Significant 14.198 0.008 Significant 

  As shown in Table 17, the shared responsibilities of stakeholders in terms of financial support has a significant effect in 

school performance in terms of cohort survival with (t-value= -12.586, p-value= 0.049) and completion with (t-value= 11.564, p-

value= 0.037). The p value is less that the alpha value of 0.05. While no significant effect in promotion (t-value= 0.822, p-value= 

0.866), retention (t-value= 4.704, p-value= 0.133), repetition (t-value= -1.848, p-value= 0.316). graduation (t-value= 1.732, p-

value= 0.333), transition (t-value= -1.305, p-value= 0.416). The p value is greater than the alpha value of 0.05.  

Shared responsibility of stakeholder in terms of services has significant effect in school performance in terms of cohort 

with (t-value= 12.679, p= 0.004) promotion (t-value= 32.764, p-value= 0.016), retention (t-value= 12.478, p-value= 0.035), 

repetition (t-value= 5.718, p-value= 0.011), completion (t-value= 7.198, p-value= 0.021), graduation (t-value= 16.198, p-value= 

0.028), transition  (t-value= 14.198, p-value= 0.008), All p value is less than the alpha value of 0.05. This means that the services 

of the stakeholder helped to improve the school performance and meet the goal and objectives.   

342

Violalyn Edra Gallardo / International Journal of Research Publications (IJRP.ORG)

www.ijrp.org



It is supported by Bronn, et. al. (2019) argue that mental models, which are individual or shared views of how things 

work, distinguish stakeholders from one another. As stated also by Freeman, et.al (2017) Stakeholder engagement describes all 

practices an organization undertakes to identify relevant stakeholders and manage their needs, establish different interaction 

approaches and create learning processes from and with stakeholders through education and training. 

Table 18. Significant Effect of Shared Responsibilities of the School Personnel to the School's Performance 

School 

Performance 

Shared Responsibilities- School Personnel 

Open Communication Expectation Decision Making 

t-value p-value Analysis t-value p-value Analysis t-value p-value Analysis 

Cohort -2.809 0.218 
Not 

Significant 
-19.406 0.033 Significant 0.941 0.519 

Not 

Significant 

Promotion 0.51 0.700 
Not 

Significant 
-0.799 0.571 

Not 

Significant 
8.89 0.037 Significant 

Retention 6.007 0.005 Significant -5.959 0.106 
Not 

Significant 
18.914 0.021 Significant 

Repetition -9.938 0.020 Significant 1.555 0.364 
Not 

Significant 
-12.258 0.026 Significant 

Completion 14.027 0.042 Significant -1.716 0.336 
Not 

Significant 
0.632 0.641 

Not 

Significant 

Graduation 13.618 0.032 Significant -2.149 0.277 
Not 

Significant 
11.892 0.030 Significant 

Transition -2.682 0.227 
Not 

Significant 
2.621 0.232 

Not 

Significant 
4.452 0.027 Significant 

As shown in Table 18, the shared responsibilities of school personnel in terms of open communication has a significant 

effect in school performance in terms of retention with (t- value= 6.007, p-value= 0.005), repetition with (t-value= -9.938, p-

value= 0.020), completion with (t-value= 14.27, p-value= 0.042) and graduation with (t-value= 13.618, p-value= 0.032). The p 

value is less that the alpha value of 0.05. While no significant effect in cohort survival (t-value= -2.809, p-value= 0.218), promotion 

(t-value= 0.51, p-value= 0.700), and transition (t-value= -2.682, p-value= 0.227). The p value is greater than the alpha value of 

0.05.  

Shared responsibility of school personnel in terms of expectation has significant effect in school performance in terms of 

cohort survival with (t-value= -19.406, p-value= 0.033). The p value is less than the alpha value of 0.05. While no significant 

effect in promotion (t-value= -0.799, p-value=0.571), retention (t-value= -5.959, p-value= 0.571), repetition (t-value= 1.555, p-

value= 0.364), completion (t-value= -1.716, p-value= 0.277), graduation (t-value= -2.149, p-value= 0.277), and transition (t-

value= 2.621, p-value= 0.232). The p value is greater than the alpha value of 0.05. 

Shared responsibility of school personnel in terms of decision making has significant effect in school performance in 

terms of promotion with (t-value= 8.89, p-value= 0.037), retention with (t-value= 18.914, p-value= 0.021), repetition with (t-

value= 12.258, p-value= 0.026), graduation with (t-value= 11.892, p-value= 0.30), and transition with (t-value= 4.452, p-value= 

0.027). The p value is less than the alpha value of 0.05. While no significant effect in cohort survival with (t-value= 0.941, p-

value= 0.519), and completion with (t-value= 0.632, p-value= 0.641). The p value is greater than the alpha value of 0.05. This 

means that the services of the stakeholder helped to improve the school performance and meet the goal and objectives. 

The results is supported by Jaakson (2018) conducted work along a similar vein, looking at how stakeholder engagement 

differs by stakeholder type, by exploring the role stakeholders play in formulating organizational value statements. And according 

to Desai (2018) Stakeholder collaboration typically refers to joint activities with external stakeholders, and it can be depicted as a 

means for organizations to pursue goals that would otherwise be difficult to achieve internally. 

Table 19. Significant Effect of Shared Responsibilities of the Parents to the School's Performance 

School Performance 

Shared Responsibilities- Parents 

Manpower 

t-value p-value Analysis 

Cohort 51.884 0.012 Significant 

Promotion 0.117 0.926 Not Significant 

Retention 8.208 0.019 Significant 

Repetition -0.362 0.779 Not Significant 

Completion 8.958 0.014 Significant 
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Graduation 15.82 0.003 Significant 

Transition 12.151 0.027 Significant 

As shown in Table 19, the shared responsibilities of parents in terms of manpower has a significant effect in school 

performance in terms of cohort survival with (t-value= 51.884, p-value= 0.012), retention with (t-value= 8.208, p-value= 0.019), 

completion with (t-value= 8.958, p-value= 0.014), graduation with (t-value= 15.82, p-value= 0.003), and transition with (t-value= 

12.151, p-value= 0.027). The p value is less that the alpha value of 0.05. While no significant effect in promotion (t-value= 0.117, 

p-value=0.926), and repetition (t-value= -0.362, p-value= 0.779). The p value is greater than the alpha value of 0.05.  

As stated also by Freeman, et.al (2017) Stakeholder engagement describes all practices an organization undertakes to 

identify relevant stakeholders and manage their needs, establish different interaction approaches and create learning processes 

from and with stakeholders through education and training. In addition to that, Ashwini (2018), stated that manpower entails 

consideration of several steps with relevant input before the estimation of manpower requirements can be arrived at and involves, 

the identification of the source of supply to meet the requirements, taking into consideration various constraints. Manpower 

planning process seeks to ensure that the people with right fit in the required number are placed at the right time in the organization. 

Table 20. Significant Effect of Shared Responsibilities of the Alumni to the School's Performance 

School 

Performance 

Shared Responsibilities- Alumni 

Commitment Achievements 

t-value p-value Analysis t-value p-value Analysis 

Cohort -1.039 0.488 Not Significant 12.053 0.043 Significant 

Promotion 7.289 0.021 Significant 0.887 0.538 Not Significant 

Retention -9.457 0.026 Significant 7.718 0.01 Significant 

Repetition -13.457 0.027 Significant -12.271 0.024 Significant 

Completion 42.564 0.003 Significant 2.145 0.278 Not Significant 

Graduation 8.577 0.007 Significant 2.494 0.243 Not Significant 

Transition 0.577 0.667 Not Significant -8.743 0.032 Significant 

As shown in Table 20, the shared responsibilities of alumni in terms of commitment has a significant effect in school 

performance in terms of promotion with (t- value= 7.289, p-value= 0.021), retention with (t-value= -9.457, p-value=0.026), 

repetition with (t-value= -13.457, p-value= 0.027), completion with (t-value= 42.564, p-value= 0.003) and graduation with (t-

value= 8.577, p-value= 0.007). The p value is less that the alpha value of 0.05. While no significant effect in cohort survival (t-

value= -1.039, p-value=0.488), and transition (t-value= 0.577, p-value= 0.667). The p value is greater than the alpha value of 0.05.  

 Shared responsibility of school personnel in terms of achievements has significant effect in school performance in terms 

of cohort survival with (t-value= 12.053, p-value= 0.043), retention with (t-value= 7.718, p-value= 0.01), repetition with (t-value= 

-12.271, p-value= 0.024), and transition with (t-value= -8.743, p-value= 0.032). The p value is less than the alpha value of 0.05. 

While no significant effect in promotion with (t-value= 0.887, p-value=0.538), completion with (t-value= 2.145, p-value=0.278), 

and transition with (t-value= -8.743, p-value=0.032). The p value is greater than the alpha value of 0.05. 

 According to Desai (2018) Stakeholder collaboration can also embrace how stakeholders come together to identify and 

develop solutions to wicked issues. Stakeholder inclusion often refers to the presence of stakeholders in organizational activities, 

such as decision-making, to include stakeholders’ perspectives and knowledge in improving value creation. Supported by Semke, 

et al (2017) that the importance of commitment to the development of the school plan is also covered. 

Summary of Findings 

 

The study was conducted to determine the effect of shared responsibility of school community towards performance in 

the District of Santa Cruz. 

Specifically, this research sought to provide relevant information based on the following research questions (1) What is 

the level of shared responsibilities with regards to (1.1) Stakeholders as to (1.1.1) Financial Support (1.1.2) Services, (1.2) School 

Personnel as to (1.2.1) Open Communication, (1.2.2) Expectation, (1.2.3) Decision Making, (1.3) Parents as to (1.3.1) Manpower, 

(1.4) Alumni, (1.4.1) Commitment, (1.4.2) and Achievement,  (2) What is the level of School Performance in terms of (2.1) Cohort 

Survival, (2.2) Promotion, (2.3) Retention, (2.4) Repetition, (2.5) Completion, (2.6) Graduation, and (2.7) Transition, (3) Do the 

Shared Responsibilities of the Stakeholders have significant effect to the School Performance? (4) Do the Shared Responsibilities 

of the School Personnel have significant effect to the School Performance? (5) Do the Shared Responsibilities of the Parents have 

significant effect to the School Performance? (6) Do the Shared Responsibilities of the Alumni have significant effect to the School 

Performance? 
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The descriptive design was utilized to analyze the data systematically. A survey and a research-made questionnaire in the 

form of a 5-point Likert scale were used. Mean and standard deviation were used for the descriptive questions, while the Two-

Sample T-test was used for the inferential questions. 

The salient points of the study presented found that the level of shared responsibilities with regards to stakeholders as to 

financial support and services, school personnel as to open communication, expectation and decision making, parents as to 

manpower, and alumni as to commitment and achievements were very high respectively. This means that the shared 

responsibilities of the school community are efficient and evident. 

 School Performance based on the given data of the three schools in terms of cohort survival, promotion, retention, 

repetition, completion, graduation and transition, the schools perform better in the three consecutive years. This conclude that the 

helped of stakeholders, school personnel parents and alumni are relevant. The collaborative effort of the group result to improve 

the school goal. 

 The shared responsibilities of stakeholders in terms of financial support has a significant effect in school performance in 

terms of cohort survival and completion. Since the p value is less that the alpha value of 0.05. While no significant effect in 

promotion, retention, repetition, graduation, and transition. Since the p value is greater than the alpha value of 0.05. The shared 

responsibility of stakeholder in terms of services has significant effect in school performance in terms of cohort, promotion, 

retention, repetition, completion, graduation, and transition since p value is less than the alpha value of 0.05. This means that the 

services of the stakeholder helped to improve the school performance and meet the goal and objectives. 

 The shared responsibilities of school personnel in terms of open communication has a significant effect in school 

performance in terms of retention, repetition, completion and graduation. While no significant effect in cohort survival, promotion, 

and transition. Shared responsibility of school personnel in terms of expectation has significant effect in school performance in 

terms of cohort survival. While no significant effect in promotion, retention, repetition, completion, graduation, and transition. 

Shared responsibility of school personnel in terms of decision making has significant effect in school performance in terms of 

promotion, retention, repetition, graduation, and transition. While no significant effect in cohort survival, and completion. This 

means that the services of the stakeholder helped to improve the school performance and meet the goal and objectives.   

 The shared responsibilities of parents in terms of manpower has a significant effect in school performance in terms of 

cohort survival, retention, completion, graduation, and transition. While no significant effect in promotion, and repetition. 

The shared responsibilities of alumni in terms of commitment has a significant effect in school performance in terms of promotion, 

retention, repetition, completion and graduation. While no significant effect in cohort survival, and transition. Shared 

responsibility of school personnel in terms of achievements has significant effect in school performance in terms of cohort survival, 

retention, repetition, and transition. While no significant effect in promotion, completion, and transition. 

 

Conclusion 

 

In accordance with the findings, the conclusions were made: 

 

The respondents evaluated the research anchored through the data that shows the respondents strongly agree which means 

very high with all the statement provided that illustrates its positive impact on them.  The research also reveals significant effect 

between school community and school performance across all indicators under each parameter. 

Therefore, the hypothesis is partially rejected, stating that there is significant effect in the level of shared responsibilities 

of the stakeholders in terms of financial support and services. The hypothesis is also partially rejected, stating that there is 

significant effect in the level of shared responsibilities of the school personnel in terms of open communication, expectation and 

decision making. The shared responsibilities of the parents in terms of manpower shows significant effect as evaluated by 

respondents. And lastly, the shared responsibilities of the alumni in terms of commitment and achievements shows significant 

effect as well. 

 

Recommendations 

Based on the findings and conclusion of the study, the following recommendations are hereby endorsed. 

1. The school community may continue to support those schools to help them perform at their highest levels.  

2.. Schools may keep on organizing community forums to encourage the school community about the significant relationship 

between school performance and the future of the learners. 

3. To accomplish the highest level of school performance, school personnel may continue to have open communication, goal-

oriented decisions, and better services. 

4. Parents and alumni may continue to provide resources, commitment, and support for more projects and achievement that seek 

to enhance school performance and the academic achievement of learners. 
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5. In order to continue working toward achieving the highest performance level possible for the school, future researchers may 

conduct a study about school performance and shared responsibilities. 
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