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Abstract 

School heads play important role in helping schools provide equitable, learner-centered quality education through various 

leadership approaches. This study investigated the levels of instructional leadership, administrative support, and school 

performance, and their relationship to learners’ achievements in the public secondary schools in Congressional District 1 of the 

Division of Cagayan. A descriptive–correlational research design was used involving 16 school heads and 279 teachers using 

validated survey questionnaire. Gathered data were analyzed using frequency counts and percentage distribution, weighted mean 

and Pearson r correlation.  

Instructional leadership and administrative support were rated very high-level indicating school heads’ strategic leadership, 

strong instructional supervision, efficient resource management and active partnership with stakeholders. School performance 

showed favorable results as evidenced by high promotion rates, very minimal failures, and low dropout rates. Learners’ 

achievements were consistently reflected in classroom awards, academic excellence and special recognitions- mostly in the district 

level with minimal participation in regional and national competitions. 

Significant positive correlations between instructional leadership and academic excellence were found while administrative 

support showed significant positive correlations between academic excellence and special recognition awards. However, no 

significant correlations were observed between instructional leadership and administrative support in relation to conduct- and 

attendance-based awards. 

This concludes, that strong leadership is essential in improving learning outcomes and co-curricular achievement, although 

behavioral and school performance outcomes may be influenced by other external factors. Hence, school heads should intensify 

enrichment opportunities, reinforce stakeholder collaboration, and implement targeted learner development programs to sustain 

academic success and broaden achievement in higher-level competitions. 
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Introduction 
Schools carry the responsibility of fostering academic competence 

and instilling values and life skills needed by the learners. Their 

achievements serve as a significant reflection of the effectiveness 

of teaching and learning process within the school. However, 

learning outcomes remain a significant concern across the country.   

The 2024 National Achievement Test (NAT) results show that 

Grade 12 learners across all regions and all SHS tracks, obtained 

an overall average of 41.12 percent, categorized as "low 

proficiency" (Tolentino, 2025). The Division of Negros Occidental 

attained Mean Percentage Score (MPS) of 34.47 in mathematics 

and 32.03 in science- both scores are also categorized as low 

proficient (Ojastro et. al, 2025). The same trend is observed in the 

2022 Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA) 

where Philippines ranked 76th among 81 participating countries. 

Furthermore, findings are consistent with the assessment made by 

the Department of Education (DepEd) within various schools that 

there are approximately three million out of 24 million enrolled 

learners exhibit learning gaps.  

School-based factors associated with learner achievements like 

instructional leadership practices and administrative support of 

school heads merit further study. Instructional leadership entails 

practices that prioritize teaching quality and student achievement 

while promoting a collaborative culture among faculty (Mora-

Ruano et al., 2020). This approach stresses school leaders‟ 

responsibility in influencing instructional practices and improving 

learners‟ outcomes through active involvement in curriculum 

implementation, contextualization, teacher support, and assessment 

strategies which contribute to improved teaching quality and 

learner performance. Administrative support includes the 

allocation of essential resources for the teaching and learning 

process as well as managing school operations to minimize non-

teaching workload. Adequate administrative support, allows 

teachers to focus on effective instruction implementation thereby 

improving both teaching practices and entire learning experience 

which influences the school performance. 

Learners‟ achievements and school performance rely not only on 

teachers‟ competence but is equally shaped by leadership practices 

of the school heads. This study examined the relationship between 

instructional leadership, administrative support, school 

performance and learners‟ achievements. The findings offer 

strategic insight to school heads to better support teachers and 

learners in improving outcomes and holistic achievements.  

Statement of the Problem 

The study sought to investigate the level of instructional 

leadership, administrative support, school performance and their 

relationship to learners‟ achievement in the public secondary 

schools in Congressional District 1 of the Division of Cagayan. 

Specifically, the study aimed to answer the following questions: 

1. What is the profile of the school heads and teachers in 

terms of the following variables? 

a. Age 

b. Sex 

c. Civil status 

d. Educational attainment 

e. Position 

f. School size 

2. What is the level of instructional leadership of the school 

heads as perceived by the teachers and themselves along 

the following dimensions? 

a. Establishing shared expectations 

b. Strategic resourcing  

c. Instructional program management 

d. Positive school learning environment 

promotion 

3. What is the level of administrative support provided by 

the school heads as perceived by the teachers and 

themselves along the following dimensions? 

a. Leading strategically 

b. Managing school operations and resources 

c. Focusing on teaching and learning 

d. Developing self and others 

e. Building connections 

4. What is the performance of the schools in terms of the 

following indicators? 

a. Learner enrollment and promotion rate 

b. Disciplinary referrals 

c. Awards received 

d. Classroom to teacher to learner ratios 

5. What is the learners‟ achievements in terms of the 

following indicators? 

a. Classroom awards 

b. Academic excellence awards 

c. Special recognitions 

6. Is there a significant difference in the levels of 

instructional leadership and administrative support 

provided by the school heads as perceived by the 

teachers when grouped by profile? 

7. Is there a significant relationship between the learners‟ 

achievements and the levels of instructional leadership 

and administrative support provided by the school heads? 

8. What intervention plan can be deduced from the findings 

of the study? 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
This chapter elaborates on the methodologies, procedures, and data 

sources that were used in conducting the study. It consists of 

research design, study location, respondents and sampling 

procedure, research instrument, data collection procedure, data 

analysis procedure, and statistical instruments employed. 

Research Design 

This study employed a descriptive-correlational design to achieve 

its objective of establishing the strength of the relationship between 

instructional leadership, administrative support, school 

performance, and learners‟ achievements. Additionally, it aids in 

investigating the differences among the variables and the responses 
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from the profiles of participants. Furthermore, the descriptive 

research design seeks to understand, describe, and elucidate the 

variables under investigation. 

Respondents and Sampling Technique  

The participants of this study were the school heads and teachers of 

identified public secondary schools in Congressional District 1 of 

the division of Cagayan. 

The 279 participants from a total of 904 population size were 

selected by employing Stratified Random Sampling technique 

wherein the total number of participants were calculated using 

Lynch formula.  

Research Instruments 

The study utilized two sets of survey questionnaires for school 

heads (Set A) and teachers (Set B), each consisting of four parts. 

Part I gathered respondents‟ demographic profiles. Parts II and III 

assessed instructional leadership practices and administrative 

support based on established frameworks and DepEd standards. 

Part IV for school heads focused on school profile and 

performance indicators, while for teachers, it examined learners‟ 

achievements following DepEd Order No. 36, s. 2016. A 5-point 

Likert scale measured key variables, and Cronbach‟s alpha ensured 

reliability. Other sections included supply-type responses to 

capture relevant quantitative and descriptive data. 

Data Gathering Procedure 

To gather the needed data for this study and encourage full and 

honest responses from the participants, a letter of permission was 

forwarded to the office of the Schools Division Superintendent of 

the Division of Cagayan seeking approval to conduct the study and 

gather data through the use of survey questionnaires which were 

answered by both the school head and teacher participants of the 

selected schools. Letters of permission were also be forwarded to 

the school heads of the participating secondary schools in the first 

district of Cagayan. 

The data-gathering procedure involved informing the participants 

of the questionnaires' purposes and instructions before 

administering the survey questions. Furthermore, formal interviews 

with the participants were conducted to validate and support the 

data gathered through survey questionnaires. 

Data Analysis 

The study employed both descriptive and inferential statistics to 

analyze the data. Frequency counts and percentage distributions 

were used to categorize participant profiles, while weighted means 

described the level of instructional leadership and administrative 

support as well as learners‟ achievements and school performance.  

To test for significant differences, Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 

was used for multiple group comparisons (age, educational 

attainment, school size, and teaching position), and Independent 

Samples t-tests were used for profile variables with only two 

groups (sex and civil status). Pearson‟s r correlation measured the 

relationships between learners‟ achievements and the levels of 

instructional leadership and administrative support of school heads. 

No inferential test of correlation was conducted on school 

performance indicators since these were analyzed descriptively. 

Ethical considerations 

The study adhered to ethical standards by securing informed 

consent from all participants and ensuring voluntary participation. 

Confidentiality and anonymity of responses were strictly 

maintained. Permission was obtained from relevant authorities 

prior to data collection. Participants were informed of their right to 

withdraw at any time. All collected data were used solely for 

research purposes and handled in compliance with the Data 

Privacy Act of 2012. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
This section analyzed and interpret the gathered data to determine 

relevant trends and patterns. It enriches existing knowledge, 

enhances understanding, discusses implications and limitations of 

finding that serve as springboard for future research. 

Profile of the Respondents 

Profile of the School Heads 

Table 1a presents the distribution of school heads based on the 

selected profile variables. As shown, majority of the school heads 

are between 46 and 60 years of age, while 41 to 45 years of age 

(6.25 %) represent the smallest age group with a mean age of 52.38 

years old hence, most of the school heads are in their mid- to late 

adulthood. 

In terms of sex, 11 (68.75%) of the school heads are females, while 

5 are males (31.25%). In terms of civil status, 13, or 81.25 percent, 

are married, while only 2, or 12.5. As to the Educational 

Attainment, majority of the school heads pursued a Doctorate 

Degree (75%), while 12.5 percent completed a Master‟s Degree. 

As to the position, the highest mean recorded is 37.5 percent 

accounted for by those holding School Principal II position while 

the lowest mean is 6. 25 percent, equally shared among Head 

Teacher III, School Principal III and Teacher-in-charge suggesting 

that the majority of the respondents currently hold full-fledged 

principal positions.  

In terms of the school size, 9 (60%) of the school heads are 

assigned to large schools while only 2 (13.33 %) are assigned to 

mega schools. 

Table 1a. Distribution of School Heads in terms of Profile 

Variables  

Age Group F 
Percentage 

(%) 

41 – 45 years old 1 6.25 

46 – 50 years old 5 31.25 

51 – 55 years old 5 31.25 

56 – 60 years old 5 31.25 

Total 

 

16 

mean: 52.38 

S.D. = 4.64 

100 

 

           Sex 
Frequency (n= 

16) 
Percentage 

Female 11 68.75 

Male 5 31.25 

Civil Status 
Frequency (n= 

16) 
Percentage 

Single 2 12.5 

Married 13 81.25 
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Widow/Widower 1 6.25 

Educational Attainment 
Frequency (n= 

16) 
Percentage 

Master's Academic Units 1 6.25 

Master's Degree 2 12.5 

Doctorate Academic Units 1 6.25 

Doctorate Degree 12 75 

Position 
Frequency (n= 

16) 
Percentage 

Head Teacher III 
 

1 
6.25 

School Principal I 2 12.5 

School Principal II 6 37.5 

School Principal III 1 6.25 

School Principal IV 3 18.75 

Others: Master Teacher I/ 

Officer-in-charge 
2 12.5 

Others: Teacher-in-charge 1 6.25 

School Size 
Frequency (n= 

16) 
Percentage 

Medium 5 33.33 

Large  9 60.00 

Mega  2 13.33 

Profile of Teacher Participants 

Table 1b presents the distribution of teacher participants in terms 

of their personal profile. As depicted, the largest group of teachers 

belong to 30–34 years age group, comprising 87 or 31.18 percent 

of the respondents while only 2.87 percent or 8 teachers belong to 

55-60 age group with a mean age of 35.93 years old.  In terms of 

sex, 199 or 71.33 percent of the teachers are female, while 80 or 

28.67 percent are males. Regarding civil status, 187 or 67.03 

percent of the teachers are married, while 3 or 1.08 percent are 

widowed.  

With respect to the educational attainment, majority of the teaching 

workforce have pursued graduate studies. 103 or 36.92 percent 

have earned units in Master‟s Degree while 22 or 7.89 percent have 

completed their Doctorate Degree. In terms of position, the highest 

proportion of teachers are Teacher III, comprising 148 or 53.05 

percent of the respondents while, 4 or 1.43 percent hold Master 

Teacher II position.  Finally, in terms of school size, majority is 

assigned in large schools comprising of 174 teachers (62.3%) while 

74 (26.52%) are assigned to mega schools. 

Table 1b. Distribution of Teacher Participants in terms of 

Profile Variables 

Age (Years) Frequency (n= 279) Percentage 

25-29 64 22.94 

30-34 87 31.18 

35-39 49 17.56 

40-44 34 12.19 

45-49 22 7.89 

50-54 15 5.38 

55-60 

 

8 

mean= 35.93                  

2.87 

S.D.= 8 

Sex Frequency (n= 279) Percentage 

Female 199 71.33 

Male 80 28.67 

Civil Status Frequency (n= 279) Percentage 

Single 89 31.9 

Married 187 67.03 

 

Widow/Widower 
3 1.08 

Educational 

Attainment 
Frequency (n= 279) Percentage 

Bachelor's 

Degree 
26 9.32 

Master‟s 

Degree- 

Academic Units 

103 36.92 

Master‟s Degree 86 30.82 

Doctorate 

Academic Units 
42 15.05 

Doctorate 

Degree 
22 7.89 

Position Frequency (n= 279) Percentage 

Teacher I 54 19.35 

Teacher II 60 21.51 

Teacher III 148 53.05 

Master Teacher I 13 4.66 

Master Teacher 

II 
4 1.43 

School Size Frequency (n= 279) Percentage 

Medium 31 11.11 

Large  174 62.37 

Mega  74 26.52 

Level of Instructional Leadership of School Heads as Perceived 

by Teachers and Themselves 

This portion describes the level of Instructional Leadership 

exhibited by the school heads as perceived both by teachers and 

school heads, along the following core elements; establishing 

shared expectations; strategic resourcing; instructional program 

management and positive school learning environment promotion. 
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Establishing Shared Expectations 

Table 2a indicates that both teachers and school heads rated 

“Establishing Shared Expectations” at a very high level, reflecting 

strong alignment in goal-setting practices. School heads 

demonstrated effectiveness in crafting clear, data-driven, and 

achievable objectives that guide school improvement. Teachers 

acknowledged these efforts, particularly in communicating vision 

and supporting classroom practices. However, slightly lower 

ratings in some indicators suggest the need to strengthen informal 

interactions and ensure more consistent communication of goals. 

The variation in perceptions implies that while school heads focus 

on leadership and direction, teachers emphasize implementation, 

underscoring the importance of sustained collaboration and clarity 

in achieving shared educational goals. 

Table 2a. Level of Instructional Leadership of School Heads in Terms of the Core Element – Establishing Shared Expectations as Perceived 

by Teachers and School Heads 

Statements Mean  
Descriptive 

Interpretation 
Mean  

Descriptive 

Interpretation 

The school head Teachers  School Heads  

1 

establishes a vision for improving student 

achievement expecting that teachers will accept the 

vision and apply it consistently in their classrooms. 

4.62 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

2 
sets annual goals with annual focus, few in number 

and is applicable schoolwide. 
4.49 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

3 

sets goals that respond to the demands of the 

school‟s environment, data informed and includes 

measurable targets and milestones. 

4.56 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

4 
communicates school goals creating a sense of 

shared purpose and priority. 
4.54 Very High Level 4.81 Very High Level 

5 

communicates school goals formally during 

instructional, curriculum and budgetary decision-

making processes.  

4.47 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

6 

communicates school goals informally through 

other interactions and modelling of exemplary 

behavior. 

4.42 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

Overall Weighted Mean 4.52 Very High Level 4.91 Very High Level 

Strategic resourcing  

Table 2b reveals that both teachers and school heads rated 

“Strategic Resourcing” at a very high level, indicating strong 

agreement on effective resource management. School heads are 

perceived as strategic in allocating materials and funding to 

support instruction. However, teachers highlighted concerns on 

limited resources and personal spending, suggesting gaps between 

planning and actual provision. Both groups identified staffing and 

external coordination as areas needing improvement. School heads‟ 

higher self-ratings reflect their broader awareness of procurement 

processes and financial constraints. Overall, findings suggest 

efficient resource management, though challenges in resource 

availability and utilization remain, emphasizing the need for 

improved support and optimization of existing resources. 

Table 2b. Level of Instructional Leadership of the School Head in terms of Core Element- Strategic Resourcing as Perceived by Teachers 

and School Heads Themselves 

Statements Mean  
Descriptive 

Interpretation 
Mean  

Descriptive 

Interpretation 

The school head Teachers  School Heads  

1 
combines an understanding of the instructional needs of a school 

with an ability to target resources to meet those needs. 
4.44 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

2 secures resources that are aligned with teaching and learning. 4.53 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

3 
plans, employs strategic relationships, and collaborates with staff 

for instructional resources 
4.45 Very High Level 4.81 Very High Level 

4 
ensures that teachers have sufficient access to instructional 

material. 
4.44 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

5 
ensures that teachers have what they need to do the best possible 

job for students. 
4.51 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 
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6 
hires appropriate staff and draw expertise from the wider school 

community to achieve goals. 
4.43 Very High Level 4.69 Very High Level 

Overall Weighted Mean 4.47 Very High Level 4.84 Very High Level 

Instructional Program Management 

Table 2c shows that both teachers and school heads rated 

instructional program management at a very high level, indicating 

strong leadership in overseeing teaching and learning. Teachers 

particularly recognized the provision of feedback and technical 

assistance, though inconsistencies in actual observation practices 

were noted. Lower ratings suggest a need to improve curriculum 

coordination and pacing. School heads rated themselves highly, 

reflecting confidence in monitoring learner progress and aligning 

instruction with school goals. Overall, findings affirm effective 

instructional management, while highlighting areas for 

improvement in curriculum implementation, observation practices, 

and ensuring coherent sequencing of learning competencies. 

Table 2c. Level of Instructional Leadership of the School Heads in terms of Core Element- Instructional Program Management as 

perceived by Teachers and School Heads Themselves 

Statements Mean  
Descriptive 

Interpretation 
Mean  

Descriptive 

Interpretation 

The school head Teachers  School Heads  

1 
coordinates the curriculum by managing the pacing, sequencing 

and coverage of content. 
4.48 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

2 
ensures continuity of learning across year levels and that 

students are exposed to the material on which they are tested. 
4.57 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

3 

monitors student progress as the key mechanism for line of sight 

into the classroom and quality assurance of the instructional 

program. 

4.54 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

4 

evaluates the quality of instruction, makes classroom 

allocations, diagnose program effectiveness, evaluates the 

results of changes in the instructional program, and measure 

progress towards school goals.  

4.5 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

5 
offers concrete, constructive suggestions to teachers, assisting 

them in improving their instructional practices 
4.67 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

6 

works with teachers to ensure that classroom objectives are 

directly connected to school goals and review classroom 

instruction using as many sources of information as possible -- 

formal and informal classroom observations, lesson plans, and 

student work products. 

4.56 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

Overall Weighted Mean 4.55 Very High Level 4.98 Very High Level 

Positive School Learning Environment Promotion 

Table 2.d shows that both teachers and school heads rated the 

promotion of a positive school learning environment at a very high 

level. Teachers particularly valued support for professional 

development, though lower ratings suggest a need for more 

meaningful recognition and incentives. School heads expressed 

strong confidence in fostering teacher growth and academic 

excellence, while acknowledging challenges such as instructional 

disruptions. Overall, findings indicate that school heads effectively 

cultivate a supportive and collaborative school culture. However, 

enhancing teacher recognition and minimizing disruptions can 

further strengthen motivation, sustain professional engagement, 

and improve the overall quality of teaching and learning. 

Table 2d. Level of Instructional Leadership of the School Head in terms of Core Element- Positive school learning environment 

promotion as perceived by Teachers and School Heads Themselves 

Statements Mean  
Descriptive 

Interpretation 
Mean  

Descriptive 

Interpretation 

The school head Teachers  School Heads  

1 

minimizes disruptions to instruction by ensuring that 

classes are not interrupted by announcements, office 

requests, excessive paperwork and meetings, system and 

parental pressures, student absenteeism, or late arrivals. 

4.54 Very High Level 4.69 Very High Level 

2 
promotes professional development by informing 

teachers of opportunities for staff development. 
4.5 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 
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3 

leads in-service training, ensuring professional 

development is closely linked to school goals and 

relevantly structured to groups and individuals. 

4.6 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

4 

provides incentives for teachers by establishing systems 

and practices that collaboratively engage staff in the 

collective effort of teaching and learning, provide them 

with personal and professional support and recognize 

teachers for their efforts. 

4.38 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

5 

provides incentives for students by recognizing their 

effort, progress and achievement, and fostering a 

positive and empowering culture of learning. 

4.43 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

6 

upholds academic standards by ensuring that students 

master basic skills and achieve defined skills before 

entering subsequent year levels. 

4.53 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

7 

maintains purposeful visibility around the school and in 

classrooms, increases interactions between school 

leaders, teachers and students. 

4.51 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

Overall Weighted Mean 4.5 Very High Level 4.92 Very High Level 

Summary of Instructional Leadership 

Table 2e shows the summary of dimension means and overall level 

of instructional leadership employed by school heads. The results 

show that school heads demonstrated very high levels of 

instructional leadership practices across all dimension, evident in 

the overall mean of 4.71 with a minimal variance (range 4.65- 

4.75) implying a holistic instructional leadership approach. 

Specifically, the third dimension was rated the highest (4.75) 

implying the school heads‟ competence in overseeing the 

curriculum, monitoring learning outcomes and progress while 

ensuring the delivery of quality instruction. Meanwhile, both 

statements 1 and 4 rated the lowest (4.71) which still suggest that 

school heads efficiently maintained a supportive learning 

environment to promote student learning and engagement. 

Table 2e. Summary of dimension means and overall level of 

instructional leadership of the school heads  

Dimension Mean 
Descriptive 

Value 

1. Establishing shared expectations 4.71 Very high 

2. Strategic resourcing  4.65 Very high 

3. Instructional program management 4.75 Very high 

4. Positive school learning 

environment promotion 4.71 Very high 

Overall Mean 4.71 Very high 

Level of Administrative Support of School Heads 

Findings show that both teachers and school heads rated “Leading 

Strategically” at a very high level, indicating strong administrative 

support. School heads are seen to exemplify integrity, 

professionalism, and alignment with DepEd policies, fostering a 

positive school culture. However, both groups identified research 

engagement as an area for improvement, particularly in using data-

driven strategies to enhance school operations and outcomes. 

School heads‟ higher self-ratings reflect confidence in inclusive 

and effective leadership. Overall, results confirm that school heads 

demonstrate excellent strategic leadership, while strengthening 

research practices can further improve school performance and 

innovation. 

 

 

Table 3.a. Level of Administrative Support of School Heads across the Domain—Leading Strategically as Perceived by Teachers 

and School Heads Themselves  

Statements Mean  
Descriptive 

Interpretation 
Mean  

Descriptive 

Interpretation 

The school head Teachers  School Heads  

1 

serves as a role model in the school and the wide 

school community in embodying the DepEd vision, 

mission and core values to sustain shared 

understanding and alignment of school policies, 

programs, projects and activities. 

4.63 Very High Level  5 Very High Level  

2 

engages the school community in the development 

and implementation of school plans aligned with 

institutional goals and policies.  

4.6 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 
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3 

engages stakeholders in improving the 

implementation of reviewed policies to ensure 

consistency of school operations with national and 

local laws, regulations and issuances.  

4.59 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

4 

collaborates with school personnel in the conduct of 

research and utilization of findings in facilitating 

data-driven and evidence-based innovations to 

improve school performance. 

4.43 Very High Level 4.75 Very High Level 

5 
designs and implements needs-based programs in 

school that support the development of learners. 
4.49 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

6 

designs and applies effective strategies in utilizing 

learner voice, such as feelings, views and/ or 

opinions to inform policy development and decision-

making towards school improvement 

4.48 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

7 

designs supplemental monitoring and evaluation 

tools following standard process to promote learner 

achievement.  

4.54 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

Overall Weighted Mean 4.54 Very High Level 4.91 Very High Level 

Managing school operations and resources 

Table 3b indicates that both teachers and school heads rated 

“Managing School Operations and Resources” at a very high level, 

reflecting strong competence in resource management and 

accountability. Teachers recognized effective collaboration and 

facility maintenance, though minor improvements are needed in 

financial management and adaptability to educational changes. 

School heads expressed high confidence in ICT use, financial 

responsibility, and inclusive practices, with slightly lower ratings 

in strengthening community partnerships during adversities. 

Overall, findings highlight efficient management practices while 

emphasizing the need to enhance responsiveness, adaptability, and 

stakeholder collaboration for sustained school improvement. 

Table 3b. Level of Administrative Support of School Heads across the Domain— Managing school operations and resources as 

Perceived by Teachers and School Heads  

Statements Mean  
Descriptive 

Interpretation 
Mean  

Descriptive 

Interpretation 

The school head Teachers  School Heads  

1 

capacitates school personnel in managing school data 

and information using technology, including ICT, to 

ensure efficient and effective school operations. 

4.58 Very High Level  5 Very High Level 

2 

exhibits efficient and effective practices in the 

management of finances consistently adhering to 

policies, guidelines and issuances in allocation, 

procurement, disbursement and liquidation aligned 

with school plan. 

4.57 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

3 

establishes shared accountability in managing school 

facilities and equipment in adherence to policies, 

guidelines and issuances on acquisition, recording, 

utilization, repair and maintenance, storage and 

disposal. 

4.61 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

4 

engages school personnel in maintaining effective 

management of staff in adherence to laws, policies, 

guidelines and issuances based on the needs of the 

school. 

4.58 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

5 

works with the wider school community in managing 

school safety for disaster preparedness, mitigation 

and resiliency to maintain continuous delivery of 

instruction. 

4.61 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 
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6 

capacitates school personnel in managing emerging 

opportunities and challenges to promote equality and 

equity in addressing the needs of learners, school 

personnel and other stakeholders. 

4.57 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

Overall Weighted Mean 4.59 Very High Level 4.98 Very High Level 

Focusing on teaching and learning 

Table 3c shows that both teachers and school heads rated 

“Focusing on Teaching and Learning” at a very high level, 

indicating strong instructional support. Teachers recognized 

effective guidance through technical assistance, though 

collaboration in identifying learning gaps needs enhancement. 

School heads expressed high confidence in leading pedagogical 

improvements and implementing data-driven strategies. Slightly 

lower ratings suggest challenges in strengthening broader 

stakeholder partnerships. Overall, findings affirm that school heads 

provide strong leadership in improving teaching practices and 

learner outcomes, while highlighting the need to deepen 

collaboration and external engagement. 

Table 3c. Level of Administrative Support of School Heads across the Domain— Focusing on Teaching and Learning as perceived by 

Teachers and School Heads Themselves 

Statements Mean  
Descriptive 

Interpretation 
Mean  

Descriptive 

Interpretation 

The school head    Teachers  

 

School Heads 

1 

works with teams in the conduct of review, 

contextualization and implementation of learning 

standards to assist teachers in making the curriculum 

relevant for learners. 

4.51 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

2 

engages school personnel such as master teachers, 

head teachers and department heads in providing 

technical assistance to teachers on teaching standards 

and pedagogies within and across learning areas to 

improve their teaching practice. 

4.61 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

3 

collaborates with school personnel in effectively 

using validated feedback obtained from learners, 

parents and other stakeholders to help teachers 

improve their performance.  

4.55 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

4 

engages the wider school community in developing 

data-based interventions to sustain learner 

achievement and attain other performance indicators.  

4.57 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

5 

works with personnel involved in evaluating teachers‟ 

use of learning assessment tools, strategies and results 

consistent with curriculum requirements to ensure 

accountability in achieving higher learning outcomes. 

4.57 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

6 

engages the wider school community in maintaining a 

leaner-friendly, inclusive and healthy learning 

environment. 

 

4.57 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

7 

undertakes initiatives in integrating career awareness 

and opportunities in the provision of learning 

experiences aligned with the curriculum. 

4.53 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

8 

ensures that learner discipline policies developed with 

stakeholders are integrated into various school 

processes and are applied consistently at all times, by 

all school personnel at all levels.  

4.56 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

Overall Weighted Mean 4.56 Very High Level 4.96 Very High Level 

Developing self and others 

Table 3d indicates that both teachers and school heads rated 

“Developing Self and Others” at a very high level, reflecting strong 

support for professional growth. Teachers acknowledged school 

heads‟ initiatives in promoting training and career development, 

though improvements are needed in addressing performance gaps 

and strengthening awareness of welfare programs. School heads 



Copyright © ISRG Publishers. All rights Reserved. 

 DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.20019833   
29 

 

expressed high confidence in motivating staff and providing 

recognition. Overall, findings affirm that school heads effectively 

foster continuous professional development, while enhancing 

targeted interventions and staff support systems can further 

strengthen personnel growth and shared governance. 

Table 3d. Level of Administrative Support of School Heads across the Domain— "Developing self and others" as perceived by 

Teachers and School Heads Themselves 

Statements Mean  
Descriptive 

Interpretation 
Mean  

Descriptive 

Interpretation 

The school head Teachers  School Heads 

1 

engages actively in professional networks within 

and across schools to advance knowledge, skills 

and practice. 

4.59 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

2 

monitors and evaluates with school personnel the 

implementation of the performance management 

system to ensure career advancement for 

individual school personnel and to improve office 

performance  

4.59 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

3 

monitors and evaluates the implementation of 

professional development initiatives in enhancing 

strengths and in addressing performance gaps 

among school personnel 

4.52 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

4 

capacitates individuals and teams to effectively 

perform leadership roles and responsibilities in 

fostering shared governance and accountability. 

4.54 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

5 

integrates laws, policies, guidelines and issuances 

on the rights, privileges and benefits of school 

personnel in school programs, projects and 

activities to ensure their general welfare. 

4.52 Very High Level 4.88 Very High Level 

6 

works with school personnel to encourage 

stakeholders to support the implementation of the 

school rewards system in recognizing and 

motivating learners, school personnel and other 

stakeholders to sustain exemplary performance 

and/or continued support. 

4.56 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

Overall Weighted Mean 4.55 Very High Level 4.9 Very High Level 

Building connections 

Table 3e shows that both teachers and school heads rated “Building 

Connections” at a very high level, indicating strong stakeholder 

engagement. Teachers recognized school heads‟ efforts in fostering 

collaboration and involving parents and community in school 

initiatives. However, improvement is needed in evaluating the 

effectiveness of school organizations. School heads expressed high 

confidence in engaging stakeholders and implementing programs. 

Overall, findings affirm that school heads effectively build 

partnerships that support learner development and school goals, 

while strengthening evaluation mechanisms can further enhance 

community impact and program effectiveness. 

Table 3e. Level of Administrative Support of School Heads across the Domain— Building Connections as Perceived by Teachers and 

School Heads 

Statements Mean  
Descriptive 

Interpretation 
Mean  

Descriptive 

Interpretation 

The school head Teachers  School Heads 

1 

supports school personnel in strengthening relationships 

with authorities, colleagues, parents and other 

stakeholders to maintain an enabling and supportive 

environment for learners 

4.54 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

2 evaluates the accomplishments of school organizations, 4.52 Very High Level 4.94 Very High Level 
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such as learner organizations, faculty clubs and parent-

teacher associations, to determine their impact on the 

attainment of institutional goals. 

3 

engages the wider school community in promoting 

inclusive practices, such as gender sensitivity, physical 

and mental health awareness and culture responsiveness, 

to strengthen awareness, acceptance and respect.  

4.55 Very High Level 4.9 Very High Level 

4 

communicates effectively in speaking and in writing to 

teachers, learners, parents and other stakeholders through 

positive use of communication platforms, to facilitate 

information sharing, collaboration and support.  

4.54 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

5 

empowers the community, such as parents, alumni, 

authorities and other stakeholders, to participate in 

addressing concerns on learner development, as well as 

school and community improvement.  

4.59 Very High Level 5 Very High Level 

Overall Weighted Mean 4.55 Very High Level 4.97 Very High Level 

School Performance 

This section describes the performance of the schools in terms of 

(a) learner enrollment and promotion, (b) disciplinary referrals, (c) 

awards received and (d) classroom to teacher to learner ratios.  

Learner Enrollment and Promotion Rate 

Table 4a reveals that most schools serve large learner populations, 

requiring sustained resources and facilities. Promotion rates 

remained consistently high across both school years, indicating 

effective instructional practices and learner support systems 

(Department of Education [DepEd], 2020). Failure rates were 

minimal, with most schools reporting no failing learners, reflecting 

responsive interventions for at-risk students. Although a slight 

increase in dropout rates was observed, overall levels remained 

low, suggesting effective retention strategies such as early 

monitoring and home visitations. However, socio-economic 

factors, health issues, and family conditions continue to influence 

learner attrition (UNESCO, 2019). 

Table 4a. Distribution of the schools in terms of their 

performance in enrolment and promotion 

Indicators 
SY 2023-2024 SY 2024-2025 

Freq. (n=16) Percentage Freq. (n=16) Percentage 

Enrolment (BOSY)     

500 or below 4 25.0 4 25.0 

501 to 1000 2 12.5 3 18.8 

1001 to 1500 4 25.0 3 18.8 

1501 to 2000 1 6.3 3 18.8 

2001 or above 5 31.3 3 18.8 

Mean 

SD 

1327.88 learners 

867.59 

1272.19 learners 

812.77 

Promotion (% of BOSY Enrolment)     

96% or below 1 6.3 1 6.3 

96.01% to 98% 7 43.8 5 31.3 

98.01% to 99% 3 18.8 6 37.5 

100% 5 31.3 4 25.0 

Mean 

SD 

98.21% 

1.69 

98.58% 

1.45 

Failed (% of BOSY Enrolment)     

0% 10 62.5 12 75.0 

0.1% to 1.9% 3 18.8 4 25.0 

2% to 2.9% 2 12.5 0 0.0 
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3% or more 1 6.3 0 0.0 

Mean 

SD 

0.64% 

1.15 

0.31% 

0.62 

   

Dropout (% of BOSY Enrolment)     

0% 5 31.3 5 31.3 

0.1% to 1.9% 6 37.5 9 56.3 

2% to 2.9% 3 18.8 1 6.3 

3% or more 2 12.5 1 6.3 

Mean 

SD 

1.26% 

1.33 

0.78% 

0.99 

Discipline Referrals 

Table 4b indicates that most schools recorded moderate 

disciplinary referrals, with slight reductions observed in the 

succeeding year, suggesting improved behavior management. The 

decline in mean referrals reflects more consistent disciplinary 

practices, though variations remain across schools (Department of 

Education [DepEd], 2020). Common issues include tardiness, 

absenteeism, bullying, and disruptive behavior, aligning with 

findings that behavioral concerns persist in school settings 

(UNICEF, 2021). Overall, results imply that schools effectively 

reinforce positive behavior, though continuous interventions are 

necessary to address recurring disciplinary issues. 

Table 4b. Distribution of the schools in terms of their 

performance in discipline referrals 

Indicators 
SY 2023-2024 SY 2024-2025 

Freq. (n=16) Percentage Freq. (n=16) Percentage 

Discipline Referrals     

5 or below 3 18.8 4 25.0 

6 to 10 5 31.3 5 31.3 

11 to 15 3 18.8 5 31.3 

16 to 20 3 18.8 2 12.5 

21 or above 2 12.5 0 0.0 

Mean 

SD 

11.63 referrals 

7.16 

10.38 referrals 

5.38 

Awards Received 

Table 4c shows that most awards were from DepEd-recognized 

competitions, increasing to full participation in the succeeding 

year, reflecting schools‟ strong commitment to learner achievement 

(Department of Education [DepEd], 2020). The rise in awards from 

Local Government Units indicates improved collaboration and 

community engagement. However, the absence of NGO-related 

awards suggests a need to expand partnerships. Overall, findings 

highlight active participation in programs while emphasizing the 

importance of broader stakeholder involvement to enhance school 

support systems. 

Table 4c. Distribution of the schools in terms of their 

performance in awards received 

Indicators 
SY 2023-2024 SY 2024-2025 

Freq. (n=16) Percentage Freq. (n=16) Percentage 

Awards received*     

Local Government 4 25.0 7 43.8 

Non-Government Organization 0 - 0 - 

Department of Education 15 93.8 16 100.0 

Other agencies 2 12.5 2 12.5 

*multiple response set 

Classroom to Teacher to Learner Ratios 

Table 4d indicates generally adequate teacher deployment, though 

classroom shortages persist. Most schools reported more than one 

teacher per classroom due to program specialization, not 
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overstaffing. Improvements in classroom-to-learner ratios suggest 

reduced congestion; however, some classes remain overcrowded, 

reflecting facility limitations (Department of Education [DepEd], 

2020). Typhoon damage further constrained available classrooms, 

prompting alternative learning arrangements. Teacher-to-learner 

ratios indicate sufficient staffing, yet optimizing resource 

allocation remains a challenge. Overall, while efforts improved 

class conditions, infrastructure limitations continue to affect the 

attainment of ideal learning environments. 

Table 4d. Distribution of the schools in terms of their 

performance in ratios 

Indicators 
SY 2023-2024 SY 2024-2025 

Freq. (n=16) Percentage Freq. (n=16) Percentage 

Classroom to teacher ratio     

1 is to 1 teacher 2 12.5 4 25.0 

1 is to more than 1 teacher 14 87.5 12 75.0 

Classroom to learner ratio     

1 is to less than 30 learners 2 12.5 13 81.3 

1 is to 31 to 40 learners  9 56.3 2 12.5 

1 is to more than 40 learners 5 31.3 1 6.3 

Teacher to learner ratio     

1 is to less than 30 learners 12 75.0 3 18.8 

1 is to 31 to 40 learners  2 12.5 9 56.3 

1 is to more than 40 learners 2 12.5 4 25.0 

*multiple response set 

Awards Received by the Learners of the Teachers 

Classroom Awards 

Table 5a shows a modest number of learners receiving conduct and 

perfect attendance awards, with slight declines across school years. 

This suggests generally stable classroom discipline, though 

emerging issues in attendance and behavior persist. Adolescent 

factors, such as autonomy and peer influence, contribute to these 

challenges (Erik Erikson, 1968). External factors like academic 

pressure and family responsibilities also affect learner behavior 

(Jiang et al., 2022). Overall, findings highlight the need to 

strengthen discipline, punctuality, and attendance interventions to 

support learner development. 

Table 5a. Table 5.a. Distribution of Classroom Awards Received 

by Learners Under the Advisership of Teacher Participants for 

School Years 2023–2024 and 2024–2025 

Indicators 
SY 2023-2024 SY 2024-2025 

Freq. (n=16) Percentage Freq. (n=16) Percentage 

Conduct award     

3 or below 59 21.1 56 20.1 

4 to 6 105 37.6 114 40.9 

7 to 9 80 28.7 82 29.4 

10 to 12 24 8.6 19 6.8 

13 or above 11 3.9 8 2.9 

Mean 

SD 

6.13 learners per class 

3.02 

5.96 learners per class 

2.79 

Perfect attendance award     

3 or below 31 11.1 87 31.2 

4 to 6 127 45.5 112 40.1 

7 to 9 56 20.1 49 17.6 

10 to 12 39 14.0 24 8.6 

13 or above 26 9.3 7 2.5 

Mean 7.07 learners per class 5.44 learners per class 
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SD 3.38 3.10 

Academic Excellence Awards 

Table 5b shows that most learners fall under the “With Honors” 

category, while fewer achieve higher distinctions, with a slight 

decline in awardees across school years. “With High Honors” and 

“With Highest Honors” remain limited, indicating that only a small 

proportion of learners reach advanced academic performance. 

These trends suggest consistent but moderate academic 

achievement levels among students. Factors such as instructional 

quality, learner engagement, and academic stress may influence 

outcomes (Mascia et al., 2023; Jagiello, 2024). Overall, findings 

highlight the need for enrichment programs, differentiated 

instruction, and targeted interventions to support both struggling 

and high-performing learners. 

Table 5b. Distribution of academic excellence awards received by 

the learners under the advisership of Teacher Participants 

Indicators 
SY 2023-2024 SY 2024-2025 

Freq. (n=16) Percentage Freq. (n=16) Percentage 

With Honors     

4 or below 19 6.8 37 13.3 

5 to 8 142 50.9 123 44.1 

9 to 12 98 35.1 102 36.6 

13 or above 20 7.2 17 6.1 

Mean 

SD 

8.32 learners per class 

2.84 

8.10 learners per class 

3.16 

With High Honors     

None 54 19.4 70 25.1 

1 to 2 135 48.4 166 59.5 

3 to 4 83 29.7 41 14.7 

5 or more 7 2.5 2 0.7 

Mean 

SD 

1.88 learners per class 

1.38 

1.44 learners per class 

1.10 

With Highest Honors     

None 232 83.2 233 83.5 

1 to 2 47 16.8 46 16.5 

Mean 

SD 

0.19 learners per class 

0.43 

0.16 learners per class 

0.37 

Special Recognition 

Table 5c shows that most special recognitions were concentrated at 

the district level, particularly in academics, while international 

participation remained minimal. Athletic and socio-cultural awards 

increased slightly, indicating growing support for holistic learner 

development. However, limited representation in higher-level 

competitions suggests constraints in training, resources, and 

exposure opportunities. These findings align with studies 

emphasizing the role of co-curricular activities in enhancing 

motivation and socio-emotional skills (Mascia et al., 2023; 

Wolters, 2025). Overall, schools demonstrate strong local 

competitiveness but need strengthened support for regional and 

global participation. 

Table 5c. Distribution of special recognition awards received by 

the learners under the advisership of Teacher Participants 

Indicators 
SY 2023-2024 SY 2024-2025 

Freq. (n=16) Percentage Freq. (n=16) Percentage 

Academics     

District/ Municipal 118 42.3 108 38.7 

Congressional District 67 24.0 62 22.2 

Division 70 25.1 78 28.0 

Regional 26 9.3 11 3.9 
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National 11 3.9 3 1.1 

International 3 1.1 0 0.0 

Athletics     

District/ Municipal 76 27.2 94 33.7 

Congressional District 38 13.6 41 14.7 

Division 36 12.9 37 13.3 

Regional 14 5.0 8 2.9 

National 2 0.7 2 0.7 

International 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Socio-Cultural and Arts     

District/ Municipal 51 18.3 55 19.7 

Congressional District 11 3.9 21 7.5 

Division 21 7.5 13 4.7 

Regional 4 1.4 5 1.8 

National 2 0.7 5 1.8 

International 0 0.0 5 1.8 

Others     

District/ Municipal 0 0.0 3 1.1 

Congressional District 0 0.0 1 0.4 

Division 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Regional 1 0.4 7 2.5 

National 1 0.4 0 0.0 

International 0 0.0 0 0.0 

*multiple response set 

Difference in the Levels of Instructional Leadership of  

the School Heads when grouped according to their Teachers’ 

Profile 

Tables 6a and 6b show that teachers‟ perceptions of instructional 

leadership significantly vary according to age, teaching position, 

and school size at the 0.05 level. Age was found significant (F = 

6.377, p = 0.000), with teachers aged 30–50 rating leadership lower 

than younger and older colleagues, likely due to higher 

expectations and critical evaluation. Teaching position also 

influenced perceptions (F = 2.691, p = 0.047), with Master 

Teachers and Teacher I rating school heads more favorably than 

Teacher III. School size was significant as well (F = 5.780, p = 

0.003), with mega schools reporting higher leadership perceptions 

due to stronger support systems and coordination structures. 

Table 6a. Comparison test results in the levels of instructional 

leadership of the school heads as perceived by the teachers when 

grouped according to their profile 

Grouping Variables F- or t-value Probability Stat. Inference 

Age 6.377 0.000 Significant 

Sex 0.237 0.627 Not significant 

Civil status 1.684 0.187 Not significant 

Educational attainment 0.118 0.976 Not significant 

Position 2.691 0.047 Significant 

School size 5.780 0.003 Significant 

*tested at 0.05 level of significance 

Table 6b. Post Hoc Analysis of Significant Differences in Instructional    Leadership 
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Age Group Mean SD Significant Difference 

30 or below 4.67 0.65 Higher than 31–40 and 41–50 

31–40 4.4 0.62 No significant difference 

41–50 4.37 0.84 No significant difference 

51 or above 4.94 0.16 Higher than 31–40 and 41–50 

Position Mean SD Significant Difference 

Teacher I 4.67 0.72 Higher than Teacher III 

Teacher II 4.46 0.6 No significant difference 

Teacher III 4.43 0.7 No significant difference 

Master Teacher 4.77 0.55 Higher than Teacher III 

School Size Mean SD Significant Difference 

Medium 4.72 0.46 Higher than Large 

Large 4.4 0.74 No significant difference 

Mega 4.66 0.56 Higher than Large 

Difference in the Levels of Administrative Support Provided by 

the School Heads when grouped according to their Teachers’ 

Profile 

Tables 6c and 6d reveal significant differences in teachers‟ 

perceptions of administrative support based on age and school size 

at the 0.05 level. Age showed a significant effect (F = 5.859, p = 

0.001), with mid-career teachers (31–50) rating support lower than 

younger and older groups, likely due to higher workload demands 

and expectations. School size was also significant (F = 9.555, p = 

0.000), with teachers in large schools reporting lower support than 

those in medium and mega schools, reflecting resource and 

workload constraints. Findings suggest the need for more 

responsive and differentiated administrative practices. 

Table 6c. Comparison test results in the levels of administrative 

support provided by the school heads as perceived by the teachers 

when grouped according to their profile 

Grouping Variables F- or t-value Probability Stat. Inference 

Age 5.859 0.001 Significant 

Sex 0.208 0.649 Not significant 

Civil status 1.452 0.236 Not significant 

Educational attainment 0.219 0.928 Not significant 

Position 2.175 0.091 Not significant 

School size 9.555 0.000 Significant 

*tested at 0.05 level of significance 

Table 6d. Post Hoc Analysis of Significant Differences in Administrative Support 

Age Group Mean SD Significant Difference 

30 or below 4.71 0.6 Higher than 31–40 and 41–50 

31–40 4.49 0.58 No significant difference 

41–50 4.39 0.85 No significant difference 

51 or above 4.94 0.18 Higher than 31–40 and 41–50 

School Size Mean SD Significant Difference 

Medium 4.79 0.37 Higher than Large 

Large 4.43 0.72 No significant difference 

Mega 4.77 0.45 Higher than Large 



Copyright © ISRG Publishers. All rights Reserved. 

 DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.20019833   
36 

 

Relationship between the Learners’ Achievements and the 

Levels of 

Instructional Leadership and Administrative Support of the 

School Heads 

Classroom Awards 

Table 7a shows no significant relationship between learners‟ 

conduct and attendance awards and both instructional leadership 

(r = 0.103, p = 0.086) and administrative support (r = 0.087, p = 

0.147), as both p-values exceed 0.05. This indicates that school 

heads‟ leadership practices do not directly influence these learner 

outcomes. Instead, external factors such as family background, 

peer influence, and motivation may play stronger roles (Kim & 

Park, 2021). Leadership may still have indirect effects through 

classroom climate (Sebastian et al., 2020). Overall, adolescent 

developmental factors also shape behavior and attendance 

outcomes. 

Table 7a. Correlation test results between the learner’ 

achievements in terms of classroom awards and the levels of 

instructional leadership and administrative support provided by 

the school heads 

Variables 
r-

value 
Probability 

Stat. 

Inference 

Learners’ Classroom 

awards 
   

Level of 

instructional 

leadership 

0.103 0.086 
Not 

significant 

Level of 

administrative 

support 

0.087 0.147 
Not 

significant 

*tested at 0.05 level of significance 

Academic Excellence 

Table 7a shows no significant relationship between learners‟ 

conduct and attendance awards and both instructional leadership (r 

= 0.103, p = 0.086) and administrative support (r = 0.087, p = 

0.147), as both p-values exceed 0.05. This indicates that school 

heads‟ leadership practices do not directly influence these learner 

outcomes. Instead, external factors such as family background, 

peer influence, and motivation may play stronger roles (Kim & 

Park, 2021). Leadership may still have indirect effects through 

classroom climate (Sebastian et al., 2020). Overall, adolescent 

developmental factors also shape behavior and attendance 

outcomes. 

Table 7b. Correlation test results between the learner’ 

achievements in terms of Academic Excellence Awards and the 

levels of instructional leadership and administrative support 

provided by the school heads 

Variables r-value Probability 
Stat. 

Inference 

Learners’ Academic 

Excellence Awards 
   

Level of 

instructional 
0.244 0.000 Significant 

leadership 

Level of 

administrative 

support 

0.176 0.003 Significant 

*tested at 0.05 level of significance 

Special Recognition 

Table 7c reveals a significant positive relationship between 

administrative support and learners‟ special recognition awards (r 

= 0.127, p = 0.034), indicating that stronger administrative 

support is associated with higher learner achievements. This 

suggests that school heads‟ provision of resources, stakeholder 

collaboration, and logistical support enhances learners‟ 

participation in competitions from district to higher levels. Studies 

support that administrative backing strengthens extracurricular 

programs and student engagement (Caparros, 2023; Boy et al., 

2022). Overall, administrative support serves as a key factor in 

promoting holistic learner development. 

Table 7c. Correlation test results between the learner’ 

achievements in terms of Special Recognition and the levels of 

instructional leadership and administrative support provided by 

the school heads 

Variables r-value Probability 
Stat. 

Inference 

Learners’ Special 

Recognition Awards 
   

Level of instructional 

leadership 
0.064 0.287 

Not 

significant 

Level of 

administrative 

support 

0.127 0.034 Significant 

*tested at 0.05 level of significance 

Conclusions 
Based on the findings, it can be concluded that the school heads of 

the participating schools in the 1st Congressional District of 

Cagayan exhibit high levels of instructional leadership practices 

and administrative support as perceived by teachers and themselves 

as evidenced by commendable school performance indicators such 

as high promotion rates, minimal failures, low dropout rates and 

improved class size management. However, learners‟ achievements 

-conduct, attendance, academic excellence and special recognitions 

remain relatively limited. The results also showed that instructional 

leadership and administrative support are positively correlated with 

learners‟ academic achievements. Specifically, administrative 

support was also found to significantly influence the attainment of 

special recognitions awards but no significant correlation between 

conduct and attendance-based awards was observed. Meanwhile, a 

significant difference was observed in teachers‟ perceptions of 

instructional leadership when grouped by age and position.  

Overall, the results confirm that strong instructional leadership and 

administrative support from school heads lead to higher 

achievements of leaners and overall school performance 

emphasizing their vital role in shaping educational outcomes. 
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Recommendations 
Based on the findings and conclusions of the study, it is 

recommended that school heads and teachers strengthen 

collaborative efforts in monitoring learner behavior and attendance, 

in close coordination with guidance personnel and parents, to 

reduce tardiness, absences, referrals, and dropout cases. School 

heads should further enhance support for differentiated, data-driven 

instruction to assist struggling learners while sustaining high 

achievers, and maximize collaboration with Master Teachers and 

subject coordinators to improve classroom practices. Continuous 

professional development through graduate studies and trainings 

should also be sustained. In addition, adequate funding for 

advanced trainings and competitions should be allocated, while 

stronger partnerships with parents and the community should be 

established to improve learner welfare and resilience. 
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