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Abstract

This study investigates the influence of strategic partnership practices on the performance of elementary
school leaders in the City Schools Division of Cabuyao. Strategic partnerships—whether with parents, local
communities, government agencies, non-governmental organizations, or private institutions—provide critical
support in addressing resource constraints, enhancing instructional quality, and fostering innovation. A descriptive
correlational research design was employed in the study, involving 447 elementary teachers from various schools
during the 2025-2026 school year. A researcher developed a questionnaire and from DepEd SBM Indicator to
collect the data. Findings reveal that leaders who actively cultivate and sustain strategic partnerships demonstrate
stronger competencies in instructional supervision, stakeholder engagement, and organizational management.
Partnerships were shown to enhance decision-making processes, build trust among stakeholders, and increase
leaders’ adaptability in responding to challenges such as curriculum reforms, resource shortages, and community
expectations. Moreover, the study highlights that those partnerships contribute to sustainable school development
by aligning external support with internal priorities, thereby reinforcing the resilience and responsiveness of
school leadership.

Keywords: Influence of Strategic Partnership Practices on the Performance of Elementary School Leaders

1. Introduction

School personnel and other school heads are concerned about the student's welfare and academic
success. They are responsible for being interested in and sensitive to the student’s struggles and progress in
school. The DepEd Partnership Strategic Framework by Rolly Soriano, under the Adopt-a-School Program, is
composed of three conceptual frameworks: cooperation, performance, and governance. The collaboration
framework is the foundation for the institutional attitude toward partnering, partnering policies, delivery
capabilities, and agreed-upon goals (Soriano, n.d.). On the other hand, the performance framework affects the
demand for partnerships, an incentive to partner, and what worked and did not work well in the relationship.
Finally, the governance framework is the foundation, encompassing partnership institutions, partnership
strategies, partnership values, procedures, benefits, coordination, decision-making and monitoring (Llego,2020)
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In line with this, a strategic framework helps a school identify its goals and objectives to achieve student and
organizational success.

With good planning and communication, parents, teachers, administrators, principals, school heads
and the community will all be working toward the same goals. Ong (2016) stated that successful strategic plan
implementation requires developing high-output teams and continually monitoring all progress. This is because
not all employees understand how their jobs benefit the organization; employee unhappiness is common in
corporations, non-profits and even schools. When employees see a strategic plan, it helps them commit to their
work because it shows that their work matters and it is part of a larger strategy to help their school succeed.
Now the heads of the schools will have a roadmap to follow, assess and change to make better governance
decisions and give direction for the future of the school. Most importantly, despite the best intentions of all
parties to improve the quality of life in our communities through lifelong learning, several obstacles may impede
effective collaboration among academic departments/faculties. School personnel and other school heads are
concerned about the student's welfare and academic success. They are responsible for being interested in and
sensitive to the student’s struggles and progress in school.

The DepEd Partnership Strategic Framework by Rolly Soriano, under the Adopt-a-School Program, is
composed of three conceptual frameworks: cooperation, performance, and governance. The collaboration
framework is the foundation for the institutional attitude toward partnering, partnering policies, delivery
capabilities, and agreed-upon goals (Soriano, n.d.). On the other hand, the performance framework affects the
demand for partnerships, an incentive to partner, and what worked and did not work well in the relationship.
Finally, the governance framework is the foundation, encompassing partnership institutions, partnership
strategies, partnership values, procedures, benefits, coordination, decision-making and monitoring (Llego,2020)

2. Literature Review
2.1 Strategic Partnership Practices

The data processing of the study or the legal foundation will be DepEd Partnership Strategic
Framework that has the conceptual frameworks of collaboration, performance, and governance. The
cooperation framework is the base of the delivery capabilities, partnering policies, institutional partnering
mindset, and mutually agreed-upon goals. While the performance framework influences the desire for
partnerships, the motivation to partner, and the relationship’s successes and failures. The final piece of the
foundation is the governance framework, which includes partnership institutions, partnership strategies,
partnership principles, procedures, and benefits. It helps with coordination, decision-making, and monitoring
(Department of Education, 2022).

The school partnerships were founded as a mechanism for schools to work for mutual benefit,
according to the description. This is in contrast to other types of school-to-school partnerships, such as those in
which a “successful” school leader and their school assist less successful schools in improving (Ngobeni, 2024),
a relationship that has been criticized for legitimizing “new forms of dependency, perpetuating existing
imbalanced power relations. ”Understanding how schools can work with one another and with other
organizations are of broad interest, since it pertains to a variety of international contexts and forms of
cooperation. While schools have been given more authority in managing their budgets, the external support
services on which they previously relied have been drastically reduced. This creates a climate in which schools,
although being rivals, are increasingly required to help one another. This is a move away from the direct control
of schools by local governments, towards governance through networks and alliances of schools (Nehez &
Blossing, 2020). There is a significant gap in accessible research due to the increased importance of school-to-
school cooperation.
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As the world becomes increasingly diverse, so too have expectations of schools from the community.
This is being intensified by a greater understanding that society as a whole, not just schools, is responsible for
educating its citizens. Schools are now focusing more on building alliances with the wider community
including parents, organizations, businesses and other educational institutions (Ewulley et al., 2023).
Assessments can be used to systematically assess how well a program, practice, intervention or initiative is
achieving the school’s goals. It will help identify what is working well and areas where a partnership program
or venture in general could benefit from improvement. In order to help students, achieve their goals and create
a sense of community pride and dedication that can impact the overall success of the school, school leaders
allocate additional resources to the institution (Zamiri & Esmaeili, 2024).

2.2 Stakeholder Engagement

Moreover, Transformational leadership is a style of leadership that goes beyond managing tasks; it
inspires people to do more than they thought they could. Transformational leaders create a clear vision,
motivate others with passion, and build strong relationships based on trust and empathy. They don’t just focus
on their own interests but work with others to bring about real change (Davis & Thilagarah, 2022). In the
school setting, this type of leadership helps school heads form stronger partnerships with parents, LGUSs,
NGOs, and the community. By inspiring and motivating others, school leaders can unite different stakeholders
to work toward shared goals. This not only strengthens partnerships but also leads to better school performance
and improved student outcomes.

Eden et al. (2024) stated that collaboration among educators, parents, and the community is essential
for improving school performance. They emphasize that collaborative leadership fosters a sense of shared
purpose, encouraging stakeholders to work together toward common goals. This approach enhances teacher
efficacy and student achievement, as teachers benefit from shared expertise and resources. Furthermore,
Cojorn and Sonsupap (2024) found that collaborative professional development initiatives lead to improved
instructional practices, which are crucial for enhancing student learning outcomes.

Transparent, responsive, and flexible collaborations work best (Cagatan & Quirap, 2024). Academic
development in the information age is fueled by a collaborative attitude fortified by a competitive spirit. All
in the interest can boost student success by demonstrating partnerships that blend a collaborative approach
with a competitive spirit.

According to the People in Need Philippines (2024), the collaboration framework of the Local
Government Unit (LGU), non-governmental organization (NGO)/Private Sector, and Department of Education
(DepEd) includes the institutional mindset of partnership as part of their functions under the general welfare
clause of their roles. Institutional partnership mindset is also a philanthropic priority and advocacy. The general
practice is to seek aid to support DepEd initiatives, as well as numerous unwritten policies and practices
regulating partnerships.

A partnership mindset is made up of internal ideas held by practitioners that are widely acknowledged
as necessary for establishing good collaborations. A partnership mindset, according to Minnaert et al. (2020),
is a set viewpoint that leads to the ability and desire to create high-quality collaborations in which both parties
achieve more than they could alone. Organizations that create the ideal work environment for forging
partnerships can help employees develop the right mindset. A shared sense of accountability reinforced by a
strategy of continuous improvement that incorporates the entire school community is an important component
of collaborative collaboration. This is a cyclical process that can start with an asset and needs evaluation that
includes student, family, and educator involvement. The evaluation can contribute to the discovery of mutually
agreed-upon objectives, programs, outcomes, and indicators, as well as the tracking of pertinent student,
school, and community data (Maier & Niebuhr, 2021).

Local education groups should participate in all phases of the education planning process, according
to the World Bank (2022), bringing together bilateral collaborators, intergovernmental institutions, teacher
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organizations, civil society, and private sector organizations and institutions involved in the education sector
to maximize synchronization and alignment. The local education group is responsible for the country's
students, and its members are collectively responsible to one another.

Both at the global level, through participation in the constituency-based organization, and at the
national level, as the principal policymakers and administrators of education systems, partner country
governments take a crucial role. The necessity of government administration and comprehensive, collaborative
policy dialogue is emphasized. All school heads must work together to effectively transform education and
deliver a quality education to all students (Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development, n.d.).

Laws and policies direct the implementation of programs and activities in schools. The transfer from
policy to implementation can be complicated, with implications throughout the educational system. “Inclusive
involvement of stakeholders and school heads” is one of the areas that can either delay or help the transition
from policy to action (Stephens, 2020).

When separately operating entities join together to collaborate, the aspect of management addresses
the difficulties of moving from governance to executing activities toward accomplishing goals. Traditional
hierarchical administrative approaches are being replaced by considerations of communication methods, roles,
and duties. Shifting roles in university-school partnerships has emerged as an endeavor to give teachers more
control over the curriculum by allowing them to develop their own ideas (Matriano, 2024). Performance
management is a critical aspect of school leadership that directly impacts school performance. According to
Comighud and Writes (2021), effective school heads implement performance management systems that
include setting clear goals, monitoring progress, and providing feedback. This systematic approach not only
holds educators accountable but also creates a culture of continuous improvement. The alignment of
instructional practices with performance goals is essential for achieving desired outcomes, as highlighted by
Schildkamp et al. (2020), who note that data-driven decision-making enables principals to tailor interventions
to meet the specific needs of their students.

According to Lapuz and Pecajas (2022), school heads have three characteristics. The first is power, or
how much a school head has or may obtain access to authoritarian, utilitarian, or ethical ways of imposing
his or her will on the partnership. The second feature is legitimacy, which refers to how suitable, legitimate,
and desirable a school head relationship is in the societal environment. When the task to be accomplished is
time-sensitive and the work is significant or essential to the school heads, the third attribute is urgency.

Through “adopt a school initiative,” heads such as businesses and government officials can have a
deeper knowledge of schools and forge a more formal connection. As a result of these initiatives, school
heads gain exposure to schools and become aware of needs. At the same time, when professionals work
directly with students in programs, students gain from it. This may boost their motivation as well as the
significance of their learning (Cornico, 2025).

Moreover, demands can only be achieved if partners are open about their objectives and express their
roles and duties, as well as the limits of their aptitudes and capabilities. Parents and teachers must recognize
the crucial relevance of each other's contributions in a student's life in order to collaborate effectively. This
development in learning, understanding, and compassion stems not only from a recognition of the student as
the collaboration's fundamental purpose, but also from a sense of the necessity to maintain complete, flexible,
and differentiated roles and interactions with students (Cornico, 2025).

According to Erickson's Psychosocial Development hypothesis (quoted by McLeod, 2025), if children
are praised and rewarded for their initiative, they will become more productive and confident in their capacity
to attain their goals. If this initiative is not supported, or if it is limited by parents or teachers, the child will
begin to feel inferior, doubting his or her own talents, and thus will not realize his or her full potential. The
parents' involvement becomes a critical role in the child's success, which is why more involvement is
required throughout this time. On the other hand, a child's psychosocial development alters as they grow
older, especially as they approach puberty.
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Typical partnership activity between the university and partnership schools revolved around the needs
of the trainee teacher; however, the study sought to re-imagine this through the development of a collaborative
partnership model focused on developing school-university research-based practice. To facilitate systematic
school-based inquiry, teacher professional knowledge was combined with the expertise of university staff. This
paper describes a qualitative study that included four university participants and seven primary school
participants in the school-based inquiry project. The findings, when viewed through the lens of the concept of
a “Community of Practice” (CoP), demonstrate the practice, relationship, and role changes that occurred. The
main factors that contributed to the development of this particular CoP are discussed in the discussion, including
both their strengths and limitations (Thant Sin, 2021).

2.3 Resource Mobilization

Moreover, the Resource Dependence Theory (RDT) explains that no organization can stand alone; it must
rely on resources and support from its environment. In business, this theory shows how companies build
partnerships to secure what they need and reduce risks. When applied to schools, the same idea holds true.
Schools depend on the support of parents, LGUs, NGOs, and community partners to meet their needs beyond
what the government provides. Through strategic partnerships, school leaders are able to access resources,
strengthen programs, and create opportunities that directly improve school performance. In short, RDT explains
that effective collaboration is not just helpful but essential for schools to thrive in today’s challenging
educational environment (Jiang et al., 2022).

School heads' conflicting interests might make it challenging for them to manage their obligations and
allocated tasks in a partnership. Organizational performance is linked to organizational goals, which are
influenced in part by the organization's approach to competing with school heads’ demands (Aquino et al.,
2021). They are categorized in the literature by their distinct levels of relevance, or resonance, and are appraised
by institutions and partners based on the social constructions of their validity. This classification system includes
several aspects of the school head's involvement in partnership performance.

Successful strategic partnerships entail numerous dimensions and motivations. School heads' motivation
for partnering varies; nonetheless, the most successful partnerships are predicated on a common value system
and objective alignment. Schools were driven to investigate the advantages of using the power of inter-
organizational collaborations, such as district-university partnerships, as a result of rising demands and
diminishing resources (Yang et al., 2022).

When there is significant engagement and structures in place for collaboration at the network or district
level, local community schools are more likely to be successful and maintained. This necessitates a management
and financing plan that emphasizes shared accountability for the community schools as well as the
communitywide project and its relevant programs. The majority of schools combine and weave federal, state,
and local resources. General education, primary learning, emotional, mental and physical health, special
education, public security, and health care are all examples of this (Maier & Niebuhr, 2021).

According to Mbanefo (2022), the method of strategic organization allows academic institutions to

establish how they will devote resources in the long term to support the school's goal. They expanded on this
fundamental finding by proposing that the focus of institutional educational design should be on enriching
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learner experiences and improving learner outcomes. It is proposed that the institutional strategic approach be
seen more widely as a transition process.

The desire to build a more collaborative approach has been a component of the orientation as school
systems in many nations redesign their organizational aspects and programs. Indeed, some authors claim that
current reform efforts are based on collaborative approaches. As a result, support of collaboration as a means
of attaining progress has followed shared governance projects. Consequently, the need for collaboration has
become a common element in reform discourse (Kaufman et al., 2020). In the business world, it appears that
precisely stated shared benefits are required for private sector collaboration. If only the public institution gains
from a cross-sector partnership, the collaboration may appear to be more like a charity than an alliance. If just
the company gains, this might be considered exploitation (Waerder et al., 2021).

The basic premise of cross-sector collaboration is that each organization contributes capabilities that they
are uniquely qualified to provide (Ba et al., 2024). Complementarity refers to the interchange of resources and
the sharing of goals and benefits based on various interests. Intangible resources, such as time or skill, as well
as tangibles, such as student creative projects being merged into business design work, are examples of
exchanges of investments and advantages. For organizations, rewards may include media exposure, establishing
a company identity with the collaborative issue to engage new employees or improving present staff morale
(Mailani et al., 2024).

2.4 Policy Alignment

The DepEd Partnership Strategic Framework (Department of Education, 2022), which serves as the legal
foundation for partnership initiatives, demonstrates policy alignment by ensuring that partnerships adhere to
established policies and institutional strategies. Within this framework, the governance component covering
partnership institutions, principles, procedures, and benefits also promote communication and transparency
through decision-making, coordination, and monitoring mechanisms that ensure accountability among
stakeholders.

Similarly, Aquino et al. (2021) point out that collaborating just for personal gain is likely to fail given the
intricacy of the collaborative process. Furthermore, they also mentioned that an inter-organizational partnership
with shared goals is one of these extremes. The concept of shared goals and preparation for strategic education
partnerships, and toward enhancing sustainable development, is essential to partnership. In education, it appears
that precisely stated shared values are required for collaboration. If only the public institution gains from a
cross-sector partnership, the collaboration may appear to be more like a charity than an alliance. If just the
company gains, this might be considered exploitation.

Cross-sector collaboration is based on the fundamental tenet that each business delivers capabilities that
they are specifically competent to offer. The sharing of objectives and advantages based on multiple interests,
as well as the exchange of resources, is referred to as complementarity. Examples of exchanges of investments
and advantages include tangibles like student creative efforts being incorporated into business design work, and
intangibles like time or skill. For firms, benefits could include media attention, building a brand identity around
the cooperative project to attract new personnel, or boosting current staff morale (Resonance Global, n.d.).

The appointment of members from each organization to plan, develop, and manage the partnership
activities is an important component of the process of building successful partnerships centered on administrator
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education (Hesselgreaves et al., 2021). These people, or school heads, are critical to the successful cooperative
educational leadership development initiatives and implementation. Designated school heads are given the
chance to develop, define, and shape these alliances, bringing their diverse concepts and values to this
collaborative process.

Furthermore, successful school partnerships are built on leadership, trust, consistency, preparation, and
long-term outreach (Ngobeni, 2024). Other important characteristics are reciprocity, in which both school heads
gain in some way, and capacity alignment and pooling, which avoids redundancy and instead fills in service
shortages.

Governance is the concept that members in a collaboration construct frameworks and rules for decision-
making and other limitations connected to collective action in a cooperative manner. It is a negotiated process
that occurs as a collaboration develops. Most public sector institutions, including higher education institutions,
now function within a paradigm focused on partnerships for the effective provision of service and projects. It
has been argued that in a broad and varied society with diffused power, effective governance can only be
attained through formal inter-sectoral partnerships (Wang & Ran, 2021).

Education reformers stated that, as challenging as forming and maintaining partnerships can be, meaningful
reform necessitates community collaboration. Many schools and community organizations are now interested
in forming significant collaborative partnerships (Carvalho et al., 2021).

Samuel and Kiu Publication Extension (2024) categorizes the school's collaborations into four groups:
business partnerships, mentorship partnerships, corporate sponsors, and community partners. Industry
partnerships support the instructional programs of the institution. They guarantee that courses adhere to
professional requirements. Additionally, they facilitate communication between the school and the relevant
training bodies and present increasingly diverse student awards. Mentoring alliances provide staff and students
with mentoring and job opportunities. The creative projects of the school are supported financially or materially
by sponsors from the industry. Community partners support and mentor students as they learn how to take
charge of their futures. Students take part in volunteer work in the community.

Valk and Kratovits (2021) has also developed a descriptive framework for the partnerships among school
heads of professional higher education institutions in the ground of internal security, which includes four key
parts: (1) stakeholders/school heads, (2) collaboration essence, (3) collaboration structures, and (4) factors that
influence collaboration. A mutual interest-based cooperation partnership and a continuous implementation
partnership are the two types of relationships identified by the framework. The first type involves heads of the
school with a lot of informal authority, and communication is built on shared interest and trust, whereas the
second type is more reliant on the school heads and requires formal cooperation aimed at reaching broad norms
or goals.

It has been suggested that effective governance can only be achieved through formal inter-sectoral
partnerships in a large and diverse society with diffused power. The majority of public institutions, including
those in higher education, currently operate according to a paradigm that emphasizes partnerships for the
efficient delivery of services and projects (Aivalli et al., 2025).

A study by Gower et al. (2020) states that the advantages of school-community collaboration are well

documented in government reports and academic literature. Several government initiatives have been launched
to actively involve parents and the community in school matters. Furthermore, various agencies have developed
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resource kits and guidelines to help schools and communities develop and foster partnerships, as well as
partnership agreements.

Collaborative governance and policies can enable whole-child educational practices and professional
development for teachers and administrators, as well as frameworks and procedures that enable shared decision-
making at the school site involving children, families, and key school heads. The principal and school
management positions are critical in establishing a participative management culture, which includes
collaborating with the community school facilitator, partners, and personnel to actively incorporate students,
families, and school heads into the school community, its features, and decision-making practices (Maier &
Niebuhr, 2021).

Seven criteria of good planning, including inclusion and openness, support a methodology that is thorough
and takes into consideration a wide range of relevant information. This implies that the school development
strategy must be designed in such a manner that it taps into all pieces of knowledge and assistance while calling
on everyone's contribution in making decisions regarding the school's future orientation. The advancement of
student learning is the primary goal of school improvement efforts like site-based governance, school bodies,
shared decision planning, and teacher professionalism (Carvalho et al., 2021).

2.5 Communication and Transparency

Collaboration with the school head is typically based on shared interests and personal ties (e.g.,
intervention, socializing, joint image building, cooperation councils), or on a formal basis or subordination. The
factors which influence collaboration the most were those linked to trust and professionalism, with informal
collaboration being particularly valued (de Jong et al., 2022).

Thus, partnerships are essential for academic success, with a focus primarily on communication and
involvement with a wide range of community leaders and professionals. The methods by which school leaders
undertake strategic partnerships and how they validate their strategic partnerships are presumed to be
significantly related. The numerous internal and external entities that comprise a school or institution must be
known to and understood by school leaders. The overwhelming pressure of reducing personnel, resources, and
accountability to raise student test results makes it one of the most challenging opportunities for a principal to
create connections between the school heads and the whole school community. This is also one of the
opportunities that get disregarded the most. It is a given that a principal needs to build a collaborative partnership
with the employees and parents of the school. Still, the external environment of the school spans a far more
comprehensive range of various community organizations (Grissom et al., 2021).

The participation of a wide variety of school heads is likely to be beneficial to the school and the students
who are enrolled there. If schools and other community organizations are committed to engaging families in
meaningful and culturally respectful ways, and if families are actively supporting their children's learning and
development, then the quality of education will be improved if it is a shared responsibility between schools and
other community organizations. This will also enhance the quality of education for families.

Typically, collaboration is seen as a process in which multiple school leaders look for answers that
transcend their individual perspectives, where collaborative operation is seen as a crucial fundamental
requirement for achieving short- and long-term goals that might not have been achieved if they were done
separately, and where specific stages can be distinguished (McTigue et al., 2023).

Engagement between school heads was a critical component of this move from what can be considered
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mass planning to contextual and personalized planning. Chater et al. (2022) assisted the change by stating that
humans are products of social interactions and that how they understand reality, as a result, is a function of such
interactions. As a result, every strategic plan had to take into consideration the facts that inspired their
perspective.

In line with this, everyone benefits when schools and community organizations collaborate to support
learning. Partnerships have the potential to strengthen, support, and even transform individual partners, resulting
in higher program quality, more efficient resource use, and better alignment of goals and curricula. Learning
partnerships can support student outcomes. In addition to supporting student learning directly, partnerships can
have additional benefits to students and their families. They can provide continuity of services across the day
and year, easing school transitions and promoting improved attendance in after-school programs, facilitate
access to a range of learning opportunities and developmental supports, providing opportunities for students
and teachers alike to experiment with new approaches to teaching and learning, facilitate information sharing
about specific students to best support individual learning, and provide family members with alternative entry
points into the school day to support their student’s learning (Kayser & Kane, 2021).

3. Methodology

The researcher utilized a descriptive-correlational design in this study. The descriptive study design
enables the researcher to pinpoint traits, probabilities, patterns, and classifications. It aids in the analysis and
description of the distribution of one or more variables without consideration of any other or causal hypothesis.
On the other hand, the correlation design measures two or more variables as they are presented and establishes
whether a relationship exists between variables (Bhandari, 2021). This approach collects the necessary
quantifiable data to test a specific event within a population. It allows the investigation of frequencies and
characterization. Therefore, using a descriptive-correlational design allows the researcher to further evaluate
the information acquired and to adequately describe the statement of the problem of this study.

Hence, this research design is fit for the study since it helps to correlate and determine the influence
of the strategic practices of the school heads in the school performance. Moreover, it also aids in determining
the practices of the school heads in performing strategic partnership as well as the level of performance of the
school heads assigned school. Aside from this, it also helps to discover how strategic partnership influences
school performance as well as the significant difference between strategic partnership practices of school heads
and school performance when grouped according to the respondents’ demographic profile. The result of the
study permits the researcher to further evaluate the improvements and provide a strategic intervention to address
the issues and concerns of the school heads in strengthening partnerships.

4. Results and Discussions

This chapter presents, analyzes and interprets data gathered to address the sub-problem related to the
main problem of this study. This section presents the study's findings in response to the research questions.

Table 1

Profile Of Teachers and Master Teachers

Age f %
46 years old and above 109 24.4
41-45 years old 90 20.1
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36-40 years old 101 22.6
31-35 years old 81 18.1
25-30 years old 66 14.8
Sex f %
Male 1 41 9.2
Female 2 406 90.8
Designation/ Position f %
Master Teacher 111 4 0.9
Master Teacher 11 10 2.2
Master Teacher I 24 5.4
Teacher VI 39 8.7
Teacher V 10 2.2
Teacher IV 19 43
Teacher I11 105 23.5
Teacher I1 51 11.4
Teacher I 185 41.4
School Size f %
Mega Large 213 47.7
Large 149 333
Medium 73 16.3
Small 12 2.7
Teaching Experience F %
21 years and above 75 16.8
16-20 years 89 20.0
11-15 years 106 23.8
6-10 years 90 20.2
1-5 years 8687 19.3
Highest Educational Attainment F %
Doctorate Degree Holder 5 1.1
With Units in a Doctorate Degree 14 3.1
Master’s Degree Holder 139 31.1
With Master’s Units 161 36.1
Bachelor’s Degree Holder 128 28.6
School SBM Level F %
Level 111 240 53.7
Level 11 202 45.2
Level 5 1.1

The demographic data reveal fairly mature teachers and master teachers. The largest share falls in the
46-year-old-and-above category (24.4%), followed closely by those aged 36-40 (22.6%) and 41-45 (20.1%).
Only 14.8% are in the youngest group (25-30). This indicates that a large percentage of the respondents are
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already in the middle and late career stages. This result aligns with the study by Maghubela (2025), in which
respondents reported positive classroom experiences and experiences in practice. Simultaneously, the lower
share of younger teachers suggests a shortage of early-career teachers relative to more experienced teachers.

Regarding sex, the data is dominated by females, with 90.8% female and only 9.2% male. This is
typical of the teaching workforce, particularly in basic schools, where the teaching fraternity is predominantly
female. This unequal representation can affect communication patterns, leadership, and even involvement in
professional development. It further implies that this demographic fact should be taken into account by
programs or policies when developing interventions or support systems (NUfiez-Canal et al., 2025) with regard
to designation or position, the majority of respondents are in entry- to mid-level teaching positions. Teacher |
has the highest percentage (41.4%), followed by Teacher 111 (23.5%) and Teacher 11 (11.4%). Higher ranks like
Master Teacher I, 11 and I11 are a subset of the group, comprising a significantly smaller proportion. This shows
that the largest numbers are still in the lower ranks of the teaching career ladder. It further means that the number
of highly experienced mentors or instructional leaders is fewer than the number of classroom teachers, which
can influence mentoring, supervision, and teaching support (Alzouebi et al., 2025).

The data on school size indicate that almost half of the participants (47.7%) attend mega-large schools,
followed by large schools (33.3%). Very few are attended at medium (16.3) and small schools (2.7). This
indicates that a majority of teachers are teaching in highly populated school settings, which tend to have larger
class sizes, heavier workloads and more intricate administrative requirements. These circumstances may
directly impact the effectiveness of teaching, classroom management, and the provision of individualized
instruction.

Experience evidence confirms the previous finding regarding a rather seasoned workforce. The largest
group has 11-15 years of experience (23.8%), followed by those with 6-10 years (20.2%) and 16-20 years
(20.0%). Even those aged 21 and above make up 16.8%. The percentage with 1-5 years’ experience is only
19.3. This distribution indicates that the largest percentage of teachers is not novice teachers. What you are
dealing with is a group that may have already developed teaching practices and professional routines, which
can provide consistency but may also require more specific implementation approaches when introducing new
methods or innovations.

Most teachers have pursued graduate studies. The largest proportions, 36.1 percent and 31.1 percent,
are represented by those who possess master's units and complete master's degrees, respectively. Only 28.6%
have a bachelor’s degree as their highest qualification, and the percentage of those with doctoral qualifications
or units is very low. This means that there is a great desire to pursue professional growth and career progression.
It further implies that a large percentage of teachers are also in a position to use sophisticated teaching methods,
conduct research and exercise leadership.

Lastly, at the School-Based Management (SBM) level, the majority of schools are at higher levels,
with 53.7% at Level 111 and 45.2% at Level 1. Only 1.1 are on the Level I. This implies that most schools are
already in highly developed phases of implementing SBM practices, including better governance, stakeholder
involvement, and resource management. In your study, this implies that the context in which teachers work is
more organized and progressive and therefore can promote the implementation of programs and initiatives.

Part 11. Extent of the School Leaders in Performing Strategic Partnerships

Table 2 shows that the school leaders exhibit a very high level of stakeholder engagement, as the
overall mean of 3.70 falls within the 3.25-4.00 range and is considered in the very extent category (VGE). The
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standard deviation of 0.48 indicates that the answers are well concentrated, i.e., the respondents have a linear
understanding of strong stakeholder participation in school management and affairs, which aligns with the study
by Sarmiento-Marquez et al. (2023).

Table 2

Extent of Practicing Stakeholder Engagement

Indicator Mean SD VI

1 Ensures active participation of internal and external stakeholders in 3.74 0.46 VGE
school governance and operations.

2. Fosters mutual trust and collaboration between the school and external 3.69 0.49 VGE
organizations to support school goals.

3. Builds partnerships with local government units, NGOs, and the private 3.68 0.51 VGE
sector to address learners’ needs.

4. Effectively and efficiently implements its Programs, Projects, and 3.73 0.47 VGE
Activities (PPAs), which are aligned to its strategic plan.

5. Maintains open communication channels with stakeholders for 3.69 0.48 VGE
feedback and suggestions on school initiatives.

6. Conducts an annual recognition and awarding of stakeholders at the 3.70 0.50 VGE
end of the school year.

7. Ensures that partnership initiatives reflect inclusivity and equal 3.70 0.49 VGE
representation of all groups.

8. Promotes shared accountability with stakeholders in achieving the 3.69 0.48 VGE
school’s mission and vision.

Overall 3.70 0.48 VGE

Legend: 1.0-1.74 (Least Extent/LE); 1.75-2.49 (Moderate Extent/ME); 2.50-3.24 (Great Extent/GE); 3.25-4.00 (Very Great Extent/VGE)

This general conclusion is supported by every indicator. The most highly rated item (mean of 3.74)
indicates that school leaders actively involve both internal and external stakeholders. This implies that the
teachers, parents, community members, and external partners not only have access to information but also
actively participate in decision-making and in running the school.

Next to this is the successful execution of Programs, Projects, and Activities (PPASs) aligned with the
school's strategic plan, with an average score of 3.73. This implies that the stakeholders' interests are not
confined to consultation but also to participation in the implementation of school programs, which is consistent
with the study by Endo et al. (2025).

There are other indicators that confirm strong engagement practices. The efforts to maintain motivation
and recognize contributions to long-term relationships are evident in the annual recognition and awards for
stakeholders (3.70). Equally, ensuring inclusivity and equal representation (3.70) emphasizes that school leaders
are keen on providing a voice to all stakeholder groups, which is fundamental to establishing an equal and
participatory governance process, consistent with the study by Ermita and Baysa (2025). Opened
communication channels (3.69) and a constructive, working relationship with mutual trust and collaboration
(3.69) indicate that the school has active, positive relationships with its stakeholders. These principles establish
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the culture in which feedback is welcomed, and openness and collaboration are maintained.

The possibility of developing partnerships with local government units, NGOs, and the private sector
(3.68) also demonstrates that the engagement is not limited to the school community but extends to other
institutions that could help meet learners' needs. This increases the resources and opportunities for students.
Finally, encouraging shared accountability (3.69) indicates that the stakeholders not only understand the mission
and vision of the school but also learn to be responsible partners in the journey to accomplish them, which
makes them committed and responsible.

Altogether, the results reveal that school leaders are highly effective at involving stakeholders at
various levels. All these are seen in their active participation, good collaboration, inclusion and sustained
communication. The high ratings across all indicators indicate that stakeholder engagement is fully incorporated
into leadership practices in schools and plays an important role in facilitating school improvement and achieving
strategic goals.

Table 3

Extent of Practicing Resource Mobilization

Indicator Mean SD VI

1. Identifies potential sources of financial, material, and human resources to

371 048 VGE
support school programs.

2. Develops proposals and partnership agreements to generate additional resources

for the school. 3.63 0.52 VGE

3. Utilizes school and community resources efficiently to maximize impact. 3.69 049 VGE
4. Implements management strategies to mobilize resources. 3.69 049 VGE
5. Mobilizes internal and external resources to sustain ongoing school initiatives. 380 197 VGE

6. Establishes transparent systems for managing and accounting for all acquired 366 050 VGE

resources.
7. Encourages teachers and staff to take part in resource-generating activities. 3.64 052 VGE
8. Allocates resources equitably to meet the needs of all learners and staff. 3.64 051 VGE

Overall 3.68 0.68 VGE
Legend: 1.0-1.74 (Least Extent/LE); 1.75-2.49 (Moderate Extent/ME); 2.50-3.24 (Great Extent/GE); 3.25-4.00 (Very Great Extent/VGE)

Table 3 shows as regards resource mobilization, the school leaders have very high-performance
standards as reflected in the overall mean value of 3.68 with interpretive range (3.25-4.00) or very great extent
(VGE). The response deviations range within a single standard deviation (0.68) which suggests consistency in
perceptions, while there is evidence of small variations. In real school situation, the management and
maximization of available resources is quite possible enabled by the appropriate use of Maintenance and Other
Operating Expenses (MOOE), financial support from Local Government Units (LGUSs), and assistance from
community partners. In many schools, these resources are used for day-to-day school operations, enhancing
school facilities, developing learning materials and supporting students' activities, particularly when schools'
regular school budgets are set at limited levels.

The mean score of the indicators was highest at the internal and external mobilization of resources to
support school programs and projects with a mean score of 3.80. It is a reflection of the fact that school officials
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work proactively with the LGU, Barangay leaders, parents, alumni and private sector to mobilize extra resources
to the school's needs. For many schools, LGUs and community partners provide the funds for elementary
repairs, feeding programs, school materials and technology devices, and MOOE funds are allocated wisely to
ensure that schools continue to run. This is not the case however with a high standard deviation (1.97) which
shows there is a high variation of responses. This indicates that support and donations will be particularly good
in some schools, while others may not receive the same support or partnerships and instead may face shortages
in external support resources, as mentioned by Daly et al. (2025).

School leaders showed a high level of performance in identifying possible sources of financial
resources (mean score 3.88), material resources (mean score 3.78) and human resources (mean score 3.71). This
indicates that school heads are proactive in finding opportunities that can help improve school programs and
services. In actual practice, school leadership create connections with LGUs, non-governmental organizations,
private donors and parent organizations to secure extra funding in addition to the regular MOOE distribution.
They further promote community engagement in school programs and activities for the support of resource
generation. The study by Alvarez et al. (2023) underscores the need for strategic planning and effective
collaboration with stakeholders to enhance school resource management, and this finding reinforces that
argument.

Similarly, the scale items relating to the effective utilization of school and community resources, and
the use of management strategies to mobilize resources, both had a mean rating of 3.69. This implies that school
leaders are not only about getting the resources but also to making sure they are used appropriately in line with
school priorities and learners' needs. In truth, effective use of MOOE is very important to a clean and safe
school, in the acquisition of learning materials, the payment of utilities, and the school's success in school
improvement initiatives. Care is also taken that donations from the LGUs and other stakeholders are directly
used to benefit the learners and teachers. These practices demonstrate good financial management and
demonstrate that school leaders are taking action to ensure that the resources they have are maximized to
improve teaching and learning conditions.

A mean of 3.66 on the systems to ensure the transparency of the management and accounting of
resources. This is indicative of how the director of schools prepares financial reports, documentation of books
and other donated resources, and liquidations in schools. Transparency is crucial as stakeholders (E.g., teachers,
parents and LGUs) want adequate monitoring and reporting of funds and donation given to the school. Proposals
and partnership agreements had a mean of 3.63, indicating that whilst some schools are actively seeking external
support and the development of partnership agreements, there remain some schools that could be struggling
with the three areas listed above.

The lowest means were found for indicators 3.64 (encouraging teachers and staff to engage in resource-
generating activities), and 3.64 (ensuring even distribution of resources) which are still in the very great extent
dimension. This indicates that, overall, participation and fairness is upheld, however there is scope for
improvement. In most schools, teachers have a lot of teaching and administrative responsibilities that might
mean that they may not be able to do more activities to mobilize more resources. In some cases, too, there may
be situations in which school resources are not adequate to meet the needs of all learners and staff, particularly
in a school where there are not a lot of resources outside the school or a large number of students. Overall, the
results show that the school leaders are very effective to mobilize and manage resources in an appropriate way
using MOOE, responsible utilizing of LGU resources, and support from stakeholders and community partner.
But efforts should be further expanded to build cooperation, better proposal writing and ensure more balanced
resources allocation to enhance resource mobilization practices in schools.
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Table 4

Extent of Practicing Policy Alignment

Indicator Mean SD VI

1. Aligns school plans and programs with the Department of Education’s policies

S 3.78 043 VGE
and priorities.

2. Ensures that partnership activities adhere to existing school policies and legal

386 240 VGE
frameworks.

3. Reviews and updates school policies to remain responsive to emerging

educational trends. 3.73 047 VGE

4. Implements school policies that promote collaboration and shared responsibility. 3.70 0.47 VGE
5. Coordinates with higher authorities to ensure policy consistency and compliance. 3.66 0.50 VGE

6. Integrates national and local education goals into the school’s strategic

partnership agenda. 3.65 0.50 VGE

7. Establishes feedback mechanisms to assess the effectiveness of implemented

. 3.64 049 VGE
policies.

8. Evaluates the school’s compliance with policies governing partnerships and

3.63 051 VGE
governance.

Overall 371 0.72 VGE
Legend: 1.0-1.74 (Least Extent/LE); 1.75-2.49 (Moderate Extent/ME); 2.50-3.24 (Great Extent/GE); 3.25-4.00 (Very Great Extent/VGE)

The table 4 shows the results presented in the table 4 indicated that the overall mean of school leaders'
level of practice in policy alignment was 3.71, which lies in the Very Great Extent 3.25-4.00 range. The standard
deviation is 0.72, which signifies that the responses are generally consistent although there are some differences
in perception among respondents. This translates to the strong implementation of policies made by the
Department of Education (DepEd) within the school system, making sure that the school program, activities
and partnerships are consistent with national education standards and legal provisions. School heads will
observe in a strict manner the guidelines and policies of DepEd, including but not limited to school governance,
child protection, Brigada Eskwela, School Improvement Plans (SIP), resource mobilization, and proper
utilization of school funds and resources.

The results also indicate that the partnership activities are integrated with the current policies and legal
frameworks of the school with a mean score of 3.86. It also aligned with the fact that such school partnership
with LGUs and other stakeholders, including private entity and parents, is carefully and comprehensively
accounted to adhere with the school guidelines of DepEd prior to implementation. Although activities and/or
programs are language-centered in many schools, they are still tightly regulated by official Memoranda, e.g.,
DepEd Order No. 21 s. While the current policies are directly referenced, the specific references are omitted
and adopt the language of the Policy Guidelines on the K to 12 Basic Education Program, DepEd Order No. 24,
s. In 2020, the Brigada Eskwela Program and the DepEd Order No. 40, s. 2020 were enacted. The Brigada
Eskwela Program and the DepEd Order No. 40, s. 2020 were issued in 2020. 2012. The policies are followed
to ensure that school activity, donations and partnerships are well managed and good for the learners. But about
the high standard deviation of 2.40 means there are knowledge and interpretation differences between policies
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and stakeholders as indicated by Anyanwu et al. (2025).

The second highest Mean — 3.78 relates to enhancement of school plans and programs consistent with
DepEd policies and priorities. This means that the school leaders have been known to implement school
programs and decisions consistently based on instructions communicated by DepEd and the higher quarters. In
practice, schools match School improvement Plans (SIP), Annual Implementation Plans (AIP) including
learning recovery programs to children learning issues of the DepEd viz. improvement of literacy, inclusive
education and learning continuity. School leaders also receive memoranda on class suspension processes,
enrollment procedures, school health and safety processes and guidelines for the implementation of school-
based activities to ensure adherence and alignment with national education goals. An average of 3.73, the
regular review and update of School policies also demonstrate that leaders are responsive to new directions and
changes in educational policies.

The extent of school leaders' facilitation of a participative governance within the school community
was evaluated in relation to the adoption of policies on collaboration and shared responsibility and scored a
mean of 3.70. In fact, the school involves the teachers, the parents, the School Governing Councils (SGCs), and
stakeholder in the planning and execution of the programs based on DepEd Policy in the practice of stakeholder
engagement and shared governance. Coordination with higher authorities also received a mean rating of 3.66
meaning that school leaders use higher authorities to communicate commonly on policy implementation,
reporting, and how the school is being compliant. This coordination drives the proper implementation of school
directives like DepEd memoranda pertaining to disaster preparedness, modalities of learning and school
operations.

Mean scores on the school strategic partnership agenda integration of national and local goals equaled
3.65, which means that school leaders recognize the importance of school partnerships with broader education
goals. The slightly lower mean may indicate, however, that the integration of external partnerships in long-term
education goals would still face challenges in some schools. Meanwhile, the lowest rating was given to setting
up feedback mechanisms (3.64) and for measuring compliance of policies (3.63), both of which stayed at Very
Great Extent. It implies a need to strengthen policies and their implementation and monitoring and evaluation
systems. For some schools, teachers, parents, and other stakeholders may not necessarily know how to respond
or document and assess feedback because of time constraints, administrative tasks, or a lack of a formal
monitoring process.

Overall, the responses suggest that school leaders are extremely effective in ensuring that the programs
and partnership efforts, as well as operations of the school, are congruent with DepEd policies and educational
priorities. Leaders of schools are showing very good adherence to national and local guidelines with the strict
implementation of DepEd orders and memoranda, proper coordination with higher offices and integration of
school activities with legal and policy requirements. Results also indicate that schools are accountable and have
structured governance when implementing programs and partnerships. Nevertheless, there was some variation
in teacher responses and poorer perceptions of supporting feedback and evaluation systems, indicating there is
scope to enhance monitoring systems in schools and the involvement of stakeholders in the evaluation of
schools' policies. Reinforcing these should help to ensure that policy implementation is done correctly as well
as ongoing evaluation and enhancement of policy to address changing school and learner needs over time.

Table 5 shows that results indicated that school leaders' level of practice in communication and
transparency appeared very high with a mean of 3.69, which is at Very Great Extent in the 3.25-4.00 range.
Standard deviation results of 0.49 mean that the responses are consistent as the stakeholders have a positive
perception of communication practices in the school. This is realized by school leaders running meetings,
sending out memoranda, in groups, via social media, and in school reports that help to share and disseminate
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important information in the actual school context to ensure that information is shared and understood.

Table 5

Extent of Practicing Communication and Transparency

Indicator Mean SD VI

1. Promotes collaboration and harmonious relationships among its personnel. 375 046 VGE

2. Encourages feedback and constructive dialogue from stakeholders on school

3.68 049 VGE
matters.

3. Ensures transparency in decision-making processes and financial transactions. 3.68 050 VGE
4. Uses various communication platforms to promote accessibility and inclusivity. 3.67 0.50  VGE
5. Fosters a culture of honesty and accountability among staff and stakeholders. 3.66 050 VGE

6. Provides regular updates on school performance, projects, and partnerships. 3.68 049 VGE

7. Recognizes the importance of two-way communication in building trust within

the school community. 3.67 050 VGE

8. Ensures that all information shared with the public reflects the school’s integrity

Lo 369 048 VGE
and professionalism.

Overall 369 049 VGE
Legend: 1.0-1.74 (Least Extent/LE); 1.75-2.49 (Moderate Extent/ME); 2.50-3.24 (Great Extent/GE); 3.25-4.00 (Very Great Extent/VGE)

Encouragement of co-operation and good relationships between staff is the highest rated indicator
(mean 3.75). This means the school leaders take steps to foster a positive and productive climate for teaching
and working together with teachers and staff. Collaborating is fostered in many schools in the form of faculty
meeting, team planning, committee work, and school activities that promote unity and teamwork among
teachers in line with Pana (2024). These enable better coordination and build relationships within school.

Being held to account and open in school decisions and activities, which had a mean of 3.68,
demonstrates school leaders' accountability and openness in school activities. School regularly holds meetings
to discuss school programs, MOOE use, donations and project implementation from stakeholders to ensure that
teachers and stakeholders are informed. In order to meet the requirements of DepEd, financial reports and
procurement records of the meetings and liquidation documents are presented in meetings or posted in the
transparency boards, so as to keep stakeholder trust. Through this practice, this helps to ensure that the resources
are being managed appropriate and fairly distributed within the school community.

Communication across the school is participatory and ongoing (3.68), as evidenced by the promotion
of feedback and discussion between stakeholders, and the regular updates to stakeholders about the school's
performance, projects and partnerships. School leaders promote consultation, conferencing and feedback
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processes with teachers, parents and stakeholders across the school community to encourage the expression of
concerns, suggestions and the involvement of all stakeholders in development efforts. Multiple use of
communication platforms with the mean of 3.67 as well, shows that the schools nowadays use now various
social media groups, online messaging applications and official memoranda to ensure the wide and rapid
dissemination of information particularly in relation to emergency announcements and school activities.

Promotion of integrity and accountability (3.66), alongside the emphasis on using two-way
communication to foster trust (3.67), indicate that school leaders prioritize integrity, professionalism and
understanding within school community management. Transparency and discipline in disseminating
information (3.69) is another example of school leaders' adherence to professionalism and transparency in the
school. In practice, schools should communicate relevant information about programs, budgets, schedules and
policies in order to keep the stakeholders informed and engaged in school affairs.

Overall, the findings suggest that school leaders employ communication and transparency in the
administration of the school fairly to perform their tasks and when dealing with stakeholders. Leaders build
trust, cooperation and involvement in the school community through regular communication, clear financial
management, open discussions and responsible sharing of information. The practices help ensure improved
coordination, better school operations and better partnerships that contribute to the desired outcomes and
objectives of the school.

Table 6

Extent of Practicing Capacity Building Initiatives

Indicator Mean SD VI

1. Organizes capacity-building programs to enhance the competencies of teachers 374 048 VGE
and staff.

2. Encourages participation in seminars, training, and professional development 370 048 VGE
programs.

3. Supports mentoring and coaching initiatives within the school. 3.67 048 VGE
4. Identifies training needs of teachers and staff to improve school performance. 3.74 152 VGE
5. Facilitates learning exchanges and benchmarking activities with other schools. 3.64 051 VGE

6. Promotes continuous professional growth as a shared responsibility among all

staff. 3.69 050 VGE

7. Allocates resources for capacity-building initiatives that align with school goals.  3.70 0.48 VGE

8. Recognizes outstanding professional development efforts among teachers and

staff 3.69 050 VGE

Overall 370  0.62 VGE
Legend: 1.0-1.74 (Least Extent/LE); 1.75-2.49 (Moderate Extent/ME); 2.50-3.24 (Great Extent/GE); 3.25-4.00 (Very Great Extent/VGE)

Table 6 shows that School leaders are very experienced in conducting capacity building activities
overall with school-level mean of 3.70 and with a range of 3.25 — 4.00, or Very Great Extent. The value
mean=0.62 indicates that there is some general uniformity in responses despite some variances noted between
respondents in responses, in this case to the need for training. For the real school environment, this implies that
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school leaders engage proactively in teachers' professional development via Learning Action Cell (LAC)
sessions, In-Service Training (INSET) sessions, seminars and workshops, coaching and Technical Assistance
(TA) by school heads, master teachers, and education supervisors.

The most highly scored indicators, both with a mean of 3.74, are the organization of capacity building
programs and the identification of teacher/staff training needs. This reflects a clear commitment from school
leadership to building the professional learning capacity by arranging activities which are relevant and focused
on meeting the needs of staff. In many schools, LAC sessions are held regularly to discuss issues in the
classroom, approaches to teaching, assessing students and planning courses as well as concerns in the school
curriculum, while INSET sessions give teachers the latest in education and teaching strategies that correlate
with DepEd programs and educational reforms. School leaders also identify training needs for staff through
observations in the classroom, performance reviews and professional learning meetings with teachers to make
sure learning opportunities are relevant and effective. The standard deviation of 1.52 of the training needs
indicated, however, that there are differences between the perceptions of the respondents, which mean that those
elementary teachers may believe that their needs are met better than others when it comes to training. This isin
line with what Algarni (2021) found that differ in perceptions among respondents with regard to the training
needs.

Support for capacity building activities (3.70) — school leaders show their commitment to encouraging
participation by providing resources for support activities to reinforce capacity building. To allow teachers and
staff to continually develop their capabilities, in practice schools allocate resources, time and materials to
INSET, division trainings, webinars and capability building measures. School leaders also coordinate with
district and division offices to enable Technical Assistance programs which can support teachers in enhancing
classroom delivery, managing school activities and in achieving compliance with DepEd standards. These are
all examples of targeted professional development, marking a recognition of the work done as a strategic part
of school growth.

The mean scores for obtaining support for mentoring and coaching were 3.67 and for opportunities to
share learning with other schools 3.64 respectively. The results of this survey show that school leaders promote
teamwork and mutual assistance among faculty and school personnel. In fact, mentoring and coaching
frequently occur in the teacher's classroom, between teachers, through Technical Assistance sessions, and by
the master teachers and senior teachers. Teachers are also encouraged to bring up best practice, teaching
strategies and successful experience in the LAC meetings, district meetings and school benchmarking activities.
In this, initiatives contribute to deepening the collaboration and to the learning process of the staff in the schools,
aligning with the findings of educational research conducted by Aldenmyr et al. (2025).

The desire to engage in continuous professional learning as professional responsibility (3.69) and the
knowledge of exceptional performance in professional learning and development activities (3.69) also indicate
the importance school leaders attach to continuous improvement and the willingness of teachers and staff to be
actively involved in professional learning programs. Many schools award recognition in the form of certificate,
commendations, performance ratings and acknowledgment in meetings, school events. This recognition
encourages employees to take part in training, increase their abilities, and apply new knowledge in their
professional activities.

Overall, the results show good implementation of internal capacity building initiatives by school
leaders to promote teacher and staff professional learning and development. Regular LAC sessions, INSET
programs, seminars, mentoring, coaching and Technical Assistance activities enable school leaders to ensure
that their school staff has access to the knowledge, skills and competences required to enhance the school
operation and the learning process. These efforts also contribute to the enhancement of collaboration,
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professional engagement and instructional quality in the school community.

There were differences in responses, however, in some cases suggesting more effort should be made
to deeper the level of school assessment and tie the professional development program to ensure the needs are
adequately met for all teachers and school staff.

Part I11. School Leaders’ School Performance in Terms of School-Based Management (SBM)

Table 7

School Leaders' Performance in Leadership and Governance

Indicator Mean SD VI

1. Ensures that mechanisms are in place to develop a shared vision, mission,

and goals (VMG) that reflect the aspirations and thrusts of the community. 3.76 044 Excellent

2. Periodically revisits and adjusts the school’s vision, direction, and aspirations
with learning managers, facilitators, and stakeholders to address community 3.60  0.52 Excellent
conditions and emerging needs.

3. Encourages stakeholders to actively participate in formulating relevant
policies and guidelines through dialogue and consensus-building, including the 3.71  0.47 Excellent
regular review and updating of community initiatives.

4. Makes decisions based on credible information sources and processes that
align with the community’s vision, direction, and aspirations.

Overall 3.68 048 Excellent
Legend: 1.0-1.74 (Poor); 1.75-2.49 (Fair); 2.50-3.24 (Good); 3.25-4.00 (Excellent)

3.64 0.50 Excellent

Table 7 indicates that school heads have excellent performance in the Leadership and Governance
(L&G) in the School Based Management (SBM). The standard deviation of 0.48 also shows the consistency of
respondents’ perceptions; the mean is 3.68, which lies between 3.25 and 4.00, this level is in an excellent range
that indicates good leadership practices.

The most highly rated indicator is considered to have a mean rating of 3.76: mechanisms to develop a
shared vision, mission, and goals (VMG) in line with the aspirations of the community. This means that school
leadership values strategic planning and inclusivity as a foundation for school direction which helps to recognize
the needs and expectations of students, parents and the community. Achievement of stakeholder responsibility
in policy and guideline development (3.71) facilitates such a participation in policy setting and guideline
development, and that is to have a consultation, a dialogue, and a consent towards development over the policies
and guidelines.

The governance of school heads, backed by credible information, in line with the community vision
(3.64), helps demonstrate that school heads are making sound and rational decisions that consider situations
they face. The vision and direction of the school, combined with the learning managers, facilitators and
stakeholders, 3.60, as well as the educational venture of Mizova et al. (2026), are an expression of the school's
adaptation when facing change in the needs of the community by revisiting and updating its vision and direction
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of the school.

In all, the evidence suggests that the school leaders and governors are competent leaders; they set
shared goals, consult with numerous stakeholders in decision making, and use evidence to make decisions, and
respond to changing circumstances. These practices can contribute to the development of a strong SBM
framework that engages everyone in leadership, holds everyone accountable, and is consistent with school and
community objectives.

Table 8

School Leaders' Performance in Curriculum and Instruction

Indicator Mean SD VI

1. Ensures that the curriculum is consistent with national standards. 3.72 047 Excellent

2. Implements a school-based monitoring system of learning and shares the

results with stakeholders. 3.70 049 Excellent

3. Continuously reviews and improves appropriate assessment tools, and
contextualizes assessment results to the learner’s needs, local situations, and 3.66 049 Excellent
attainment of relevant life skills.

4. Equips learners with essential knowledge, skills, and values to develop
responsibility and accountability for their own learning.

Overall 3.69 048 Excellent
Legend: 1.0-1.74 (Poor); 1.75-2.49 (Fair); 2.50-3.24 (Good); 3.25-4.00 (Excellent)

3.69 049 Excellent

It was seen in the result of the table 8 that the school heads achieved a very high score in Curriculum
and Instruction in the School Based Management (SBM) framework. The overall mean is 3.69 with the Standard
Deviation of 0.48, which is placed between Excellent (3.25 to 4.00). It means that the responses were consistent
on the effectiveness of school heads in managing curriculum implementation and instruction. In the real school
environment, this involves the Head of School actively monitoring the teaching and learning process through
the checking of lesson plans, review of Daily Lesson Logs (DLL), classroom observation, provision of
Technical Assistance to teachers to facilitate quality teaching and learning in order to meet the standards set by
the Department of Education.

The best performing indicator, with an overall mean of 3.72, is that 'The curriculum is in line with the
national standards'. This reflects that the school leaders give attention to the execution of the institutionalized
curriculum and that classroom practices are relevant to the Most Essential Learning Competencies (MELCs)
and DepEd's requirements. In real life, the school heads use the planning, teaching and learning patterns
regularly to overcome problems and verify that the plan, the teaching and learning method, and the assessment.
Classroom observations and post observation conferences are also used to give teachers Technical Assistance
and recommendations to enhance classroom management and instruction.

Complementing this is the active involvement of school leaders in the performance monitoring of
learners and instructional effectiveness through use of school-based monitoring systems with a mean score of
3.70, which is signalled in the sharing of the results with stakeholders. Many school leaders adopt the strategy
of using their classroom observations, assessment information, and teacher monitoring of performance to
identify strengths and areas for development, in their schools. Teacher support through Technical Assistance
sessions and mentoring as well as LAC of teachers is often offered to enhance student engagement, assessment
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techniques, and teaching strategies. The mean of the revised and improved tools (3.66) also demonstrates that
school leaders ensure assessment tools are responsive to learner needs and consistent with the goals of the
curriculum.

As awhole, the results showed that school heads are very effective in doing curriculum and instruction
in the SBM. By participating in checking lesson plans, conducting classroom observations, monitoring lessons
and technical assistance are all examples of their active involvement in maintaining learner centered and
standards-based lessons. The school leaders also foster holistic development of the learner by fostering student
accountability, responsibility and meaningful learning experiences. They are practices that help to enhance
teaching quality, bolster teaching supervision and improve learning, in line with Constantinides and
Eleftheriadou (2023).

Table 9

School Leaders' Performance in Accountability and Continuous Improvement
Legend: 1.0-1.74 (Poor); 1.75-2.49 (Fair); 2.50-3.24 (Good); 3.25-4.00 (Excellent)

Indicator Mean  SD VI
1. Ensures that the roles and responsibilities of accountable persons and
collective bodies are clearly defined and agreed upon by community  3.72 0.47 Excellent
stakeholders.

2. Recognizes achievement of goals based on a collaboratively
developed performance accountability system that addresses gaps  3.67 0.49 Excellent
through appropriate action.

3. Continuously enhances the community-owned accountability system
to ensure that management structures and mechanisms are responsiveto ~ 3.70 0.48 Excellent
emerging learning needs and demands.

4. Conducts participatory assessment of performance regularly with the

community, using results and lessons learned as the basis for feedback,  3.63 0.50 Excellent
technical assistance, recognition, and plan adjustment.
Overall 3.68 0.49 Excellent

The table 9 reveals that the Accountability and Continuous Improvement on School Based
Management (SBM) model has extremely high performance of the school head. The average 3.68 is within the
range 3.25-4.00 and is considered to be Excellent. The respondents have a common opinion about school heads'
effectiveness in promoting accountability and continuous school improvement, with a standard deviation of
0.49, thus consistent with Sison and Fuentes (2025).

The indicator with the best rating (mean value of 3.72) concerns the community's stakeholders'
perception that the roles and responsibilities of accountable individuals and collective groups are expressed and
accepted within the community.

This implies that school heads provide clarity in management, leaving staff and community members
with an understanding of their roles and enabling them to play an effective role in running a school. The
continuous development of the community owned accountability system (3.70) also indicates that leaders are
not simply reactive as they strive to strengthen the school to deliver the learning environment that fits the needs
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as they arise, echoing the findings of Beyioku et al (2026).

Goal in achieved with collaborative accountability system (3.67), suggests school head understand and
value measurable goal achievements and will make good use of accountability systems to close the gap in an
appropriate fashion. A periodic participation assessment with the community (3.63) might be viewed as having
positive implications for feedback and technical assistance and the ability to adapt plans according to
performance results. This means that accountability is an ongoing process of learning and improvement and
will not be a one report tool.

Overall, the findings suggest that school leaders are successful in creating a culture of responsibility
and continuous improvement. Those practices communicate clear expectations, involve active participation of
the community, enable performance monitoring and adjustment of services to new needs, and ensure the
creation of a system where school operations are clear, outcome driven and continuously developed to improve
learning outcomes.

Table 10

School Leaders' Performance in the Management of Resources

Indicator Mean SD VI

1. Undertakes regular resource inventory in collaboration with learning
managers, facilitators, and community stakeholders as a basis for resource 3.70  0.48 Excellent
allocation and mobilization.

2. Conducts regular, inclusive dialogues for planning and resource programming
to continuously engage stakeholders and support the implementation of 3.64  0.50 Excellent
community education plans.

3. Collaboratively develops and implements monitoring, evaluation, and

. . 3.68 0.49 Excellent
reporting processes for effective resource management.

4. Establishes and maintains a system that manages networks and linkages to
strengthen and sustain partnerships for improving resource management.

Overall 3.67 049 Excellent

3.67 0.49 Excellent

Legend: 1.0-1.74 (Poor); 1.75-2.49 (Fair); 2.50-3.24 (Good); 3.25-4.00 (Excellent)

As observed from Table 10, the performance of school heads under the School Based Management
(SBM) framework is very good in regard to resource management. The overall mean of 3.67 suggests that a
school's overall effectiveness of resource management practices is equally enclosed in the range of 3.25 — 4.00
(considered Excellent), and the standard deviation of 0.49 suggests that most students have consistent views on
the effectiveness of the schools' resource management. In the operational school, this involves the heads of the
school who are actively involved in monitoring, deployment and management of school resources made in
appropriate inventory systems, utilizing MOOE, coordinating with stakeholder(s) and implementing school
improvement programs in order to utilize school resources effectively and efficiently.

The highest rated indicator (with a mean score of 3.70) is the regular performance of SRM together
with learning managers, facilitators and community stakeholders. It shows the schools' heads engaging in the
practice of monitoring classrooms, school inputs, school facilities, equipment and other resources to assess need
and priorities within the school. To see how items are being stocked, damaged, or running low, inventory is
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taken in several schools before and after every school year. School heads also liaise with teachers, property
custodian, LGUs and stakeholders to determine the need for replacement or extra support of resources. One
effective practice that schools can build upon is maintaining inventory and digital monitoring systems on a
regular basis to ensure resources are accurately accounted for and reduced delays in distributing resources.

The development and implementation of monitoring and evaluation and reporting systems (3.68)
suggest that accountability and appropriate documentation of school resource management is in practice.
Financial Reports, Liquidation Reports, plans for procurement, and utilization reports are common in schools
to be used for tracking the amount of money being spent on MOOE, and donated materials utilized. Another
aspect capturing the heads' establishment of links and partnership with various stakeholders, such as LGUSs,
private organizations, parents, and community stakeholders, and therefore to access extra resources and support
for school programs, was the government's creation of systems that support linkages and partnerships, at an
average of 3.67. In response to intervention, regular consultation meetings and partnership programs; regular
school-community projects which foster ongoing support of infrastructure, learning materials and student
programs.

Also, the results indicated that planning and programming of resources through inclusive discussions
achieved a mean of 3.64, which means that school heads involve stakeholders in decision making in planning
and programming resources and school priorities. School improvement planning, discussions about the budget,
and proposals for projects are often done through consultation with teachers, parents, the School Governing
Councils (SGC) and community partners in order to ensure that resources meet the real needs of this school.
The overall results show that the school leaders are able to utilize school resources effectively, both through
systematic inventory, monitoring, reporting and collaboration with stakeholders. Improving the management of
school resources at school, however, can be further improved as suggested by Hermogenes and Paglinawan
(2024): strengthening inventory systems, enhancing transparency in financial reporting, expanding relationship
with external stakeholders, and continuous training of the school resources management to ensure school
development and achievement of education goals is sustainable.

1V. Significant Difference in the School Leaders’ Strategic Partnership when grouped according to

Designation.

Table 11

Significant differences in school leaders’ strategic partnerships across designations

School Leader’s Strategic

Partnership Practices Group Mean SD F Sig.
T1-T3 3.69 0.39

Stakeholder Engagement T4-T6 373 0.29 1.391 0.250
MT1-MT3 3.78 0.30
T1-T3 3.68 0.50

Resource Mobilization T4-T6 3.66 0.34 1.319 0.268
MT1-MT3 3.8 0.30

Policy Alignment T1-T3 3.7 0.52 0.48 0.619
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T4-Té 3.71 0.30
MTI1-MT3 3.78 0.35
C icati d TI-T3 3.68 0.41
ommunication an
Transparency T4-T6 3.67 0.32 1.288 0.277
MTI-MT3 3.78 0.35
T1-T3 3.68 0.46
Capacity Building
Initiatives T4-T6 3.7 0.45 0.836 0.434
MTI1-MT3 3.78 0.32

Note: Df=2.444, Signfificant if p<0.05

The results of the One-Way ANOVA showed no significant differences that would attribute school
leaders' perceptions of strategic partnership practices based on the student's designation (T1 =T3, T4 = T6, and
MT1 = MT3) (see Table 11). All of the p values returned by the statistical analysis are greater than 0.05
indicating that there are no significant differences between the group.

The scores of the respondents in MT1-MT3 were slightly better than that of MT4-MT6 and T1-T3
schools when the average scores were compared. For instance, the mean ratings for T1-T3, T4-T6 and MT1-
MT3 were 3.69, 3.73 and 3.78 on the Stakeholder Engagement (S), respectively. These are similar observations
across the Resource Mobilization, Communication and Transparency, Policy Alignment and Capacity Building
Initiatives. Although bringing some minor differences, the reported test values and/or level of significance
suggest that the difference is not statistically significant, similar to that indicated by Torres et al. (2025).

Overall, the responses indicate that the view of school leaders' performance in strategic cooperation
practices is quite comparable between all the responding organizations regardless of their nomination. The
stakeholders agree that school leaders excel at stakeholder outreach, mobilization and policy alignment,
transparent communication, and pro-capability building. Generally, the findings show consensus of what works
well in relation to effective leadership which suggests an assessment in relation to school leaders in the groups.

A comparison of the strategic practices of school leaders within each of the rank groupings (T1-T3;
T4-T6; and MT1-MT3) shows that there are no significant differences, suggesting that teachers at each rank
generally have the same view of the practices involved in planning, implementing, and sustaining strategic
partnerships. This outcome can be explained by the uniformity of partnership experiences and practices in
DepEd's School Based Management (SBM) and Partnership Guidelines, which includes participation of
stakeholders, resource mobilization, policy synchronization, communication and transparency, and partnership
capacity building.

As school wide systems, not as designation specific experiences. Partnership activities are generally
institutional activities planned and coordinated through the school's head and committees; therefore, teachers
of all designations will participate in similar processes (consultations, school programs/projects, partnership
reporting, and how stakeholders are recognized), and this may lead to joint interpretations within groups.

Furthermore, designation does not necessarily mean increased engagement in external linkages, since
other roles, such as career advancement, teaching duties, and mentoring tend to correlate with designation as
opposed to formal partnership responsibilities. In reality, a teacher in a lower rank might be given a committee
assignment related to partnerships; or a master teacher might dedicate more time to instructional coaching; thus,
partnerships may be assigned at various designations. The consistently high mean ratings in previous tables also
point towards possible ceiling effect, or higher ratings of responses being more likely to be part of the “very
great extent” range, creating less variation and making it more difficult to identify the significance of differences
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between groups. Another possible reason for the minimal differences by designation is that the school leaders'
practices (a common target) may be the same, or responses may be comparing the same system when evaluating
school-wide partnerships. These conditions all may account for the lack of significant differences as reported
by the ANOVA results, even in the face of small differences between group means.

The data in Table 12 shows no significant variation in the perceived state of school leaders' strategic

partnership practices across years of service. In all, the p-values (Sig.) are greater than 0.05.

As far as the means of the ratings are concerned, the differences between the categories of years of
service are slight. In the case of Stakeholder Engagement, the ranges are 3.68 (6-10 years) and 3.72 (21 years
and above). The ratings in Resource Mobilization range from 3.65 to 3.74 on average, and the same trend is
observed in Policy Alignment, Communication and Transparency, and Capacity Building Initiatives.

Table 12

Significant differences in school leaders’ strategic partnerships across Years of Service.

School Leader’s

Pigszerglllcip Group Mean SD F Sig.
Practices
21 years and above 3.72 0.36
16-20 years 3.71 0.35
Sﬁgl;egheonlift 11-15 years 3.71 0.35 0.115 0.977
6-10 years 3.68 0.45
1-5 years 3.69 0.35
21 years and above 3.65 0.40
Resource 16-20 years 3.74 0.67
Mobilization 11-15 years 3.68 0.38 0.496 0.739
6-10 years 3.65 0.45
1-5 years 3.69 0.36
21 years and above 3.73 0.49
16-20 years 3.7 0.35
Policy Alignment 11-15 years 3.71 0.36 0.28 0.891
6-10 years 3.67 0.46
1-5 years 3.73 0.68
21 years and above 3.65 0.39
Communication 16-20 years 3.69 0.38
and Transparency 11-15 years 3.67 0.38 0.291 0.884
6-10 years 3.68 0.47
1-5 years 3.72 0.35
21 years and above 3.69 0.37
. o 16-20 years 3.7 0.38
Cap‘i‘c??’ ?uﬂdmg 11-15 years 3.67 0.39 0.208 0.934
ftatives 6-10 years 3.7 0.62
1-5 years 3.72 0.35

Note: Df=2.441, Signfificant if p<0.05
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Such numerical variations are small and insignificant. This shows that, regardless of how long school
leaders have been serving, the respondents view their performance as consistent in strategic partnership
practices, which aligns with the findings of Moore et al. (2024). School leaders are credited with engaging
effectively with stakeholders, mobilizing resources, aligning policies, communicating transparently, and
positioning capacity-creating programs across their experience levels. All in all, the results indicate the common
sense that excellent leadership performance does not depend on leaders' years of service.

School leaders’ strategic partnership practices may not vary with years of service because partnership
work in schools is largely system-driven and standards-based rather than purely experience-dependent. Under
School-Based Management (SBM), leaders are expected to implement common processes for stakeholder
engagement, resource mobilization, policy compliance, transparency, and capacity building; these practices are
routinized through school plans, committees, and required documentation, which tends to equalize
implementation regardless of tenure (Department of Education, 2012). In addition, partnership activities often
involve the same school-wide stakeholders and structures (e.g., PTA, LGU, NGOs), so teachers across groups
observe similar leadership behaviors. This pattern is consistent with partnership frameworks that emphasize
shared responsibility among schools, families, and communities rather than on leader seniority alone (Epstein
et al., 2001).

Table 13

Significant difference in the performance when grouped according to designation
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Performance Group Mean SD F Sig.
. T1-T3 3.67 0.42
L?gjgﬂ;ﬁ’lj?d T4-T6 0.33 0.04 0.064 0.938
MTI-MT3 0.38 0.06
T1-T3 3.68 0.43
Curriculum and Instruction T4-T6 0.34 0.04 0.4372 0.646
MTI1-MT3 0.39 0.06
Accountability and T1-T3 3.66 0.44
Continuous Improvement 4T 034 004 1502 0224
MTI1-MT3 0.38 0.06
T1-T3 3.65 0.44
Management of Resources T4-T6 0.32 0.04 1.6908 0.186
MTI-MT3 0.39 0.06

Note: Df=2.441, Signfificant if p<0.05

The results from Table 13 indicate that there is no significant difference between the perceived
performance of school heads, analyzed based on the designations (T1, T3, T4, T6 and MT1, MT3). The p-values
of all of School Based Management (SBM) areas (Leadership and Governance, Curriculum and Instruction,
Accountability and Continuous Improvements, and Management of Resources) were higher than 0.05 as may
be seen by the p-values which range from 0.186 to 0.938. This implies that the variations in the means of the
designations are not significant.

The means of the respondents for the group (T1-T3) showed that generally the average performance
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was between 3.65-3.68 across the four areas of performance. The differences between the T4, T6, MT1 and
MT3 groups are very minor but do not appear to be significant. For example, in Leadership and Governance,
the mean is 3.67 for T1-T3, 0.33 for T4-T6, and 0.38 for MT1-MT3. The other minor variations are observed
in the Curriculum and Instruction, Accountability and Continuous Improvement and Management of Resources
which was as supported by the study conducted by Zafeer et al. (2024).

The findings presented here would suggest that it is not the case that all designations have the same
perception for school heads. Opinions differ depending on their roles, with those in T1-T3 roles having more
or less consensus that school leaders are effective in leading and governing the school, managing curriculum
and teaching, ensuring accountability and properly managing resources, as compared to those in T4-T6 positions
or in a school leadership role (MT1 or MT3). On balance, it appears that designation is not an influence on
school heads' perceived. Overall, it would appear that designation has nothing to do with how school heads are
perceived.

Table 14

Significant difference in the performance when grouped according to years of service
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Performance Group Mean SD F Sig.

21 years and above 3.62 0.37

. 16-20 years 3.70 0.39
L‘z}"‘gjéil;gj:d 11-15 years 3.68 0.41 0.635 0.638

6-10 years 3.67 0.47

1-5 years 3.71 0.37

21 years and above 3.68 0.37

Curriculum and 16-20 years 3.70 0.40
Instruction 11-15 years 3.69 0.42 0.025 0.999

6-10 years 3.68 0.48

1-5 years 3.69 0.38

21 years and above 3.68 0.40

Accountability and 16-20 years 3.66 0.41
Continuous 11-15 years 3.70 0.42 0.119 0.976

Improvement 6-10 years 3.69 0.47

1-5 years 3.67 0.39

21 years and above 3.66 0.40

Management of 16-20 years 3.65 0.41
Resources 11-15 years 3.70 0.40 0.226 0.924

6-10 years 3.68 0.48

1-5 years 3.67 0.41

Note: Df=2.441, Signfificant if p<0.05

Table 14 shows no significant differences among school head's years of service regarding their
perceived performance. Leadership and Governance, Curriculum and Instruction, Accountability and
Continuous Improvement and Management of Resources are variables with a p-value of 0.05 or higher, with
Leadership and Governance having a p-value of 0.638 and Accountability and Continuous Improvement having
a p-value of 0.999. This shows that there is no significant difference in years of service for the respondent's
perception of the performance of school heads, as done by Verano et al., (2024).

Viewing the group means, the rating is quite similar in all the years-of-service groups. For instance, in
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Leadership and Governance, the mean scores are 3.62 for Cool Age category (21 years above) and 3.71 for
Cool Age (1-5 years). In the area of Curriculum and Instruction, the scores are ranging from 3.68 to 3.70 while
in Accountability and Continuous Improvement and Management of Resources, the same rate is observed. We
cannot see difference in the groups and it is not large enough to count.

This suggests that regardless of the years that school heads have served and worked for, the
respondents believe that there is no significant difference among them (Petalcorin & Tan, 2026). The school
leadership seem to be effective in school leadership, curriculum management, instruction management,
accountability and resource management. Overall, there was minimal difference between the perceptions of
school heads' performance in the two groups based on years of service, suggesting that experience does not
seem to vary perceptions of school heads' effectiveness.

The results of the One Ways ANOVA conducted revealed that there was no significant
difference in students' perception of the performance of school leaders on the schools based on the factors of
School Size (Small, Medium, Large) for all other factors except Curriculum and Instruction. In the instance of
Leadership and Governance, Accountability and Continuous Improvement and Management of Resources, the
values of p obtained are 0.138, 0.119 and 0.168 respectively which means that the difference in school size does
not have a critical role in influencing the views of the responses with regards to the theories in these areas in
relation to the performance of the school leaders in the respective areas.

In the area of Curriculum and Instruction however, the p-value is 0.003 which is less than the 5%
threshold; that means that there are significant differences in perceived performance related to school size.

Table 15

Significant difference in the school /eaders’ performance when grouped according to the respondents’ school
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size
School Leader’s Performance Group Mean SD F Sig.
Mega Large 3.69 37
. Large 3.67 45
Leadership and Governance Medium 1.63 4 1.92 138
Small 3.88 31
Mega Large 3.71 .37
Curriculum and Instruction Large 3.65 A7 5.2 .003
Medium 3.69 42
Small 3.92 .20
Mega Large 3.68 .38
Accountability and Continuous Large 3.65 47 204 119
Improvement Medium 3.70 43
Small 3.85 25
Management of Resources Mega Large 3.71 .38 1.75 .168
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Large 3.64 47
Medium 3.62 44
Small 3.81 32

Note: Df=3.443, Signfificant if p<0.05

In the area of Curriculum and Instruction however, the p-value is 0.003 which is less than the 5%
threshold; that means that there are significant differences in perceived performance related to school size. The
average of the group shows that respondents of small schools rated the school leaders’ class highest (3.92),
medium schools second (3.69), mega-large schools third (3.71) and large schools last (3.65). This suggests that
principals of smaller schools are seen as more efficient than principals of larger schools at curriculum/teaching
management, which was the conclusion of Casilla (2025).

The overall pattern of results indicates that school size hasn't had a significant impact on most domains
of school leaders' activities. This exception in Curriculum and Instruction implies that the leaders in smaller
schools have more time for teaching, learning and observe curriculum in practice closely, and are found to be
more responsive towards students' needs. Overall, school leaders' effectiveness is rated as strong across all
schools, as is their work with the curriculum, which is dependent on their size. School strategic partnership
practices regarding curriculum and instructional issues can vary based on school size due to a number of factors:
size influences instructional needs which can be served through partnerships and size influences capacity which
may vary.

The context and size of larger schools as characterized by greater numbers of personnel, students and
variety of learning needs often demand greater coordination with external stakeholders (e.g., LGUs, NGOs,
HEIs, private partners) for teacher professional development, remediation programs, learning resources and
enrichment activities. They may also be more visible and have more leverage, as a result of which it may be
easier to recruit partner organizations and maintain programs consistent with instructional improvements.
Alternatively, smaller schools may have better internal relations, but less time to dedicate to partnerships, less
external opportunities, and less curriculum/ instructional support from partnerships. This highlights the role that
organizational context and assets play in both what it means to be a good leader and how to drive school growth
(Louisetal., 2010; Bryk et al., 2010; Valli, Stefanski, & Jacobson, 2014; Epstein et al., 2001) and that leadership
and cross-boundary coordination are increasingly necessary to drive effective school/community partnerships,
particularly as schools scale (Epstein et al., 2002).
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VI. Test of Significant Relationship between the School Leaders’ Strategic Partnership Practices and
their School Leaders’ Performance.

Table 16
Significant relationship between the school leaders’ strategic partnership practices and their school leaders’
performance
Leadership Curriculum  Accountability and
. . . Management of
Strategic Partnership and and Continuous
. Resources
Governance Instruction Improvement
Stakeholder Engagement 0.686%** 0.651%** 0.679%** 0.677***
Resource Mobilization 0.619%** 0.577%** 0.588*** 0.607%**
Policy alignment 0.588%** 0.592% 0.592% 0.571%**
Communication and 0.713%5% 0.7627% 0.769%%* 0.760%**
Transparency
Capacity Building Initiatives 0.688%** 0.699%** 0.675%** 0.690%**

Table 16 presents the results that indicate the strategic partnership practices of school leaders is
significantly and positively related to the practice accomplishment of School Based Management (SBM) in
each area of the practices. The values of all correlation coefficients are positive and are statistically significant
at 0.001 (p <.001), meaning that there are strong and meaningful relationships between the variables.

With the effective practices of the school leaders in stakeholder engagement, resource mobilization,
policy alignment, communication and transparency, and capacity building initiatives, the school's leadership
and governance, curriculum and instruction, accountability and continuous improvement, and resource
management also is good. In the real school environment, it means deepening collaboration and strengthened
partnerships will positively impact school operation, instructional management, and schools' overall
performance.

Leadership and Governance (0.686), Curriculum and Instruction (0.651), Accountability and
Continuous Improvement (0.679), and Management of Resources (0.677) moderately and positively correlated
with the stakeholder engagement. These results suggest that with active participation of parents and other key
stakeholders such as teachers, LGUs, alumni, and community members in the school activities and decision
making, the school management practices become more efficient. Stakeholder participation during Brigada
Eskwela, School Improvement Planning (SIP), feeding programs, and school projects also lead to better school
facilities, learner support provision and program implementation in many schools. Teachers and stakeholders
feel more cooperativeness when you feel that they are part of the school's decisions process; better coordination
and greater support in terms of the school's goals. The results of the second order correlation analysis showed
that resource mobilization exhibited a positive correlation with r values ranging from 0.577 to 0.619 that is
similar to the results found by Arnold et al. (2021). This is representative of cases in which, with the help and
support of the correct utilization of MOOE, donations from the LGUs and external support, learning materials,
school facilities and education support are lacking, thereby enhancing the performance of the school.

Stable positive relationships were likewise found in Policy alignment with correlation scores from
0.571 to 0.592. This means that the education system is achieving better outcomes when school leaders are
consistently working to link programs, partnerships, and activities with the policies and goals of the DepEd.
School heads report the compliance of the DepEd Memoranda, as well as the verification of lesson plans and
school reports through regular visits, and the verification of compliance requirement of school activities under
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the law and policy. Open communication (0.713 — 0.769) and transparency of leadership (0.726 — 0.769) gave
the strongest correlation, indicating that open communication and transparency of leadership go hand-in-hand
in enhancing school performance. There are a number of cases in schools where regular consultations and staff
meetings, financial reporting, transparency boards, and consultation with teachers and stakeholders contribute
to trust and cooperation in the school community. When the heads-of-school have clearly communicated plans,
school performance data and the use of resources, the teachers and stakeholders are more supportive and
actively involved in school programs. This boosts accountability systems, enhances instructional coordination,
and enhances the certainty of school leadership, as suggested by Bryk & Schneider (2002), Bryk (2010) and
Epstein (2011).

The significant positive correlations from 0.675 to 0.699 were found for capacity building activities,
meaning that professional development activities also have an impact on school performance. The regular LAC
sessions, In-Service Training (INSET), mentoring, classroom observations and Technical Assistance programs
are effective and supportive tools for teachers in actual school settings to enhance their classroom management,
instructional practices, and assessment. The quality of teaching and learning enhances, learner performance
improves and school operation is more effective when teachers are continuously assisted and trained. The results
indicate a general connection between strategic partnership practices and effective school leadership and
successful implementation of SBM. As de la Vega and Leiva-Guerrero (2026) argue, communication,
stakeholder engagement, policy implementation, resource management and ongoing professional development
at schools is likely to lead to good governance, quality teaching, robust accountability and sustainable school
improvement.

The significant, strong positive correlations between school leaders’ strategic partnership practices in
communication and transparency and their performance in leadership and governance (r = .713), curriculum
and instruction (r = .762), accountability and continuous improvement (r =.769), and management of resources
(r =.760) at p < .01 imply that when leaders communicate clearly, share information openly, and practice
transparent decision-making, their overall SBM performance tends to be higher across domains. In simple
terms, communication and transparency build relational trust and shared understanding among teachers and
stakeholders, thereby strengthening cooperation, supporting instructional monitoring and feedback, improving
accountability through clearer roles and reporting, and increasing confidence in how resources are planned and
used—key conditions for effective school improvement. This is consistent with research showing that trust and
strong school-community ties enable coordinated improvement efforts (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Bryk, 2010),
and with partnership frameworks that emphasize communication as a core mechanism for engaging families
and communities in school goals (Epstein, 2001).

Overall, the findings suggest that communication and transparency are strongly linked to better school
performance. When school leaders consistently share clear information, invite feedback, and make decisions
openly, stakeholders develop greater trust and are more willing to participate and cooperate. This supportive
environment helps leaders implement instructional priorities more effectively, strengthen accountability
systems through regular reporting and shared responsibilities, and manage resources with greater credibility and
stakeholder support. In other words, open communication is not only a partnership practice but also a key
condition that enables stronger leadership and governance, improved curriculum and instruction, continuous
improvement, and responsible resource management.
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5. Conclusions
In relation with the above-mentioned findings, the following conclusions were drawn:

1. There is no significant difference in the strategic partnership practices of school leaders when
grouped according to the respondents’ demographic profile. Therefore, the null hypothesis is
supported.

2. There is no significant difference in the school leaders’ performance when grouped according to
designation and size of the school thus, the null hypothesis is partially supported.

3. There is a significant relationship between school leaders’ strategic partnership practices and
school performance. The null hypothesis is not supported.
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