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DEPED SCHOOL-BASED MANAGEMENT PRACTICES AND THE PERFORMANCE OF PUPILS



ABSTRACT

This study aimed to evaluate the DepEd School-Based Management Practices and the Performance of Pupils in the 12 DepEd Central Elementary Schools of the Northern District of Eastern Samar using correlation design through a survey method utilizing a structured questionnaire adopted from the Department of Education Revised School-Based Management Assessment Tool. Based on the gathered data, majority of the surveyed schools were under the maturing level or otherwise categorized as Level 2 schools based on SBM Management Practices in the area of leadership and governance. Also, schools were found out to be better in terms of accountability and continuous improvement. Only one of the four SBM aspects that is curriculum and instruction with relationship spearman (rho) r-value of 0.070 and p-value of 0.042 is significantly related to academic performance of schools and therefore interpreted to reject the null hypothesis. Thus, it is recommended that central elementary schools must consider improved School Based Management Practices for it to impact heavily on pupil’s academic performance.
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INTRODUCTION

For many academic institutions, the highest goal of achievement is measured by quality education. To successfully meet the desired goals and outcomes of the school, the basic framework of a quality education system should be relevant to the needs of students, communities and societies and fosters the ability of students to acquire knowledge and the needed 21st century skills (Stone, Bruce and Hursh, 2007, Cabardo, 2016). That is why governments around the world are introducing a range of strategies aimed at improving the financing and delivery of education services, and have recently added an emphasis on improving quality as well as access to education in terms of enrolment rate. Empowerment of local communities in school management has received growing attention from both academics and practitioners in developing countries as part of a broad and global program to improve service delivery to the poor, by involving them directly in the delivery process.
One way to decentralize decision-making power in education is popularly known as School-based Management (SBM). According to Tapayan, et.al, it is an organizational strategy to improve education by transferring decision-making authority from state and district offices to individual schools. With SBM, people are directly involved and affected by the operations and are the best persons to plan, manage and improve the school whilst school heads, teachers and parents are provided with greater control over the educational process by giving them responsibility for decision-making in the budget, personnel and curriculum. (Bernaldez, 2011). 
As added by Lapus, 2013, professional responsibility replaces bureaucratic regulations in SBM, in which principals and teachers develop their people skills and managerial capabilities and thus empower them to become catalysts of change in their respective schools. Meanwhile, as posited by Yiu-kai, 2000, SBM promotes bottom-up initiatives. It encourages decision-making by people who work directly with and are most familiar with the needs of the students. Above all, it involves building new relationships among stakeholders. It requires each school to set priorities, select and continuously develop staff, allocate resources, adopt appropriate curriculum and teaching practices, and measure performance in ways which meet the mixed learning needs of the students.
To fulfill the principles of SBM, DepEd rolled out many activities and initiatives and resulted to becoming more encompassing to the diverse realities of learning contexts, more responsive to enhance commitment of educational stakeholders at all levels to their accountabilities in realizing educational outcomes for children and improve school capacity. (Department of Education, 2012). Such initiatives include, Brigada Eskwela, Every Child-a-Reader program, Schools First Initiative: Child Friendly School System and Adopt-a-School Program. Enabling policies were also formulated during its revision in 2012, such as the School Governing Councils which conduct the assessment of level of practice, School Improvement planning team which report accomplishments via School Report Cards (SRCs).
Hence, as suggested by Malaluan, 2023 in his article, “School-based management for basic education”, there is a need to incorporate quality into performance targeting, monitoring, and evaluation. The DepEd's historical planning and monitoring criteria places a strong emphasis on physical input targets, such as the number of classrooms constructed, the number of teachers participating in professional development initiatives, the number of computer units provided, and so forth. There is barely any effort to establish quantifiable correlations between educational inputs and desired quality outputs since it is thought that their impact on results of high quality will follow naturally. 
In the local context, only two (2) elementary and one secondary school in Eastern Samar School division have Level III SBM certification, out of the 13 school divisions in the Eastern Visayas region. This status is viewed as inadequate given the region's ongoing campaign to implement SBM and the number of deserving schools based on school and student performance. Most schools underline the need for technical assistance to gather artifacts and manage school systems in an assessment completed by the regional office. Despite the alignment of some educational procedures with SBM, these activities are not properly documented. (Capacite, 2021). 
While recent studies have shown that school-based management can have a positive impact in terms of access to education and improving learning outcomes, the type of SBM reform being implemented varies enormously from country to country and that the reforms can take some time to yield results. There is a dearth of empirical studies examining the relationship between SBM and the standard of student achievement. The impact of SBM, aside from being limited, does not guarantee school improvement. (Malen et al., 1990; Summers & Johnson, 1994). Also, it has been found that schools involved in SBM do not look much different from schools that have not been involved with SBM (Glickman, 1990) and that school effectiveness has not been contingent upon SBM. Rather, school personnel have continued to behave as it did under the previous structure (Sackney & Dibski, 1994). 
Also, while SBM could serve as an alternative model for managing schools in order to achieve autonomy, flexibility, participation, effectiveness, responsiveness, satisfaction, leadership density, productivity and accountability, school stakeholders, challenges and issues in its implementation among school principals is unavoidable. Hence, to the question if school-based management can generate community-wide impacts in less developed countries, effects of SBM on student performance may undervalue its effects on the whole community. It must broaden the scope and design of impact evaluation of SBM to capture its social impacts more accurately according to Todo, Kazuka and Sawada, 2016. 
 Having seen these gaps and concerns, there must be a deeper inquiry on DepEd School-based Management Practices and pupil’s performance. The researcher sees that through this correlation, its impact could lead to some bases for policy redirection.

Statement of the Problem 
This descriptive correlational study is aimed at determining the relationship between DepEd School-based Management Practices and the Performance of pupils among DepEd Central Elementary schools in the northern district of Eastern Samar. This answered the following research questions:
1. What are the DepEd school-based management practices of DepEd Central Elementary schools in the northern district of Eastern Samar in terms of the following parameters:
1.1 leadership and governance;
1.2 curriculum and instruction;
1.3. accountability and continuous improvement and;
1.4 management of resources 
2. What is the level of pupil’s academic performance?
3. Is there a significant relationship between the DepEd School-based management practices and pupil’s academic performance?


METHODS

This research employed descriptive correlational research design. This is to describe, analyze, and interpret the data gathered on the relationship between DepEd school-based management practices and pupil’s academic performance among central elementary schools of the northern districts of Eastern Samar division of the Department of Education. There were 12 central elementary schools included in this research namely: San Julian CES, Sulat CES, Taft CES, Can-avid CES, Dolores I CES, Dolores II CES,	Maslog CES, Oras East CES, Oras West CES, San Policarpo CES, Arteche CES, and Jipapad CES.
The respondents of the study were the pupils and school heads of the identified 12 central elementary schools.  The researcher involved one school head for every school. 10 % percent out of the total number of pupils per school were selected to respond to the survey questionnaire.
		A total enumeration count was used in the selection of school heads who served as respondents of the study while Quota Sampling was employed to select pupil respondents.
		The researcher made use of a structured questionnaire adapted from the Department of Education Revised School-Based Management Assessment Tool based on DepEd Order No. 83, s. 2012. The tool was based on the “Framework and Standards for Effective School-Based Management Practice towards Improved Learning Outcomes” carried out by the Department of Education. Specifically, the tool was evidence-based and provided a baseline for those who are just starting a culture of SBM or for those schools progressing toward the next level of SBM practice.
		Secondary data was also requested from each school. Respondents gave informed consent before participating in a survey. In order for respondents to give informed consent, researcher informed the respondents of the study's purpose, content, duration, and potential risks and benefits. Moreover, the researcher also informed the respondents that they do not have to answer all the survey questions. The researcher also made sure to keep respondents' identities confidential. To ensure confidentiality, researchers did not link respondents' identifiers to their survey responses when using data. The data record was kept in reasonably free from risk of damage. Where practicable, copies may be made of the data either to facilitate sharing among collaborators or to further safeguard it.


RESULTS AND DICUSSION
Leadership and Governance
	Table 1 below shows the descriptive summary of the SBM practices of schools in the division in terms of parameter number 1-leadership and governance. It can be gleaned from the table that based on the established SBM validation criteria and benchmark statements the respondent-schools scored an overall mean of 1.50 with a standard deviation of .49 and is interpreted to be at the maturing level otherwise coded as Level 2 of the three-levels criteria of SBM management practices on the area of leadership and governance.














Table 1. Descriptive summary of School-Based Management Practices in terms of 	leadership and governance

	Statement
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Interpretation

	In place is a Developmental Plan (e.g. SIP) 	developed collaboratively by the stakeholders of the 	school and community.
	1.49
	.58
	Developing

	The development plan is regularly reviewed 	by 	the school community to keep it up responsive 	and relevant to the emerging needs, challenges 	and opportunities.
	1.47
	.58
	Developing

	The school is organized by a clear structure 		and work arrangements that promote 		shared leadership and governance 
	1.43
	.57
	Developing

	A leadership network facilities and communication 	between and among school and community 	leaders for 	informed decision-making and solving 	of school-community wide-learning 	problems.
	1.29
	.54
	Developing

	A long-term program in operation that 	addresses 	the training and development needs of school and 	community leaders.  
	1.84
	.47
	Maturing

	Mean Score
	1.50
	.49
	Maturing





Curriculum and Instruction
	In terms of the second SBM parameter which is on curriculum and instruction, schools in Eastern Samar scored an average of 1.59 and a .45 standard deviation and is rank at maturing level or level 2- ‘Better” in the SBM criteria of management practices. Table 2 below presents the per criterion scores of the seven areas of SBM management practices in terms of curriculum and instruction.












Table 2. Descriptive summary of School-Based Management practices in terms of 	curriculum and instruction

	Statement
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Interpretation

	The curriculum provides for the 	development needs of all types of 	learners in the school community.
	1.37
	  .57         
	Developing

	The implemented curriculum is localized to 	make it more meaningful to the learners 	and applicable to life in the community.
	1.63
	.57
	Maturing

	A representative group of school and 	community stakeholders develop the 	methods and materials for developing 	creative thinking and problem solving.
	1.57
	.58
	Maturing

	The learning systems are regularly and 	collaboratively monitored by the 	community using appropriate tools to 	ensure the holistic growth and 	development of the learners and the 	community.
	1.67
	.55
	Maturing

	Appropriate assessment tools for teaching 	and learning are continuously reviewed 	and improved, and assessment results 	are contextualized to the learner and 	local situation.
	1.47
	.58
	Developing

	Learning managers and facilitators 	(teachers, administrators and 	community members) nurture values 	and environments that are protective 	of all children.
	1.80
	.50
	Maturing

	Methods and resources are learner and 	community-friendly, enjoyable, safe, 	inclusive, and accessible and aimed at 	developing self-directed learners. 	Learners are equipped with essential 	knowledge, skills, and values to 	assume responsibility.
	1.63
	.57
	Maturing

	Mean Score
	1.59
	.45
	Maturing





Accountability and Continuous Improvement
	On the third parameter of SBM practice, that is on accountability and continuous improvement the respondent’s schools scored an average of 1.56 on the five-benchmark statement that describes accountability and continuous improvement which is interpreted to be at the maturing level or numerically SBM level 2 “Better.”

Table 3. Descriptive summary of School-Based Management practices in terms of 	accountability and continuous improvement

	Statement
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Interpretation

	Roles and responsibilities of accountable 	person/s and collective body/ies are 	clearly defined and agreed upon by 	community stakeholders. 
	1.73
	
	Maturing

	Achievement of goals is recognized based 	on a collaboratively developed 	performance accountability system; 	gaps are addressed through 	appropriate action.
	1.49
	
	Developing

	The accountability is owned by the 	community and is continuously 	enhanced to ensure that management 	structures and mechanisms are 	responsive to the emerging learning 	needs and demand of the community.
	1.71
	
	Maturing

	Accountability assessment criteria and tools, 	feedback mechanisms, and information 	collection and validation techniques and 	processes are inclusive and 	collaboratively developed and agreed 	upon.
	1.59
	
	Maturing

	Participatory assessment of performance is 	done regularly with the community. 	Assessment results and lessons learned 	serve as a basis for feedback, technical 	assistance, recognition and plan 	adjustment.
	1.29
	
	Developing

	Mean Score
	1.56
	
	Maturing




Management of Resources

Moreover, on the fourth parameter of SBM practice which is on management of resources, the respondent schools in Eastern Samar scored an overall mean of1.46 and SD of.46. This is interpreted as Level 1 in the SBM score sheet/criterion otherwise labelled as “developing.”



Table 4. Descriptive summary of School-Based Management practices in terms of 	management of resources

	Statement
	Mean
	Std. Deviation
	Interpretation

	Regular resource inventory is 	collaboratively undertaken by learning 	managers, learning facilitators, and 	community stakeholders as a basis for 	resource allocation and mobilization.
	1.35
	.56
	Developing

	A regular dialogue for planning and 	resource programming, that is 	accessible and inclusive, continuously 	engage stakeholders and support 	implementation of community 	education plans.
	1.27
	.53




	Developing

	In place is a community-developed 	resource management system that 	drives appropriate behaviors of the 	stakeholders to ensure judicious, 	appropriate, and effective use of 	resources. 
	1.24
	.57
	Developing

	Regular monitoring, evaluation, and 	reporting processes of resource 	management are collaboratively 	developed and implemented by the 	learning managers, facilitators and 	community stakeholders.
	1.59
	.57
	Maturing

	There is a system that manages the 	network and linkages which strengthen 	and sustain partnerships for improving 	resource management. 
	1.84
	.47
	Maturing

	Mean Score
	1.46
	.46
	Developing




Table 5 below present the summary scores of the respondent-schools in Eastern Samar based on the SBM management parameters which are Leadership and governance , maturing; curriculum and Instruction developing; Accountability and Continuous Improvement , maturing, and Management of Resources , developing. The over all mean is  which interpreted as Maturing or numerically Level 2 of the SBM level of practices.
The general result supports the findings of Rutherford and Jackson (2006), and Adams and Gamage (2008) highlighting the roles of principals, specifically transformational leaders for the effective implementation of School-Based Management. This implies that the success of the schools is determined by how school leaders exercised their authority in managing their own institutions.
Table 5. Summary table for school-based management practices

	Indicators
	 Mean
	Interpretation

	Leadership and Governance
	1.50
	Maturing

	Curriculum and Instruction
	1.46
	Developing

	Accountability and Continuous Improvement
	1.56
	Maturing

	Management of resources
	1.46
	Developing

	Grand Mean
	1.50
	Maturing




Academic Performance of Pupils
	Academic performance of learners was considered as predictor variable in this study. As shown in table 6 below, the learners in the 12 respondent-districts based on consolidated ProMEDS indicates a grand mean rating of 84.06 which is descriptively ascertained to be satisfactory. Performance rating is based on DepEd issued memorandum circulars on grading system in the public school. Four notable scores of very satisfactory, as the table shows, for districts C, J, I, K, while the rest of the districts scored satisfactory.
	These findings support the opinion of Wilhelm (2010) who explained that: When teachers and school administrators begin taking ownership, they also gain ownership of the solutions developed as a team on problems of poor performance. As shared leadership becomes the norm for the school, student outcomes improve dramatically. Achievement gaps are addressed when schools continue to look for improvements in learner's performance.
School-based management has been linked to significant leads to better school achievement. Gamage (2006) and Dempster (2000) agreed that SBM practices have an impact on student outcomes.


Table 6. Mean rating of Pupils per District in terms of Academic Performance

	District
	Mean Rating (%)
	Descriptor

			District A
		District B
		District C
		District D
	83.8
84.3
84.6
83.6
	Satisfactory
Satisfactory
Very Satisfactory Satisfactory

			District E
	82.3
	Satisfactory

			District F
	84.1
	Satisfactory

			District G
		District H
	84.9
82.7
	Very Satisfactory
Satisfactory

			District I
		District J
	85.1
84.3
	Very Satisfactory
Satisfactory

			District H
		District I
	84.8
84.3
	Very Satisfactory
Satisfactory

	Grand Mean Rating
	84.06
	Satisfactory


Source: District Consolidated PROMEDS

Furthermore, the conclusions made by Blank (2004, p.3) that “School-Based Management can positively impact student learning by establishing working connection between schools and diverse community entities” backed up the findings of present investigation.  He went on to say that forming collaborations that connect school, family, and community resources is inextricably linked to student achievement because it leads to the provision of services and support that address the students' various needs. Sheldon and Voorhis (2004) support this idea, stating that “public and parenting style to school-based management programs can strengthen school’s quality delivery of education, and students' academic achievements” p.5.The over-all findings suggest the influential nature of school-based management in improving the schools' performance outcomes.

School-based Management Practices and Pupils’ Academic Performance

[bookmark: _Hlk130477122]	The test of relationship result, as shown in table 8 indicates that three of the four SBM management aspects namely: Leadership and Governance, Accountability and continues improvement, and management of resources with computed relationship spearman (rho) r values of .085, 0.050, and 0.030 respectively and p-values of 0.559, 0.731 and 0.836 which are higher than the tabular significant level value of 0.05 is interpreted to have no significant relations to academic performance of schools and therefore failed to reject the null hypothesis. Only one of the four SBM aspects that is curriculum and instruction with relationship spearman (rho) r-value of 0.070 and p-value of 0.042 is significantly related to academic performance of schools and therefore interpreted to reject the null hypothesis. The p-value is lower than the tabular value level of significance set at 0.05. This means that school-based management aspect of curriculum and instruction is significantly related to the academic performance of schools.
	The above result supports the claim of Bandur (2008) that school-based management in this case in the area of curriculum and instructions provides healthier learning environment and get teachers to be become more motivated to improve student’s achievement. The results imply the need to ensure schools accountability in improving the schools' enrolment status and the cohort survival of the students. Finally, the school head must ensure that students capture all the necessary competencies required by constantly reviewing school programs. 

Table 7. Test on relationship between School-Based Management practices and pupils’ academic performance

	Variables
	r
	p-value
	Interpretation

	Independent
	Dependent
	
	
	

	Leadership and Governance
	Academic Performance
	.085
	.559
	Not Significant

	Curriculum and Instruction
	
	.070
	.042
	Significant

	Accountability and Continuous Improvement
	
	.050
	.731
	Not Significant

	Management of resources
	
	.030
	.836
	Not Significant


.05 level of significant







CONCLUSIONS
	Based on the findings of the study, the following conclusions were drawn:
1. On average, majority of the surveyed schools were under the maturing level or otherwise categorized as Level 2 schools based on SBM Management Practices in the area of leadership and governance. 
2. In terms of curriculum and instruction, schools were found out to be “better” since they are on average, at the maturing level. The same level was obtained in the third and fourth parameters- accountability and continuous improvement as well as management of resources. Generally, the grand mean of the 4 indicators was 1.50 interpreted as “maturing” or equivalent to Level 2 classification of DepEd school-based management. 
3. In terms of pupil’s academic performance, 12 respondent-districts indicated a grand mean rating of 84.06 which is descriptively ascertained to be satisfactory. 
4. On the relationship between SBM Management practices and pupil’s academic performance, only 3 out of 4 aspects namely: Leadership and Governance, Accountability and continues improvement, and management of resources have no significant relations to academic performance of schools and therefore failed to reject the null hypothesis. Only one of the four SBM aspects that is curriculum and instruction with is significantly related to academic performance of schools and therefore interpreted to reject the null hypothesis.








RECOMMENDATIONS
    	From the conclusions, the following are recommended: 
1. All stakeholders- school heads, teachers and parents must place a strong priority on SBM practices such as leadership and governance, accountability and continuous improvement, and resource management if they want to at least significantly improve pupil’s academic performance. 
2. Central elementary schools must consider improved School Based Management Practices for it to impact heavily on pupil’s academic performance. 
3. Future researchers and management system developers must explore how SBM management aspects can directly impact to school performance particularly, pupil’s academic performance. 
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