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Background

School-Based Management (SBM) was in-
troduced to promote meaningful changes in ed-
ucational practice by empowering school com-
munities to make informed, context-sensitive
decisions that improve school performance.
SBM aims to motivate school staff, foster pro-
fessional growth, and create learning environ-
ments that encourage innovation, accountabil-
ity, and responsiveness to local needs. Unlike
traditional centralized governance models,
SBM establishes accountability mechanisms
between beneficiaries (students and parents)
and implementers (school heads and teachers),
thereby strengthening transparency and
shared responsibility in delivering quality edu-
cation (Barrera-Osorio, Fasih, & Patrinos,
2009).

SBM is commonly defined as “the decentral-
ization of levels of authority to the school level,”
allowing decision-making power to be shared
among school heads, teachers, parents, and
community stakeholders (Oswald, 2014). This
decentralization increases participation, en-
hances ownership of school programs, and en-
ables schools to respond more effectively to
learners’ needs (Barrera-Osorio, Fasih, Patri-
nos, & Santibanez, 2014). The underlying as-
sumption of SBM is that those closest to the
teaching-learning process are best positioned
to determine how educational policies and pro-
grams should be implemented (Alvarado, Sy, &
Adriatico, 2019).

Beyond governance, SBM is explicitly in-
tended to improve school performance and stu-
dent learning outcomes. Empowering staff en-
courages teacher autonomy and classroom in-
novation, enabling teachers to contextualize in-
struction and adopt learner-centered strate-
gies. Training staff enhances pedagogical com-
petence and assessment literacy, which di-
rectly affects instructional quality. Addition-
ally, mechanisms for monitoring and evalua-
tion promote continuous improvement, and
the integration of new technologies supports
flexible and blended learning modalities. Con-
tinuous professional development sustains
teacher motivation and instructional effective-
ness, collectively positioning SBM as a frame-

work that links leadership practices to im-
proved teaching and learning outcomes (Au-
thor, 2022).

While SBM promotes decentralization,
schools continue to operate within policy
frameworks set by the central government,
highlighting the complementary roles of na-
tional oversight and school-level autonomy
(Department of Education, 2012). Effective
SBM depends on collaborative engagement be-
tween central authorities and school stake-
holders.

Empirical evidence, however, suggests that
SBM implementation remains challenging. Al-
varado, Sy, and Adriatico (2019) found that
school heads often struggle to balance adminis-
trative, supervisory, and instructional leader-
ship roles, resulting in gaps between intended
SBM goals and actual school performance.
Their study identified deficiencies in manage-
rial competencies and limited access to leader-
ship training, constraining effective SBM imple-
mentation.

In the Philippine context, these challenges
were further intensified during the COVID-19
pandemic, which disrupted traditional modes
of instruction and school management. School
heads were compelled to manage resources,
support teacher well-being, and ensure curric-
ulum continuity under unprecedented condi-
tions. These shifts underscore the need to reas-
sess management practices and governance
mechanisms within SBM, particularly in rela-
tion to administrative support, curriculum rel-
evance, and teacher professional development
in post-pandemic or hybrid learning environ-
ments.

Consequently, this study sought to assess
the extent of SBM as a governance framework
and examine the management practices of
school heads as perceived by teachers. While
teachers’ perceptions may reflect generally
positive evaluations, consistently high ratings
may also mask underlying issues or areas for
improvement. Identifying these nuances is es-
sential in refining action plans that move be-
yond compliance toward sustained school im-
provement (Author, 2022).
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Statement of the Problem
This research study aimed to assess the

School-Based Management as a governance

framework and School Heads Management

Practices as perceived by the teachers of se-

lected Elementary Schools in Zone III, Schools

Division of Zambales, School year 2021 - 2022.
Specifically, the research study sought an-

swers to the following research questions:

1. How do the teacher-respondents assess the
School-Based Management with respect to:
1.1 empowering staff;

1.2 training staff;

1.3 introducing schemes for improving
quality;

1.4 introducing various forms for new tech-
nology; and

1.5 continuous professional growth

2. How do the teacher-respondents describe
the management practices of school heads
in terms of:

2.1 administrative support;
2.2 physical facilities; and
2.3 curriculum relevance

3. Is there a significant difference on the di-
mensions of School-Based Management as
governance framework?

4. Is there a significant difference on the di-
mensions of the School Heads’ manage-
ment practices?

5. What action plan may be proposed based
on the findings of the study?

Methodology
Research Design

The study employed a descriptive quantita-
tive research design to assess teachers’ percep-
tions of School-Based Management (SBM) and
the management practices of school heads. De-
scriptive research is appropriate for systemati-
cally describing existing conditions, practices,
and perceptions within a defined population
(Atmowardoyo, 2018; Bonilla-Elegado, 2021;
Canonizado, 2020; Deliquifia, 2021; Koh &
Owen, 2017; McCombes, 2020; McLeod, 2018;
Reguindin-San Agustin, 2021; Siedlecki, 2020).

Before conducting the Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA), a test of normality was performed to
verify the suitability of parametric analysis.
The data satisfied the assumption of normal
distribution; hence, ANOVA was deemed

appropriate for testing differences in teachers’
perceptions across SBM dimensions and man-
agement practices. This statistical procedure
strengthened the validity of the study’s find-
ings, particularly in interpreting non-signifi-
cant results.

Descriptive research uses a variety of meth-
ods to investigate one or more variables
(McCombes, 2020). It is defined as a method
aimed at describing existing phenomena as ac-
curately as possible (McLeod, 2018). Descrip-
tive studies examine the characteristics of a
population, identify problems within units or
organizations, and explore variations in prac-
tices (Bonilla-Elegado, 2021). This methodol-
ogy focuses on what a research subject is rather
than why it exists (Deliquifia, 2021), providing
a foundational understanding before exploring
causal relationships (Koh & Owen, 2017).

Descriptive research involves gathering
data that describe events, organizing, tabulat-
ing, and presenting them through visual aids
such as graphs and charts to facilitate under-
standing of data distribution (Canonizado,
2020). It aims to accurately and systematically
depict populations, situations, or phenomena,
answering questions of what, where, when, and
how (Atmowardoyo, 2018; Siedlecki, 2020). Its
value lies in solving problems and improving
practices through careful observation, analysis,
and description (Reguindin-San Agustin,
2021).

In this study, the descriptive quantitative
analysis focused on:

a) the assessment of teachers on SBM as a
governance framework, and

b) management practices of school heads as
assessed by the teachers.

Respondents and Location

The respondents were elementary teachers
from selected schools in Zone III, Schools Divi-
sion of Zambales. Respondents are individuals
who complete surveys or interviews to provide
data for analysis (Allen, 2018). Participation re-
quired informed consent.

A total of 158 elementary teachers across
twelve schools participated. Table 1 shows the
frequency distribution and percentage of re-
spondents per school.
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Table 1. Distribution of Elementary Teacher-Respondents from Zone 111, Schools Division of Zambales

Elementary Schools Teachers (f) Percentage
Cabangan Elementary School 16 10.13%
Longos Integrated School 8 5.06%
Sta. Rita Elementary School 11 6.96%
Laoag Elementary School 8 5.06%
San Felipe Elementary School (West) 17 10.76%
Sindol Elementary School 11 6.96%
Dallipawen Elementary School 7 4.43%
San Juan-Candelaria Elementary School 8 5.06%
San Narciso Elementary School 22 13.93%
Dirita Elementary School 14 8.86%
San Antonio Central Elementary School 22 13.93%
West Dirita Elementary School 14 8.86%
Total 158 100%

Research Instrument
The main instrument was a survey ques-

tionnaire (McLeod, 2018; Bhandari, 2021).

Questionnaires consist of structured questions

designed to collect information on respond-

ents’ attitudes, experiences, or opinions

(Bhandari, 2021).

The questionnaire was developed based on
literature and the Department of Education
(DepEd) School-Based Management Frame-
work and the Revised SBM Assessment Tool
(DepEd Order No. 83, s. 2012) (Department of
Education, 2012). The survey consisted of two
parts:

1. SBM as governance framework - 10 indica-
tors rated on a 4-point Likert scale (4 =
Strongly Agree to 1 = Strongly Disagree).

2. Management practices of school heads - 10
indicators rated on a 4-point scale (4 =
Highly Practiced to 1 = Not Practiced).

The draft questionnaire was reviewed by a
panel of examiners and the research adviser. A
pilot test was conducted among 20 teachers
from two elementary schools to ensure valid-
ity, reliability, and clarity (Wright & So, 2022).

Reliability Results: Cronbach’s alpha values
indicated excellent reliability across all dimen-
sions:

e SBM: Empowering Staff (0.963), Training
Staff (0.951), Improving Quality (0.965),
Technology Integration (0.954), Continu-
ous Professional Growth (0.974)

e Management Practices: Administrative
Support (0.942), Physical Facilities (0.962),
Curriculum Relevance (0.984)

Data Collection

Permission was secured from the Schools
Division Superintendent of Zambales. The re-
searcher coordinated with school heads to ad-
minister the survey in April 2022, ensuring
proper explanation of study objectives and ad-
herence to health protocols. Ethical standards
and the Data Privacy Act of 2012 (RA 10173)
were strictly observed to protect respondents’
rights (Republic of the Philippines, 2012).

Data Analysis
Data were analyzed using descriptive and

inferential statistics.

1. Frequency and Percentage Distribution - to
describe respondents’ demographic charac-
teristics.

2. Weighted Mean - to determine overall per-
ceptions of teachers. The following 4-point
scale was used:
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SBM as Governance Framework

Point Scale Interpretation Symbol
4 3.26-4.00 Strongly Agree SA
3 2.51-3.25 Agree A
2 1.76-2.50 Disagree D
1 1.00-1.75 Strongly Disagree SD
Management Practices of School Heads
Point Scale Interpretation Symbol
4 3.26-4.00 Highly Practiced HP
3 2.51-3.25 Practiced P
2 1.76-2.50 Fairly Practiced FP
1 1.00-1.75 Not Practiced NP

3. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) - tested for
significant differences in perceptions
across SBM dimensions and management
practices (McCombes, 2020).

Decision Rule:
e Sig. > 0.05: Accept the null hypothesis
(no significant difference)
e Sig. < 0.05: Reject the null hypothesis
(significant difference)

All data were processed using Microsoft Ex-
cel 365, tallied, tabulated, analyzed, and inter-
preted according to the research objectives.

Results and Discussion

This chapter presents the results and inter-
pretation of the findings based on collected
data, and the researcher’s observations and ac-
tual experience.

1. Assessment of the teacher-respondents on the School-Based Management.
Table 2. Summary Table on the Assessment of the teacher-respondents on the School-Based Manage-

ment
School-Based Management OverallWeighted Qualitativ_e Rank

Mean Interpretation
1 Empowering Staff 3.59 Strongly Agree 2
2 Training Staff 3.59 Strongly Agree 2
3 Introducing schemes for improving quality 3.56 Strongly Agree 4
4 Introducing various forms for new technology 3.59 Strongly Agree 2
5 Continuous professional growth 3.55 Strongly Agree 5

Grand Mean 3.58 Strongly Agree

The findings revealed a grand mean of 3.58,
interpreted as “Strongly Agree,” indicating that
teachers perceived SBM implementation
across all five dimensions to be highly evident
in their schools. While this result reflects favor-
able perceptions, the consistently high mean
scores across dimensions warrant cautious in-
terpretation.

The absence of significant differences
among SBM dimensions (Table 4) may suggest
a generally uniform implementation of SBM
practices across the twelve schools in Zone III.

However, it may also indicate the presence of
social desirability bias, where teacher-re-
spondents may have been reluctant to provide
critical evaluations of school leadership due to
professional or organizational considerations.
Such uniformly positive responses may ob-
scure specific operational challenges or contex-
tual variations in SBM implementation.

To address this limitation, future studies
may consider incorporating qualitative meth-
ods, such as interviews or focus group discus-
sions, to capture deeper insights into teachers’
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lived experiences with SBM. A mixed-methods
approach would allow numerical trends to be
substantiated with narrative evidence, thereby
providing a more nuanced understanding of
SBM practices at the school level.

The teacher-respondents strongly agreed
on Empowering Staff, Training Staff, and Intro-
ducing various forms for new technology with
equal overall weighted mean of (3.59) and
ranked 2nd respectively; Introducing Schemes
for improving quality (3.56) and ranked 4t
while Continuous Professional Growth with
overall weighted mean of (3.55) and ranked 5th.

The computed grand mean on the responses to-
wards dimensions on School-Based Manage-
ment was 3.58 with qualitative interpretations
of “Strongly Agree”.

2. Assessment of the teacher-respondents
on management practices of school
Heads as perceived by the teacher-re-
spondents.

Table 3 shows the summary table on the as-
sessment of the teacher-respondents on the
level of management practices of school admin-
istrators.

Table 3. Summary Table on the Assessment of the Teacher-respondents on the Management Practices

of School Heads
Management practices of Overall Weighted Qualitative
. . Rank
school administrators Mean Interpretation
1 Administrative Support 3.54 Highly Practiced 2
2 Physical Facilities 3.53 Highly Practiced 3
3 Curriculum Relevance 3.56 Highly Practiced 1
Grand Mean 3.54 Highly Practiced

Among the three indicators on level of man-
agement practices of the school heads, Curricu-
lum Relevance (3.56) obtained that mean value
and ranked 1st; followed by Administrative
Support (3.54) and ranked 2nd and Physical
Facilities (3.53) and ranked 3rd. The computed
grand mean on the responses towards the man-
agement practices by school heads was 3.54
with qualitative interpretations of “Highly
Practice”. Curriculum relevance obtained the
highest mean (3.56) among the management
practices, reflecting teachers’ strong percep-
tion that instructional programs were aligned
with learners’ needs. This finding can be at-
tributed to the implementation of the Most Es-
sential Learning Competencies (MELCs) man-
dated by the Department of Education during
School Year 2021-2022.

The MELCs streamlined curricular content
to prioritize essential knowledge and skills, en-
suring continuity of learning despite pandemic-
related disruptions. Their contextualized and
flexible nature enabled teachers to adapt in-
struction to local realities, which likely contrib-
uted to the high rating of curriculum relevance.
This alignment between national curriculum
policy and school-level implementation under-
scores the critical role of school heads in facili-
tating curriculum coherence within the SBM
framework.

3. Test of difference on the dimensions of
School-Based Management as govern-
ance framework.

Table 4 shows the Analysis of Variance to
test difference on the dimensions of School-
Based Management as a governance frame-
work.
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Table 4. Analysis of Variance to test difference on the dimensions of School-Based Management as

governance framework

Sources of Variations SS df Ms F Sig. Decision

Empowering Staff Between 0.216 4 0.054  0.327 0.860 Accept Ho
Groups Not Signifi-

Training Staff cant

Introducing schemes for Within 129.841 785 0.165

improving quality Groups

Introducing various

forms for new technology ~ Total 130.057 789

Continuous professional
growth

There is no significant difference on the
perception towards dimensions of School-
Based Management as governance framework
as to Empowering Staff, Training Staff, Intro-
ducing schemes for improving quality, Intro-
ducing various forms for new technology, and
Continuous professional growth manifested on
the computed Sig. or P-value of 0.80 which is
greater than 0.05 Alpha Level of Significance;
therefore, the null hypothesis is accepted. The
results of the ANOVA revealed no significant
differences in teachers’ perceptions across
SBM dimensions and management practices.
Rather than indicating stagnation, this finding
suggests a shared baseline of practices across
schools within Zone III. In school-based man-
agement (SBM), operational responsibilities
and decision-making are delegated to school
heads, teachers, parents, community members,
and even students, promoting inclusive gov-
ernance (Ya, Wang, & Li, 2020). SBM serves as
an educational management framework that
enables schools to distribute and manage re-
sources collaboratively, with the shared goal of
improving educational quality (Karmila & Wi-
jaya, 2020). Moreover, SBM is an autonomous
model that guides school policies and

performance enhancement through coopera-
tion among the school, community, and govern-
ment (Mawanda, Muliira, & Nabukeera, 2018).
As a formal decision-making mechanism, SBM
oversees financial management, personnel, and
program implementation to ensure accounta-
bility and effective governance (Ya, Wang, & Li,
2020).

Functional decentralization refers to the al-
location of authority among different bodies
operating concurrently, where effective coop-
eration enhances educational planning
(Alma’arif & Maksum, 2017). Territorial decen-
tralization involves the distribution of power
across geographic levels of government
(UNESCO, 2021). Privatization can also be con-
sidered a form of decentralization, as authority
shifts from the government to private entities,
thereby reducing state control over schools
(Verger, Fontdevila, & Zancajo, 2017).

4. Test of difference on the dimensions of
management practices.

Table 5 shows the Analysis of Variance to
test difference on the dimensions of manage-
ment practices

Table 5. Analysis of Variance to test difference on the dimensions of management practices

Sources of Variations SS df MS F Sig. Decision
Between 0.054 2 0.027 0.128 0.880  AcceptHo
Administrative Groups Not Sig-
Support nificant
IJMABER 864 Volume 7 | Number 2 | February | 2026
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Sources of Variations SS df MS F Sig. Decision
Within 100.097 471 0.213

Physical Groups

Facilities
Total 100.152 473

Curriculum

Relevance

There is no significant difference on the
perception towards dimensions of manage-
ment practices as to Administrative Support,
Physical Facilities, and Curriculum Relevance
manifested on the computed Sig. or P-value of
0.880 which is greater than 0.05 Alpha Level of
Significance; therefore, the null hypothesis is
accepted. From a systems perspective, the ab-
sence of significant differences highlights the
potential for horizontal learning, where
schools can collaboratively share effective
strategies and practices. Instead of identifying
a single “best-performing” school, the Division
may benefit from facilitating professional
learning exchanges among schools to reinforce
strengths and address common challenges col-
lectively.

The role of school heads in school-based
management (SBM) is a critical factor in achiev-
ing successful school improvement through ef-
fective leadership, community engagement,
and collaborative planning, decision-making,
and budgeting (Kartika & Arifin, 2020). School-
based curriculum development (SBCD) empha-
sizes innovation and the tailoring of curricula
to meet local needs, requiring the active partic-
ipation of multiple stakeholders while remain-
ing aligned with national standards (Murillo,
2018). The rationale for implementing SBCD,
along with the challenges encountered during

its execution, has been well documented in the
literature (Hairon, 2018; Nyame, 2020).

Accountability in education promotes
transparency, public trust, and school perfor-
mance through effective reporting and shared
responsibility (Widodo, Sunardi, & Kartowagi-
ran, 2018).

5. An Action Plan developed/formulated to
continuously implement the School-
Based Management as governance
framework and school heads manage-
ment practices
Presented below is a proposed action plan

to continuously implement School-Based Man-
agement as a governance framework and de-
sired management practices of school heads.
Table/Matrix 14 is the proposed action plan
based from the findings of the present study
specifically from the theme/variable with high-
est to the least results on the School-Based
Management as governance framework and
school headsmanagement practices. The action
plan is composed of seven (7) aspects such as
the Key Area, Objective, Specific Activities, Out-
puts, Person(s) Involved, Time Frame and Pro-
posed Budget. To help complete the contents of
the Action Plan, reviews of literature and re-
lated studies were also conducted by the re-
searcher.

PROPOSED ACTION PLAN

L. TITLE:
agement Practices

II. INTRODUCTION:

Continuous Implementation of the School-Based Management and School Heads Man-

Quality Education is the primary objective of School-Based Management and its goal is to
help educators in managing their schools efficiently and effectively.
Quality education is the primary objective of School-Based Management, and school heads
play a central role in linking education authorities, teachers, students, parents, and communities
to foster collaborative and nurturing learning environments (Whang, 2021).
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During the COVID-19 crisis, school heads are expected to be more flexible in managing school
resources to keep up with frequently changing guidelines and circumstances. Leadership and
management have always been the main responsibilities of school heads. Therefore, the principal
needs to have a broad knowledge and skillsin school management.

III. OBJECTIVES:
a. To be able to continuously implement the School-Based Management and school head
management practices.

b. To be able to come up and adopt different strategies in managing school.

IV. TARGET PARTICIPANTS:
School Heads and Teachers

V. BUDGETARY REQUIREMENTS:
Php 400 per participant

VI. TABLE/MATRIX
Table/Matrix 6. Proposed Action Planto Continuously ImplementSchool - Based Manage-
ment and School Heads Management Practices

. L. Specific Activities & Person(s) In- Time Proposed
Key Area Objective/S Outputs volved Frame Budget

Continuous To conduct workshops Attend/conduct sem- School Heads, @ Decem- Php400.00
professional  where there is the op- inars/LAC Sessions Teachers, and ber per partici-
growth portunity to discuss that will focus onpro- Lecturers/ Re- 2022 pant

and debate ideas fessional advance- source Persons

and opinions and take ment of teachers.

away ideas for class-

room activities and to

reflect on.
Introducing  To encourage teachers Attend/conduct sem- School Heads,  Sep- Php400.00
schemes for to write an action plan inars/LAC Sessions Teachers, and tember per partici-
improving toimplement theideas that will focus on the Lecturers/ Re- 2022 pant
quality within the importance of action source Persons

group. planning.
Physical Fa- To makes sure that Attend/conduct sem- School Heads, June Php400.00
cilities school head assess inars/LAC Sessions Teachers, and 2023 per partici-

that there are com- Lecturers/ Re- pant

plete facilities that Proposed Topic: source Persons

support the learning The Importance of

experience of the stu- Complete Learning

dents. Facilities for Better

Learning Outcomes

Administra-  To provides supportto Attend/conduct sem- School Heads, @ March Php400.00
tive Support  faculty, employees, inars/LAC Sessions Teachers, and 2023 per partici-

and students who Lecturers/ Re- pant

have been most af-
fected during the pan-
demic.

Proposed Topic:
Impact of Covid-19
pandemic to Faculty
and Students

source Persons

IJMABER

866

Volume 7 | Number 2 | February | 2026



WL Farin, 2026 / School-Based Management and School Heads Management Practicesin Zone 11l Schools Division of Zambales

Acknowledgement

Throughout the researcher’s journey, there
have been many who have supported and sac-
rificed such that the researcher could finish this
research study. They are as follows:

Dr. Emma C. Ventura, her research adviser,
for assuring that the corrections and revisions
would result in a better product until the end.
The researcher is truly grateful for the guid-
ance and positive words of encouragement she
has extended;

Dr. Marie Fe D. De Guzman, the Director of
the Graduate School and her thesis seminar
professor, for the expertise she extended in the
preparation and writing of the research in a
scholarly manner. The researcher is pro-
foundly thankful for her unwavering support
and patience.

Dr. Elizabeth N. Farin, the Chairperson of
the Committee of Oral Examiners, for the hard
work she put into reviewing the materials, and
sharing her insights to make the study more
scholarly. Truly an honor;

Dr. Domingo C. Edafio, the former Director
of the Graduate School and one of her outstand-
ing thesis committee member, for his ideas and
useful advice to bring this research study to its
birth and fruition;

Dr. Esmen M. Cabal,outstanding thesis com-
mittee member, for her suggestions and recom-
mendations which greatly improved the con-
tents of the manuscript. Her guidance and ad-
vice kept the researcher focused on her goals;

Dr. Romeo M. Alip, the Schools Division Su-
perintendent, for approving the request for the
conduct of the study in the elementary schools
of Zone IlI;

School Heads of Zone 111, Cabangan District,
Dr. Isagani C. Canonizado, Mr. Antonio R. Da-
tuin, and Mr. Jonathan N. Mallari; San Felipe
District, Mrs. Marni A. Rapada, Mrs. Merilyn D.
Reguindin and Mr. Cresencio F. Abad Jr.; San
Narciso District, Mrs. Mary Ann C. Espiritu, Mrs.
Editha S. Reydanas, Mrs. Marisa F. Rosete, Mrs.
Nancy A. Tejero and Dr. Mayden G. Rondero;
San Antonio District, Dr. Marlyn M. Acosta, Mr.
Edel C. Beltran, and Mrs. Rosalinda C. Cuison,
for their assistance during the administration
of the research instrument;

To the Elementary teachers of Cabangan,
San Felipe, San Narciso and San Antonio Dis-
tricts, who were the respondents of this study,
for their valuable contribution as respondents
of the present study;

Loterifia and Farin family, for providing the
researcher with unfailing support, uncondi-
tional love, and continuous encouragement all
throughout. This accomplishment would not
have been possible without them;

Francis T. Farin, the researcher’s husband,
for the unconditional love and support since
the beginning of this master’s degree journey
and for always cheering her up when at the
lowest. The researcher appreciates him always;

Fritz Edrei L. Farin, the inspiration of the re-
searcher, her son, and the source of strength for
completing this study;

And foremost, to our Almighty God for be-
stowing the researcher the love, wisdom, and
strength which kept her cherishing and valuing
this undertaking.

References

Allen, M. (2018). The SAGE encyclopedia of com-
munication research methods. SAGE Publi-
cations.
https://doi.org/10.4135/978148338141
1

Alma’arif, S., & Maksum, A. (2017). Educational
decentralization and functional authority
in school governance. Journal of Education

Policy, 32(6), 759-774.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.201
7.1324846

Alvarado, J., Sy, R., & Adriatico, M. (2019). Chal-
lenges and coping strategies of school
leaders in implementing school-based
management under RA 9155. Philippine
Journal of Educational Leadership, 12(2),
67-82.

Atmowardoyo, H. (2018). Research methods in
TEFL studies: Descriptive research, case
study, error analysis, and R & D. Journal of
Language Teaching and Research, 9(1),
197-204.
https://doi.org/10.17507/jltr.0901.25

Author, R. (2022). Assessment of school-based
management and school heads’ manage-
ment practices as perceived by teachers in
selected elementary schools. Unpublished

IJMABER

867 Volume 7 | Number 2 | February | 2026


https://doi.org/10.4135/9781483381411
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781483381411
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2017.1324846
https://doi.org/10.1080/02680939.2017.1324846
https://doi.org/10.17507/jltr.0901.25

WL Farin, 2026 / School-Based Management and School Heads Management Practicesin Zone I1l Schools Division of Zambales

manuscript, Zone III, Division of Zam-
bales.

Bandola, A. L. (2012). Curriculum development
and educational change. Educational Re-
search Journal, 7(2), 33-41.

Barrera-Osorio, F., Fasih, T., & Patrinos, H. A.
(2009). Decentralized decision-making in
education: School-based management and
its effects on learning outcomes. World
Bank. As cited in Jamiludin, Barlian, Su-
hartini, & Sumarna (2020).

Barrera-Osorio, F., Fasih, T., Patrinos, H. A., &
Santibafiez, L. (2014). Decentralization in
education: How school-based manage-
ment affects student outcomes. Journal of
Educational Development, 39, 35-50.

Bhandari, P. (2021). Questionnaire design

methods. Scribbr.
https://www.scribbr.com/methodol-
ogy/questionnaire/

Bonilla-Elegado, J. (2021). Descriptive research:
Concepts and applications. Rex Book Store.
Canonizado, I. C. (2020). Quantitative research
methods in education. International Jour-
nal of Advanced Research, 8(5), 112-118.
https://doi.org/10.21474/1JAR01/10932

Deliquifia, M. A. (2021). Understanding educa-
tional research problems and methods. In-
ternational Journal of Educational Re-
search and Innovation, 15, 45-58.

Department of Education. (2012). School-based
management framework and revised SBM
assessment tool (DepEd Order No. 83, s.
2012). Department of Education, Philip-
pines.

Hairon, S. (2018). Curriculum leadership and
school-based curriculum development.
School Leadership & Management, 38(2),
154-171.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13632434.201
7.1366445

Karmila, M., & Wijaya, C. (2020). School-based
management implementation for improv-
ing educational quality. Journal of Educa-
tional Administration, 58(4), 455-470.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEA-03-2019-
0045

Kartika, D., & Arifin, 1. (2020). Leadership roles
of school heads in implementing school-
based management. Journal of Educa-
tional Leadership, 8(1), 23-35.

Koh, E., & Owen, W. (2017). Descriptive re-
search and educational improvement.
Journal of Educational Management,
31(4), 456-470.
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEM-01-2017-
0021

Malangsa, R. M. (2013). Curriculum relevance
and instructional effectiveness in basic
education. Journal of Educational Practice,
4(12), 45-52.

Mawanda, M., Muliira, ]., & Nabukeera, M.
(2018). Collaborative governance and
school performance under school-based
management. Educational Management
Administration & Leadership, 46(5), 829-
845.
https://doi.org/10.1177 /174114321667
0652

McCombes, S. (2020). Descriptive research de-
sign. Scribbr.
https://www.scribbr.com /methodol-
ogy/descriptive-research/

McLeod, S. (2018). Questionnaire: Definition,
examples, design and types. Simply Psy-
chology. https: //www.simplypsychol-
ogy.org/questionnaires.html

Murillo, F. J. (2018). School-based curriculum
development and teacher professional-
ism. Educational Research Review, 24, 36—
45,
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2018.0
2.002

Nyame, G. (2020). Rationale and challenges of
school-based curriculum development: A
review of literature. Journal of Curriculum
Studies Research, 2(1), 1-18.

Oswald, S. (2014). School-based management:
Empowering stakeholders in education.
Education Policy Analysis, 22(3), 45-58.

Reguindin-San Agustin, M. (2021). Data
presentation and analysis in educational
research. Asia Pacific Journal of Multidisci-
plinary Research, 9(3), 12-20.

Republic of the Philippines. (2012). Republic
Act No. 10173: Data Privacy Act of 2012.
Official Gazette of the Republic of the Phil-
ippines. https://wwwe.officialga-
zette.gov.ph/2012/08/15 /republic-act-

no-10173/

IJMABER

868 Volume 7 | Number 2 | February | 2026


https://www.scribbr.com/methodology/questionnaire/
https://www.scribbr.com/methodology/questionnaire/
https://doi.org/10.21474/IJAR01/10932
https://doi.org/10.1080/13632434.2017.1366445
https://doi.org/10.1080/13632434.2017.1366445
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEA-03-2019-0045
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEA-03-2019-0045
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEM-01-2017-0021
https://doi.org/10.1108/JEM-01-2017-0021
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143216670652
https://doi.org/10.1177/1741143216670652
https://www.scribbr.com/methodology/descriptive-research/
https://www.scribbr.com/methodology/descriptive-research/
https://www.simplypsychology.org/questionnaires.html
https://www.simplypsychology.org/questionnaires.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2018.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.edurev.2018.02.002
https://www.officialgazette.gov.ph/2012/08/15/republic-act-no-10173/
https://www.officialgazette.gov.ph/2012/08/15/republic-act-no-10173/
https://www.officialgazette.gov.ph/2012/08/15/republic-act-no-10173/

WL Farin, 2026 / School-Based Management and School Heads Management Practicesin Zone 11l Schools Division of Zambales

Siedlecki, S. L. (2020). Understanding descrip-
tive research designs and methods. Clini-

cal Nurse Specialist, 34(1), 8-12.
https://doi.org/10.1097/NUR.00000000
00000493

UNESCO. (2021). Decentralization in education:
National policies and practices. UNESCO
Publishing.

Verger, A., Fontdevila, C., & Zancajo, A. (2017).
The privatization of education: A political
economy perspective. Educational Review,

69(2), 151-170.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.201
6.1278317

Whang, ]. (2021). School leadership in crisis
contexts: Lessons from COVID-19. Educa-

https://doi.org/10.1177 /174114322110
32185

Widodo, |., Sunardi, & Kartowagiran, B. (2018).
Accountability and transparency in edu-
cation management. International Journal
of Educational Development, 62, 1-9.

Wright, ], & So, K. (2022). Pilot testing in quan-
titative research. Journal of Applied Re-
search Methods, 6(2), 23-31.

Ya, L., Wang, Y., & Li, X. (2020). School-based
management and stakeholder participa-
tion in education governance. Interna-
tional Journal of Educational Management,

34(6), 1021-1036.
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-01-2020-
0015

tional Management Administration &
Leadership, 49(6), 1003-1019.
IJMABER

869 Volume 7 | Number 2 | February | 2026


https://doi.org/10.1097/NUR.0000000000000493
https://doi.org/10.1097/NUR.0000000000000493
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2016.1278317
https://doi.org/10.1080/00131911.2016.1278317
https://doi.org/10.1177/17411432211032185
https://doi.org/10.1177/17411432211032185
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-01-2020-0015
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEM-01-2020-0015

