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Abstract 

This study examined how administrative officers in Districts I and II of Kabugao, Apayao perceived School-Based 
Management (SBM) implementation in their schools. Specifically, it described the demographic profile of the officers, 
assessed their perceived level of SBM implementation across four domains, and tested whether perceived 
implementation levels differed significantly by sex, age group, educational attainment, and professional development. 
All 34 administrative officers in both districts participated in the study. The sample was predominantly female 
(91.18%), young (mean age 30.68), uniformly positioned at the 1–5 year service range, largely holding only a Bachelor's 
degree (85.29%), and mostly without relevant professional development training (79.41%). Respondents rated SBM 
implementation at the quality standard level across all four domains, with an overall mean of 2.85 (SD = 0.26) on 
DepEd's 0–3 scale. Accountability and Continuous Improvement and Management of Resources recorded the highest 
domain means (M = 2.89 each), while Curriculum and Learning recorded the lowest (M = 2.76). The SIP monitoring 
indicator received a perfect score of 3.00, whereas accessibility of learning materials and resources was the weakest 
item across all domains (M = 2.59, SD = 0.61). Significance testing showed that perceived SBM level differed significantly 
by sex and by age group. Female respondents rated implementation consistently higher than their male counterparts 
across all domains, though the male subsample was very small (n = 3). Mid-career officers aged 31–35 reported the 
highest means, while the 36–40 group reported the lowest. No significant differences were found by educational 
attainment or professional development, results most plausibly attributed to insufficient statistical power given the 
small and unequal subgroup sizes. The findings suggest that SBM implementation in this remote district context meets 
procedural standards but may be constrained by limited access to training, advanced credentials, and instructional 
materials. Self-report data introduced the possibility of positivity bias and results should be interpreted accordingly. 

Keywords: School-Based Management; Administrative Officers; DepEd; Kabugao Apayao; SBM Implementation; 
Geographically Isolated Schools 

1. Introduction

In the global basic education system, administrative personnel and other non-teaching staff are recognized as vital 
contributors to the effective functioning of schools. Across various countries, these personnel ensure the smooth 
implementation of school operations by managing records, finances, logistics, and coordination of school activities 
functions that allow school leaders and teachers to concentrate on instructional leadership and classroom teaching. 
International studies emphasize that strong administrative support systems are closely linked to improved school 
accountability [1,2]. 

Administrative officers perform a wide range of responsibilities that support the overall management of schools. Their 
roles include records management, budget preparation and financial processing, procurement and resource 
management, preparation of official reports, coordination of school programs and activities, and facilitation of 
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communication between school personnel and external stakeholders. Through these functions, administrative officers 
help maintain organized school operations, ensure compliance with government regulations, and support the 
implementation of school policies and programs. Their performance directly contributes to the effectiveness of school 
management and the successful implementation of School-Based Management (SBM) by ensuring that administrative 
processes are efficient, transparent, and responsive to the needs of the school community [3,4]. 

School-Based Management (SBM) has been widely recognized as an approach that decentralizes decision-making 
authority and empowers schools to manage their own resources, programs, and operations in collaboration with 
stakeholders. Globally, SBM has been associated with improved accountability, participatory governance, school 
effectiveness, and educational outcomes because it encourages shared leadership and community involvement in school 
management [1,2]. Effective implementation of SBM requires not only strong instructional leadership from school heads 
but also efficient administrative support systems that facilitate planning, budgeting, monitoring, reporting, and 
coordination of school activities. 

In the Philippine basic education system, administrative personnel and other non-teaching staff play a crucial role in 
ensuring the efficient operation of schools. These personnel perform essential functions such as records management, 
financial processing, coordination of school activities, and administrative support that enable school heads and teachers 
to focus on instructional leadership and teaching responsibilities [5,6]. Moreover, the Department of Education 
continues to strengthen the implementation of School-Based Management as a governance framework that promotes 
decentralization, shared accountability, and stakeholder participation in schools. 

Recent policy developments in the Philippines underscore the government’s commitment to strengthening 
administrative support in public schools. The Department of Education issued DepEd Order No. 002, s. 2024, which 
mandates the immediate removal of administrative tasks from public school teachers to allow them to focus on 
instruction. In line with this directive, the government approved the creation of 5,000 non-teaching plantilla positions, 
including 3,500 Administrative Officer II positions and 1,500 Project Development Officer I position. Additionally, in 
March 2025, DepEd announced the hiring of 7,062 school-based administrative support staff under contract of service, 
funded through the Maintenance and Other Operating Expenses (MOOE), to further operationalize the removal of non-
instructional duties from teachers (Department of Education, 2024) [7,8]. These reforms highlight the increasing 
recognition of administrative officers as essential partners in strengthening school governance and supporting the 
effective implementation of SBM. 

Furthermore, DepEd Order No. 007, s. 2023, which provides updated guidelines on recruitment, selection, and 
appointment (RSA), institutionalized a merit-based system for hiring both teaching and non-teaching personnel. This 
policy strengthens transparency, professionalism, and accountability in school staffing [5,6]. Such initiatives emphasize 
the importance of competent administrative officers in ensuring efficient school operations and effective governance 
practices aligned with SBM principles. 

Despite these policy reforms and the growing recognition of the role of administrative personnel in schools, limited 
studies have specifically examined the performance of administrative officers in relation to the implementation of 
School-Based Management, particularly within local district contexts. Most existing studies focus primarily on teaching 
performance, instructional leadership, or school heads, while the contribution of administrative officers to SBM 
implementation and school governance remains relatively underexplored [4,9]. 

In the schools under Districts I and II of Kabugao, administrative officers play an important role in supporting school 
operations and facilitating the implementation of School-Based Management. Their work contributes to efficient 
administrative processes, proper resource utilization, transparent financial management, timely reporting, and 
effective coordination of programs and activities. These functions support key SBM dimensions such as leadership and 
governance, curriculum and learning support, accountability and continuous improvement, and management of 
resources. Through their administrative functions, administrative officers help schools achieve organizational efficiency 
and strengthen participatory governance practices. 

Given these considerations, it is essential to assess the performance of administrative officers in Districts I and II of 
Kabugao and examine how they implement School-Based Management through their administrative functions and 
responsibilities. Specifically, this study seeks to explore the implementation of SBM through the lens of administrative 
officers and determine how their performance contributes to effective school governance and management. 

The researcher, being an administrative officer in Kabugao, is motivated to examine the performance of administrative 
officers and their role in the implementation of School-Based Management. The findings of this study may serve as a 
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basis for recommending enhancement programs and policy interventions that will strengthen administrative 
performance and support effective SBM implementation in schools. 

2. Methodology 

2.1. Research Design 

This study employed a descriptive quantitative research design to assess the profile of the respondents, as well as the 
perceived level of implementation of School-Based Management (SBM).  

2.2. Locale of the Study 

The study was conducted in all schools of Kabugao District I and II, apayao under the Cordillera Administrative Region. 

2.3. Participants of the Study 

The respondents of the study included all administrative officers of Kabugao Districts I and II. A total of 34 
Administrative Officers of Kabugao District I and II were involved. The respondents were chosen through purposive 
sampling, ensuring that respondents were directly involved in school management and School-Based Management 
activities. 

2.4. Research Instrument 

The study utilized a structured questionnaire based on the Department of Education (DepEd) School-Based 
Management (SBM) framework to gather data on the performance of administrative officers in Districts I and II of 
Kabugao. The instrument consisted of three parts: Part I: Demographic Profile – Includes information on respondents’ 
length of service, professional development and training. Part II: School-Based Management Questionnaire – Measures 
the level of implementation of School-Based Management in schools based on the DepEd SBM Assessment Domains. The 
instrument provides quantitative data that can be analyzed using descriptive statistics such as (mean, frequency, and 
percentage). 

2.5. Statistical Analysis 

The study utilized frequency and percentage to describe the profile of the respondents, while the weighted mean was 
used to determine the perceived level of implementation of the School-Based Management (SBM). T-test (for 2 groups) 
and ANOVA/Kruskal-Wallis H (3 or more groups) were used to assess if there is a significant difference on the 
implementation of SBM as perceived by the administrative officers.  

3. Results and discussion 

3.1. Profile of the Administrative Officers 

Table 1 presents the demographic profile of the 34 administrative officers in Districts I and II of Kabugao, Apayao, 
described according to age, sex, educational attainment, length of service, and professional development. 

Table 1 Profile of Administrative Officers in Districts I and II of Kabugao, Apayao 

Profile Variable Category f % 

Age 26 -30 years old 20 58.82 

 31 -35 years old 8 23.53 

 36 -40 years old 6 17.65 

 Total 34 100.00 

Sex Male 3 8.82 

 Female 31 91.18 

 Total 34 100.00 
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Educational Attainment Bachelor's Degree 29 85.29 

 Master's Degree 4 11.76 

 Doctorate 1 2.94 

 Total 34 100.00 

Length of Service 1 -5 years 34 100.00 

 Total 34 100.00 

Professional Development None 27 79.41 

 1 -2 trainings 3 8.82 

 3 -4 trainings 4 11.76 

 Total 34 100.00 

3.2. Age 

The majority of respondents (n = 20, 58.82%) fell within the 26 -30 age bracket, followed by the 31 -35 group (n = 8, 
23.53%), and the 36 -40 group (n = 6, 17.65%). The mean age was 30.68 (SD = 4.17). This distribution indicates that 
most of the administrative officers in both districts are in the early to middle stages of their administrative careers. This 
is consistent with the broader workforce pattern in Philippine basic education, where positions at the school level are 
frequently occupied by younger professionals, many of whom are still building their administrative competencies.[4] 
Mendoza and Bautista observed that administrators in remote communities in the Philippines tend to be younger and 
with fewer years of experience compared to their urban counterparts, which may reflect both recruitment realities and 
limited career pathways in geographically isolated divisions.[4] 

3.3. Sex 

Female respondents comprised the large majority of the sample (n = 31, 91.18%), with only three males (8.82%). This 
distribution parallels the well-documented feminization of the teaching and school-level administrative workforce in 
Philippine public schools.[3] Llagas and Bernardo noted that female teachers and administrators dominate the 
workforce in public elementary schools, particularly in provinces, a trend attributed to both historical patterns and the 
perceived social fit of women in educational nurturing roles.[3] The gender composition of the current sample reflects 
this systemic pattern and must be considered when interpreting sex-disaggregated comparisons, given that the 
extremely small male subsample limits the scope of inference. 

3.4. Educational Attainment 

Most respondents held a Bachelor's degree (n = 29, 85.29%), four had completed a Master's degree (11.76%), and one 
held a doctorate (2.94%). The low proportion of graduate degree holders may reflect limited access to advanced 
academic programs in remote areas of Apayao, rather than a lack of professional aspiration among the officers. This 
finding aligns with those of Mendoza and Bautista,[4] who documented structural barriers to postgraduate education 
among school administrators in geographically isolated and disadvantaged areas (GIDAs) in Northern Luzon, including 
financial constraints, distance from universities, and the demands of full-time service. Bautista similarly noted that the 
uneven educational profile of school administrators in provincial divisions reflects systemic access inequalities rather 
than individual disengagement.[5] 

3.5. Length of Service 

All 34 respondents (100%) reported a length of service within the 1 -5 year category. Because the variable produced no 
variance across the sample, it could not function as a differentiating variable in comparative analyses and was excluded 
from significance testing. This uniformity may itself be informative: the concentration of officers within an early service 
range suggests either recent staffing of administrative positions in both districts or a pattern of turnover that keeps the 
workforce relatively new. Bautista noted that staff turnover in remote Philippine schools is structurally linked to limited 
career incentives and deployment policies, which may account for the relative youth and short service tenure of this 
group.[5] 
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3.6. Professional Development 

Twenty-seven respondents (79.41%) reported attending no relevant professional development trainings, while three 
(8.82%) attended 1 -2 trainings and four (11.76%) attended 3 -4 trainings. This high proportion of officers without 
formal training exposure is a notable finding. Professional development is widely associated with improved school 
management capacity and the quality of SBM implementation.[2] Malaluan, Bautista, and Pascual found that 
administrative capacity in Philippine public schools measured partly through training participation was a significant 
predictor of SBM quality ratings, particularly in the governance and accountability domains.[2] The near-absence of 
training among most respondents in this study may represent a structural gap that warrants attention in divisional 
planning, particularly given the known association between professional preparation and effective governance.[8] 

3.7. Level of the Implementation of School-Based Management (SBM) as Perceived by Administrative Officers 

Tables 2 through 5 present the mean scores and standard deviations for each SBM indicator across four domains: 
Leadership and Governance, Curriculum and Learning, Accountability and Continuous Improvement, and Management 
of Resources. Scores were interpreted using the DepEd SBM scale (0 -3), in which a mean of 2.50 -3.00 indicates that 
practices satisfy quality standards. Table 6 consolidates the domain means for cross-domain comparison. 

Table 2 Level of SBM Implementation in Leadership and Governance 

Indicator Mean SD Interpretation 

The school head leads stakeholders in setting the school's vision, mission, and 
goals. 

2.91 0.29 Quality 
Standard 

School leaders encourage participation of teachers, parents, and community 
members in decision-making. 

2.91 0.29 Quality 
Standard 

The school has a functional School Governing Council or similar body. 2.88 0.33 Quality 
Standard 

Policies and programs are communicated clearly to stakeholders. 2.79 0.41 Quality 
Standard 

Domain Mean 2.88 0.29 Quality 
Standard 

All four indicators in the Leadership and Governance domain were rated at the quality standard level, yielding a domain 
mean of 2.88 (SD = 0.29). The two highest-rated items were the school head's role in setting the vision, mission, and 
goals (M = 2.91) and encouraging stakeholder participation in decision-making (M = 2.91). These results are consistent 
with findings from Dumlao and Malaluan,[1] who reported that school governing councils in decentralized Philippine 
schools tend to function most visibly in goal-setting and governance participation activities, which school heads 
typically lead directly. The item on clear communication of policies and programs received the lowest rating in this 
domain (M = 2.79, SD = 0.41), and the higher standard deviation suggests uneven practices across schools. Lucas and 
Ocampo similarly noted that communication between school administrators and stakeholders is among the more 
variable dimensions of SBM implementation, especially in schools serving geographically dispersed communities.[6] 

Table 3 Level of SBM Implementation in Curriculum and Learning 

Indicator Mean SD Interpretation 

Teachers use learner-centered teaching strategies. 2.88 0.33 Quality Standard 

The curriculum is contextualized to meet the needs of 
the learners and community. 

2.79 0.41 Quality Standard 

Learning materials and resources are accessible to 
students. 

2.59 0.61 Quality Standard 

The school monitors learners' performance regularly. 2.76 0.43 Quality Standard 

Domain Mean 2.76 0.30 Quality Standard 
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The Curriculum and Learning domain recorded the lowest domain mean among the four (M = 2.76, SD = 0.30), though 
still within the quality standard range. The most notable finding within this domain is the comparatively lower score on 
the accessibility of learning materials and resources (M = 2.59, SD = 0.61). The higher standard deviation on this item 
suggests considerable variability in respondents' assessments across schools, which may reflect uneven resource 
distribution within the two districts. This pattern parallels findings by Malaluan, Bautista, and Pascual,[2] who 
documented that resource provision particularly instructional materials was among the most inconsistently 
implemented SBM components in Philippine public schools, especially in divisions with limited fiscal resources. Lucas 
and Ocampo [6] further noted that the equity dimension of SBM, including equitable access to learning resources, 
remains a persistent challenge in provincial schools, where centralized procurement and delivery systems do not 
always align with school-level needs. 

Table 4 Level of SBM Implementation: Accountability and Continuous Improvement 

Indicator Mean SD Interpretation 

The school regularly reviews its performance and programs. 2.88 0.33 Quality Standard 

Stakeholders are informed about school achievements and challenges. 2.82 0.39 Quality Standard 

The School Improvement Plan (SIP) is regularly monitored and updated. 3.00 0.00 Quality Standard 

The school practices transparency in reporting outcomes. 2.85 0.36 Quality Standard 

Domain Mean 2.89 0.21 Quality Standard 

The Accountability and Continuous Improvement domain recorded a domain mean of 2.89 (SD = 0.21), tied for the 
highest among the four domains. One item-regular monitoring and updating of the School Improvement Plan received 
a perfect mean score of 3.00 (SD = 0.00), indicating unanimous agreement among all 34 respondents. This finding 
suggests that SIP monitoring is consistently carried out across schools in both districts, likely reflecting strong 
compliance with DepEd policy directives. The SIP is a mandated planning instrument under DepEd Order No. 44, s. 
2015,[7] and its near-universal implementation at the quality standard level indicates that structural compliance 
requirements are being met. Bautista noted that SIP-related practices tend to be among the more uniformly 
implemented SBM components because they are subject to direct divisional monitoring and reporting requirements, 
which creates a strong incentive for compliance.[5] 

Table 5 Level of SBM Implementation: Management of Resources 

Indicator Mean SD Interpretation 

The school effectively manages financial resources. 2.94 0.24 Quality Standard 

Facilities and equipment are properly maintained. 2.88 0.48 Quality Standard 

The school mobilizes community resources to support 
programs. 

2.82 0.39 Quality Standard 

Resources are allocated based on school priorities. 2.91 0.29 Quality Standard 

Domain Mean 2.89 0.31 Quality Standard 

The Management of Resources domain tied with Accountability and Continuous Improvement for the highest domain 
mean (M = 2.89, SD = 0.31). Financial management received the highest score within this domain (M = 2.94, SD = 0.24), 
followed by resource allocation based on school priorities (M = 2.91). Facilities maintenance (M = 2.88, SD = 0.48) 
showed the widest spread of ratings, which may reflect variability in infrastructure conditions across schools in the two 
districts. Llagas and Bernardo observed that school climate an outcome partly dependent on resource management was 
positively associated with administrative support and adequate facilities in Philippine public schools, suggesting that 
gaps in this indicator may have downstream effects on the learning environment.[3] Dumlao and Malaluan[1] further 
noted that the mobilization of community resources, which received the lowest score in this domain (M = 2.82), is 
contingent on the strength of the school's external relationships, a dimension that tends to be more developed in schools 
with longer-tenured and more experienced administrators. 
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Table 6 Summary of SBM Domain Means 

Domain Mean SD Interpretation 

Leadership and Governance 2.88 0.29 Quality Standard 

Curriculum and Learning 2.76 0.30 Quality Standard 

Accountability and Continuous Improvement 2.89 0.21 Quality Standard 

Management of Resources 2.89 0.31 Quality Standard 

Overall 2.85 0.26 Quality Standard 

Across all four domains, administrative officers rated SBM implementation at the quality standard level (domain mean 
range: 2.76 -2.89), with an overall mean of 2.85 (SD = 0.26). The Curriculum and Learning domain recorded the lowest 
mean (M = 2.76), while Accountability and Continuous Improvement and Management of Resources tied for the highest 
(M = 2.89 each). These results indicate that, as perceived by the respondents, SBM practices in Districts I and II of 
Kabugao meet the standards defined in DepEd's SBM assessment framework across all dimensions. This overall picture 
is broadly consistent with national-level findings. Malaluan, Bautista, and Pascual,[2] in their analysis of SBM 
implementation across Philippine public schools, found that governance and accountability domains tended to score 
highest, while curriculum-related domains showed more variability which is a pattern that the current results partly 
replicate. The relatively stronger performance in accountability and resource management may reflect the influence of 
structured compliance mechanisms such as SIP monitoring, performance reviews, and financial reporting requirements 
that DepEd mandates across all divisions.[7,8] 

3.8. Significant Differences in the Perceived Level of SBM Implementation by Profile Variables 

This section examines whether the perceived level of SBM implementation differs significantly across profile subgroups. 
Because all respondents share the same administrative position and the same length of service category (1 -5 years), 
significance testing was applied to the remaining four variables: sex, age group, educational attainment, and 
professional development. An independent-samples t-test was used for sex; one-way ANOVA was applied to age group 
and educational attainment; and the Kruskal-Wallis H test was used for professional development given the small and 
unequal subgroup sizes. The alpha level was set at 0.05. 

3.8.1. By Sex 

Table 7 Differences in Perceived SBM Level by Sex 

Domain Male M (n=3) SD Female M (n=31) SD t p Decision 

Leadership & Governance 2.33 0.58 2.93 0.20 -4.125 0.0002 Reject Ho 

Curriculum & Learning 2.17 0.72 2.81 0.16 -4.533 0.0001 Reject Ho 

Accountability & CI 2.50 0.00 2.93 0.09 -4.217 0.0002 Reject Ho 

Management of Resources 2.17 0.72 2.96 0.11 -6.207 <0.0001 Reject Ho 

Overall SBM 2.29 0.61 2.91 0.12 -5.334 <0.0001 Reject Ho 

Statistically significant differences were found across all SBM domains when comparing male and female respondents. 
Female respondents rated implementation consistently higher on every domain and in the overall score. The largest 
difference appeared in Management of Resources (Female M = 2.96 vs. Male M = 2.17; t = −6.207, p < 0.0001), and the 
overall SBM comparison also showed a substantial gap (t = −5.334, p < 0.0001). These results indicate that sex is 
associated with differences in perceived SBM implementation in this sample. This finding partially parallels 
observations by Llagas and Bernardo,[3] who found that female administrators in Philippine public elementary schools 
tended to report more favorable assessments of school governance and management outcomes than their male 
counterparts. One plausible explanation is that female officers, who dominate the administrative workforce and are 
more deeply embedded in day-to-day school processes, may have greater familiarity with and confidence in SBM-
related practices, which could shape how they evaluate implementation quality. 
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However, the male subsample in the current study is very small (n = 3), and this considerably limits the generalizability 
of the findings. The observed group differences may partly reflect individual variation rather than a consistent pattern 
attributable to sex alone. These results should therefore be interpreted with caution, and replication with a larger and 
more balanced sample is needed before substantive conclusions can be drawn. 

3.8.2. By Age Group 

Table 8 Differences in Perceived SBM Level by Age Group 

Domain 26 -30 M 
(n=20) 

31 -35 M 
(n=8) 

36 -40 M 
(n=6) 

F p Sig? Decision 

Leadership & Governance 2.95 2.97 2.50 9.068 0.0008 Yes Reject Ho 

Curriculum & Learning 2.79 2.91 2.46 5.149 0.0117 Yes Reject Ho 

Accountability & CI 2.91 3.00 2.67 6.342 0.0049 Yes Reject Ho 

Management of Resources 2.96 3.00 2.50 8.492 0.0011 Yes Reject Ho 

Overall SBM 2.90 2.97 2.53 8.477 0.0012 Yes Reject Ho 

Significant differences by age group were found across all SBM domains and in the overall score (Overall F[2, 31] = 
8.477, p = 0.0012). The 31 -35 age group reported the highest domain means across all indicators (Overall M = 2.97), 
followed by the 26 -30 group (Overall M = 2.90). The 36 -40 group recorded the lowest overall mean (M = 2.53), though 
this still falls within the quality standard range. Officers in the 31 -35 bracket may occupy a position where accumulated 
practical experience and continued close engagement with day-to-day school operations together produce more 
affirmative assessments of SBM functioning. The comparatively lower ratings among the 36 -40 group may reflect a 
more evaluative orientation shaped by longer institutional exposure, where respondents are more attuned to gaps and 
implementation inconsistencies. 

This pattern is somewhat consistent with developmental perspectives on professional behavior in educational contexts, 
where mid-career administrators who have gained functional competence but have not yet moved into more detached 
senior oversight roles tend to report higher confidence in institutional processes.[4] However, the small group sizes 
across age categories, particularly the 36 -40 bracket (n = 6), limit the strength of inference that can be drawn from 
these results. Post-hoc testing to identify specific pairwise differences was not reported in the original analysis and 
would be necessary to support more precise conclusions about which age groups differ from one another. 

3.8.3. By Educational Attainment 

Table 9 Differences in Perceived SBM Level by Educational Attainment 

Domain Bachelor's 
M (n=29) 

Master's 
M (n=4) 

Doctorate 
M (n=1) 

F p Sig? Decision 

Leadership & Governance 2.90 2.81 3.00 0.528 0.5951 No Accept Ho 

Curriculum & Learning 2.76 2.69 3.00 0.339 0.7151 No Accept Ho 

Accountability & CI 2.89 2.88 3.00 0.147 0.8641 No Accept Ho 

Management of Resources 2.89 2.88 3.00 0.359 0.7011 No Accept Ho 

Overall SBM 2.86 2.81 3.00 0.301 0.7424 No Accept Ho 

No statistically significant differences were found in any SBM domain when respondents were grouped by educational 
attainment. F-values were low (range: 0.147 -0.528) and all p-values exceeded 0.05. Mean scores were closely clustered 
across the Bachelor's, Master's, and Doctorate subgroups. This finding suggests that, within this sample, the level of 
formal educational credential does not differentiate how administrative officers perceive SBM implementation. This 
result may not be altogether surprising given that SBM competencies in the Philippine context are shaped more directly 
by on-the-job training, divisional support, and compliance systems than by graduate-level academic preparation 
alone.[5,8] 
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The result should, however, be interpreted with caution. The Doctorate subgroup comprised only one respondent, 
which makes cross-group comparison analytically uninformative for that category. The unequal and small subgroup 
sizes across all three credential levels substantially reduce the statistical power available to detect differences, even 
moderate ones. Future research with larger and more balanced samples is needed to test whether educational 
attainment has a measurable association with SBM perceptions in this context. 

3.8.4. By Professional Development 

Table 10 Differences in Perceived SBM Level by Professional Development 

Domain None M 
(n=27) 

1 -2 M 
(n=3) 

3 -4 M 
(n=4) 

H p Sig? Decision 

Leadership & Governance 2.88 2.83 2.94 1.568 0.4566 No Accept Ho 

Curriculum & Learning 2.76 2.63 2.81 0.901 0.6374 No Accept Ho 

Accountability & CI 2.85 3.00 2.94 3.434 0.1796 No Accept Ho 

Management of Resources 2.90 2.83 2.88 0.743 0.6898 No Accept Ho 

Overall SBM 2.85 2.82 2.89 1.643 0.4398 No Accept Ho 

No statistically significant differences were found across professional development categories in any SBM domain. H-
values ranged from 0.743 to 3.434, and all p-values exceeded 0.05. The group with no training exposure (n = 27) 
reported mean scores comparable to those who had attended 1 -4 trainings, with a maximum difference of 0.17 
percentage points in the Accountability and Continuous Improvement domain. This result appears to contrast with the 
broader literature, which generally associates professional development participation with higher perceptions of 
administrative effectiveness.[2,8] Malaluan, Bautista, and Pascual reported that training participation was positively 
associated with SBM quality ratings in a national sample of Philippine public schools,[2] while the Philippine 
Professional Standards for School Heads (PPSSH) explicitly links continuing professional development to improved 
school leadership and governance performance.[8] 

The absence of a significant relationship in the current study may be attributable to statistical rather than substantive 
reasons. The trained subgroups were very small (n = 3 and n = 4), which considerably reduces the power to detect 
differences of the magnitude typically reported in prior studies. Additionally, the measure of professional development 
used here a count of trainings attended does not capture the content, quality, or relevance of the training, which are 
factors that may matter more than frequency alone. These findings should therefore not be interpreted as evidence that 
professional development has no effect on SBM practices; rather, the current data are insufficient to test that 
relationship adequately. Studies with larger samples and more refined measures of training exposure are needed to 
draw reliable conclusions on this variable. 

4. Conclusion 

School-Based Management in Kabugao Districts I and II was perceived to meet quality standards, with strengths in SIP 
monitoring and financial management. Weaker areas include resource accessibility and community mobilization, 
reflecting structural limits of a remote setting. Differences by sex and age appeared but were constrained by small group 
sizes, while educational attainment and professional development showed no effects. Overall, School-Based 
Management (SBM) is viewed positively, though outcomes are shaped by limited training, credentials, and resources, 
with possible positivity bias in self-reports. 
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