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ABSTRACT

Rights-based education (RBE) provides a framework for ensuring that educational practices promote learners’
dignity, participation, inclusion, accountability, and holistic development. This study assessed RBE and
instructional innovation in selected public junior high schools in the Silang District of Cavite Province and used
the findings as the basis for a Sustainable Equity-Driven Framework. A descriptive quantitative research design
was employed involving 252 respondents, comprising 7 school heads, 33 department heads, and 212 teachers.
Data were gathered using a researcher-developed questionnaire and analyzed through weighted mean, one-way
analysis of variance, post hoc comparisons, and Pearson product-moment correlation. Findings revealed that
RBE was highly evident across all dimensions, with holistic development obtaining the highest mean (M =
4.57), followed by accountability (M = 4.41), equity and inclusion (M = 4.33), child-centeredness (M = 4.30),
and participation (M = 4.30). Significant differences among respondent groups were found in child-centeredness,
equity and inclusion, participation, and accountability, but not in holistic development. Instructional innovation
was likewise highly evident (M = 4.46). Relationships between RBE and instructional innovation varied across
dimensions, indicating that rights-based practices interact selectively with specific forms of instructional
innovation. Challenges related to RBE (M = 2.93) and instructional innovation (M = 3.17) were moderately
encountered. The proposed Sustainable Equity-Driven Framework was highly acceptable (M = 4.30). The
findings underscore the importance of integrating learner rights, inclusive pedagogy, instructional innovation,
professional development, and shared accountability in advancing equitable and sustainable public secondary
education.

Keywords: rights-based education, instructional innovation, educational equity, inclusive education, learner
participation, sustainable educational framework

INTRODUCTION

Education is both a fundamental human right and a public responsibility. A rights-based approach moves beyond
access to schooling by requiring educational systems to respect, protect, and fulfill learners’ rights through
curriculum, pedagogy, assessment, participation, protection, and governance. In the Philippine basic education
context, this orientation is reinforced by Department of Education policies that position learners as rights-holders
and education personnel as duty-bearers. DepEd Order No. 031, s. 2022 provides an important policy anchor by
directing schools to integrate child rights into educational processes and institutional practice.

The challenge, however, lies in translating policy commitments into consistent classroom experience. Rights
may be formally recognized while learners continue to encounter uneven opportunities to participate, differences
in access to learning resources, limited responsiveness to diverse needs, or instructional practices that do not
fully support dignity and agency. These implementation gaps are particularly important in public junior high
schools, where teachers and school leaders must respond simultaneously to curriculum requirements, large and
diverse learner populations, resource constraints, digital transformation, and changing expectations regarding
inclusive and participatory education.
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Instructional innovation provides one pathway for operationalizing rights-based education. Learner-centered and
differentiated instruction can advance equity and inclusion; participatory pedagogies can strengthen learner
voice; alternative and formative assessment can protect dignity while supporting learning; and appropriate
technology can expand access, personalization, and engagement. Innovation, however, should not be understood
merely as the adoption of new tools. Within a rights-based framework, innovation is meaningful when it
improves participation, inclusion, protection, accountability, and holistic development.

The Silang District of Cavite Province provides a relevant setting for examining this intersection. The district
includes schools serving varied learner populations and operating under different institutional capacities. The
source study notes rapid urbanization, demographic change, and variation in school resources as contextual
conditions that may shape implementation. It further identifies a local empirical gap regarding how RBE is
enacted in daily instruction, which instructional innovations align with learner rights, and what forms of capacity
building and monitoring are needed to sustain these practices.

This study therefore examined RBE and instructional innovation together rather than as isolated educational
initiatives. It assessed the extent of RBE implementation, tested differences in perceptions among school heads,
department heads, and teachers, assessed instructional innovation, examined relationships between RBE and
innovation dimensions, identified implementation challenges, and evaluated the acceptability of a proposed
Sustainable Equity-Driven Framework. The study contributes a school-level perspective on how policy,
pedagogy, innovation, and equity can be aligned in public secondary education.

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

The study is anchored primarily in Rights-Based Education and Rogers’ Diffusion of Innovations Theory, with
the Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) perspective providing additional relevance to
technology-supported instruction. RBE supplies the normative foundation: educational practices are evaluated
not only by academic effectiveness but also by whether they advance learners’ rights to participation, inclusion,
protection, quality, and development. Rogers’ theory complements this normative foundation by explaining how
new practices are introduced, adopted, diffused, and sustained within organizations. In combination, the
frameworks suggest that rights-centered practices require both ethical legitimacy and organizational mechanisms
that enable innovations to become routine school practice.

The literature reviewed in the source manuscript consistently links inclusive and rights-oriented education with
learner-centered pedagogy, differentiated instruction, participation, professional learning, and supportive school
leadership. Ainscow (2020) emphasizes inclusion and equity as systemic rather than purely classroom concerns,
while UNESCO (2021) frames education around inclusion, participation, accountability, and holistic human
development. Philippine literature similarly points to the importance of culturally responsive and learner-
centered planning, teacher development, and institutional support in implementing rights-oriented education.

Instructional innovation literature further indicates that technology, curriculum reform, assessment innovation,
collaboration, and professional development are interdependent. Technology by itself does not guarantee
innovation; teacher readiness, curricular alignment, access to resources, and pedagogical purpose remain
decisive. The source manuscript also highlights evidence that professional learning communities and
collaborative action research can strengthen teacher capacity and help sustain instructional change. Thus,
instructional innovation is best understood as a multidimensional school process rather than a single
technological intervention.

The conceptual connection between RBE and instructional innovation is therefore plausible but not necessarily
uniform. Equity-oriented practices may be closely connected with differentiated teaching and assessment, while
technology or curriculum innovation may depend more strongly on resources, teacher competence, and
institutional systems. This distinction is important because a school may report high levels of both RBE and
innovation without every dimension being statistically associated. The present study directly tests these
differentiated relationships.
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Research Gap

Despite the growing literature on rights-based education (RBE), inclusive education, and instructional
innovation, these areas have often been examined independently rather than as interconnected dimensions of
educational practice. Existing studies have established the importance of child-centeredness, equity and
inclusion, learner participation, accountability, and holistic development in protecting learners’ rights, while a
separate body of research has emphasized innovative teaching strategies, technology integration, curriculum and
assessment innovation, professional development, and student engagement as mechanisms for improving
educational quality. However, limited empirical evidence explains how specific dimensions of rights-based
education relate to particular dimensions of instructional innovation within public junior high schools, especially
in the Philippine basic education setting. The manuscript further identifies a contextual gap in the Silang District
of Cavite Province, where there is insufficient localized evidence regarding how school heads, department heads,
and teachers perceive the implementation of RBE and whether these perceptions differ according to their
organizational roles. Moreover, existing literature provides limited evidence on the practical challenges schools
encounter when simultaneously implementing rights-based principles and innovative instructional practices.
This gap is important because strong policy recognition of learner rights does not necessarily guarantee their
consistent translation into classroom pedagogy, assessment, technology use, learner participation, and everyday
school experiences. Accordingly, the present study addresses these empirical, contextual, and practical gaps by
examining RBE and instructional innovation simultaneously, determining differences among key school
stakeholders, analyzing relationships between their respective dimensions, identifying implementation
challenges, and using the resulting evidence to develop a Sustainable Equity-Driven Framework appropriate to
the context of public junior high schools in the Silang District of Cavite Province.

Objectives of the Study

The study aimed to assess Rights-Based Education and Instructional Innovation in selected public junior high
schools in the Silang District of Cavite Province as a basis for a Sustainable Equity-Driven Framework.
Specifically, it assessed RBE in terms of child-centeredness, equity and inclusion, participation, accountability,
and holistic development; determined whether assessments differed among school heads, department heads, and
teachers; assessed instructional innovation in terms of innovative teaching strategies, technology integration,
curriculum and content innovation, assessment innovation, professional development and collaboration, and
student engagement and outcomes; examined relationships between RBE and instructional innovation; identified
challenges encountered in implementing both constructs; developed a sustainable equity-driven framework; and
determined the acceptability of the proposed framework.

METHODOLOGY

Research Design

A descriptive quantitative research design was used to determine the prevailing status of Rights-Based Education
and instructional innovation in the participating public junior high schools. The design was appropriate because
the study sought to describe stakeholder assessments, compare three respondent groups, and examine
associations among measured dimensions without manipulating school conditions. The design incorporated
descriptive statistics, one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA), post hoc comparisons for significant group
differences, and Pearson product-moment correlation for relationships between RBE and instructional
innovation dimensions.

Research Setting and Respondents

The study was conducted during School Year 2025-2026 in eight secondary schools in the Silang District,
Division of Cavite Province: Bulihan Integrated National High School, Emilia Ambalada Poblete National High
School, Kaong National High School, Lumil Integrated National High School, Gen. Vito Belarmino Integrated
National High School, Munting Ilog Integrated National High School, Malabag National High School, and Ulat
Integrated School. The data collection period reported in the manuscript was November 2025 to May 2026.
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From a total population of 489, the study involved 252 respondents (51.5%), comprising all 7 school heads, all
33 department heads, and 212 of 449 teachers. Purposive sampling was used because the participants were
selected based on their direct knowledge of and involvement in the implementation of RBE and instructional
innovation. The respondent composition provided perspectives from school-level leadership, instructional
supervision, and classroom implementation.

Respondent group Population (N) Sample (n) Coverage

School Heads 7 7 100%

Department Heads 33 33 100%

Teachers 449 212 47.2%

Total 489 252 51.5%
Sampling Technique

The study employed purposive sampling, a non-probability sampling technique, to select respondents who
possessed direct knowledge, experience, and involvement in the implementation of Rights-Based Education
(RBE) and instructional innovation in the participating public junior high schools in the Silang District of Cavite
Province. From a total population of 489 potential respondents, the study included 252 participants, consisting
of 7 school heads, 33 department heads, and 212 teachers. All 7 school heads and 33 department heads were
included because of their direct administrative and supervisory responsibilities, while 212 teachers were selected
from the total population of 449 teachers based on their involvement in classroom instruction and implementation
of the practices examined in the study. The use of purposive sampling was appropriate because the research
required respondents who could provide informed assessments of child-centeredness, equity and inclusion,
participation, accountability, holistic development, and the various dimensions of instructional innovation. By
obtaining perspectives from school-level administrators, instructional supervisors, and classroom teachers, the
sampling approach enabled the study to capture experiences across different levels of educational
implementation. However, because purposive sampling is a non-probability technique, the findings should be
interpreted primarily within the context of the participating schools, and generalization to other school districts
or educational settings should be made with appropriate caution.

Research Instrument

Data were collected using a researcher-developed survey questionnaire based on the study objectives, literature
on RBE and instructional innovation, existing rights-based frameworks, and relevant Department of Education
policies. The instrument contained five parts: respondent profile; assessment of Rights-Based Education;
assessment of instructional innovation; challenges encountered in implementing RBE and instructional
innovation; and acceptability of the proposed Sustainable Equity-Driven Framework. RBE was measured
through child-centeredness, equity and inclusion, participation, accountability, and holistic development.
Instructional innovation was measured through innovative teaching strategies, technology integration,
curriculum and content innovation, assessment innovation, professional development and collaboration, and
student engagement and outcomes.

The manuscript reports that the instrument underwent peer and expert review to examine alignment with the
research objectives, methodological soundness, and suitability of the data-collection tool. However, the source
manuscript does not report numerical content-validity indices, pilot-test sample statistics, or Cronbach’s alpha
coefficients. Accordingly, no reliability coefficient is introduced in this journal version. For journal submission,
the authors should add the actual validation and reliability statistics if these are available in the original validation
records or statistical outputs.

Data Gathering Procedure

The data-gathering process commenced after the researcher secured the necessary permission from the Schools
Division Superintendent and the school heads of the participating public junior high schools in the Silang District
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of Cavite Province. Upon approval, the researcher coordinated with the concerned school authorities regarding
the appropriate schedule and procedures for administering the survey questionnaire. The validated questionnaires
were distributed to the identified respondents, consisting of school heads, department heads, and teachers, who
were given sufficient time to accomplish the instrument. After completion, the questionnaires were retrieved,
checked for completeness, organized, and prepared for data processing. The responses were subsequently
encoded, tabulated, and subjected to the appropriate descriptive and inferential statistical analyses with the
assistance of the researcher’s statistician and adviser. The analyzed data were then organized according to the
research objectives and presented through tables and narrative discussions to facilitate systematic interpretation
of the findings. The manuscript indicates that the data collection was undertaken during School Year 2025-2026,
specifically from November 2025 to May 2026.

Ethical Considerations

The data-gathering process commenced after the researcher secured the necessary permission from the Schools
Division Superintendent and the school heads of the participating public junior high schools in the Silang District
of Cavite Province. Upon approval, the researcher coordinated with the concerned school authorities regarding
the appropriate schedule and procedures for administering the survey questionnaire. The validated questionnaires
were distributed to the identified respondents, consisting of school heads, department heads, and teachers, who
were given sufficient time to accomplish the instrument. After completion, the questionnaires were retrieved,
checked for completeness, organized, and prepared for data processing. The responses were subsequently
encoded, tabulated, and subjected to the appropriate descriptive and inferential statistical analyses with the
assistance of the researcher’s statistician and adviser. The analyzed data were then organized according to the
research objectives and presented through tables and narrative discussions to facilitate systematic interpretation
of the findings. The manuscript indicates that the data collection was undertaken during School Year 2025-2026,
specifically from November 2025 to May 2026.

Statistical Treatment of Data

The data gathered from the 252 respondents were organized, tabulated, and analyzed using appropriate
descriptive and inferential statistical techniques consistent with the objectives of the study. Descriptive statistics
were employed to summarize the respondents’ assessments, while inferential statistics were used to determine
significant differences among respondent groups and relationships between Rights-Based Education (RBE) and
Instructional Innovation. All inferential analyses were evaluated at the 0.05 level of significance.

Percentage was used to describe the distribution of respondents according to their respective groups and
participating schools. This statistical measure provided a proportional representation of the 7 school heads, 33
department heads, and 212 teachers who constituted the 252 respondents of the study.

Weighted Mean was employed to determine the respondents’ assessments of the extent to which Rights-Based
Education and Instructional Innovation were evident in the participating public junior high schools. It was also
utilized to determine the extent to which problems associated with the implementation of RBE and Instructional
Innovation were encountered and to assess the acceptability of the proposed Sustainable Equity-Driven
Framework. For the assessment of RBE and Instructional Innovation, the resulting means were interpreted using
the established five-point scale ranging from Highly Evident to Very Least Evident, while the corresponding
interpretation scales specified in the research instrument were applied to the problems encountered and
acceptability of the proposed framework.

One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was utilized to determine whether statistically significant differences
existed among the assessments of the school heads, department heads, and teachers regarding Rights-Based
Education. The analysis covered the five RBE dimensions of child-centeredness, equity and inclusion,
participation, accountability, and holistic development. This statistical technique was considered appropriate
because the study compared the mean assessments of three independent respondent groups. The analysis revealed
significant differences in child-centeredness, equity and inclusion, participation, and accountability, while no
significant difference was observed in holistic development.
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Post Hoc Multiple-Comparison Analysis was subsequently applied to the RBE dimensions for which the
ANOVA produced statistically significant results. This procedure was used to determine which specific pairs of
respondent groups differed in their assessments. The analysis provided a more detailed interpretation of the
differences among school heads, department heads, and teachers and helped identify the particular stakeholder
groups responsible for the significant variations in perceptions.

Pearson Product-Moment Correlation Coefficient was employed to determine the strength, direction, and
statistical significance of the relationships between Rights-Based Education and Instructional Innovation.
Specifically, the analysis examined the relationships of child-centeredness, equity and inclusion, participation,
accountability, and holistic development with innovative teaching strategies, technology integration, curriculum
and content innovation, assessment innovation, professional development and collaboration, and student
engagement and outcomes. The correlation analysis enabled the study to determine whether higher assessments
of particular RBE dimensions were associated with corresponding variations in specific dimensions of
instructional innovation.

For hypothesis testing, the 0.05 level of significance was adopted. A probability value equal to or lower than
0.05 was interpreted as statistically significant and resulted in the rejection of the null hypothesis, while a
probability value greater than 0.05 was considered not statistically significant and resulted in the failure to reject
the null hypothesis. Collectively, these statistical procedures provided the empirical basis for describing the
implementation of Rights-Based Education and Instructional Innovation, comparing stakeholder assessments,
examining relationships between the study variables, identifying implementation challenges, and evaluating the
acceptability of the proposed Sustainable Equity-Driven Framework.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Rights-Based Education

Rights-Based Education was assessed as highly evident across all five dimensions. Holistic Development
obtained the highest composite mean (M = 4.57), followed by Accountability (M = 4.41) and Equity and
Inclusion (M =4.33). Child-Centeredness and Participation both obtained M =4.30. The overall pattern indicates
that the participating schools have established practices supportive of learner development, responsibility,
inclusion, and participation, while also revealing relatively greater room for strengthening learner-centered and
participatory mechanisms.

RBE dimension Composite mean Interpretation Relative position
Holistic Development | 4.57 Highly Evident 1

Accountability 4.41 Highly Evident 2

Equity and Inclusion | 4.33 Highly Evident 3
Child-Centeredness 4.30 Highly Evident 4-5

Participation 4.30 Highly Evident 4-5

The prominence of holistic development suggests that the schools place substantial emphasis on learners’
intellectual, social, emotional, moral, and creative growth. This is consistent with the broader rights-based view
that quality education extends beyond academic attainment to the development of the whole learner.
Accountability ranking second indicates the presence of school mechanisms intended to uphold rights, respond
to concerns, and maintain responsibility for learner welfare. Equity and inclusion also received a high
assessment, indicating that respondents generally perceive efforts to provide opportunities and support across
learner differences.

Child-centeredness and participation, although still highly evident, were the comparatively lower dimensions.
This distinction is substantively important. A school can maintain strong policies and development programs
while still needing to deepen learner voice, personalized learning opportunities, and meaningful involvement in
decisions. The source literature similarly notes that formal recognition of participation does not always translate
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into genuine influence over classroom and school-level processes. Thus, the high overall ratings should not
obscure the need to strengthen the quality, not merely the presence, of participatory practice.

Differences in RBE Assessments Among Respondent Groups

Dimension F P Decision Interpretation
Child-Centeredness 40.327 .001 Reject Ho Significant
Equity and Inclusion 7.170 .001 Reject Ho Significant
Participation 28.052 .001 Reject Ho Significant
Accountability 14.073 .001 Reject Ho Significant
Holistic Development 2.251 107 Fail to reject Ho | Not significant

Significant differences among school heads, department heads, and teachers were found for child-centeredness,
equity and inclusion, participation, and accountability, whereas holistic development showed no significant
group difference. The post hoc results reported in the manuscript further identified significant differences
between teachers and school heads for child-centeredness (p =.004), and between teachers and department heads
for child-centeredness (p = .001), equity and inclusion (p = .003), participation (p = .001), and accountability (p
=.001).

These differences are best interpreted as role-based perceptual gaps rather than simple disagreement. School
heads and department heads encounter RBE through policy implementation, supervision, compliance, and
school-wide programming, whereas teachers experience its feasibility at classroom level, where time, learner
diversity, workload, resources, and immediate instructional demands shape implementation. The convergence
on holistic development may reflect the more institutionalized nature of school-wide learner development
programs. For management, the implication is that monitoring systems should combine administrative evidence
with classroom-level feedback so that high policy-level implementation is matched by consistent learner
experience.

Instructional Innovation

Instructional innovation dimension Composite mean Interpretation
Innovative Teaching Strategies 4.50 Highly Evident
Technology Integration 4.40 Highly Evident
Curriculum and Content Innovation 4.40 Highly Evident
Assessment Innovation 4.48 Highly Evident
Professional Development and Collaboration 4.48 Highly Evident
Student Engagement and Outcomes 4.48 Highly Evident
Overall 4.46 Highly Evident

Instructional innovation was highly evident overall (M = 4.46). Innovative Teaching Strategies received the
highest reported composite mean (M = 4.50), while Assessment Innovation, Professional Development and
Collaboration, and Student Engagement and Outcomes each obtained M = 4.48. Technology Integration and
Curriculum and Content Innovation both obtained M = 4.40. Department heads and teachers each recorded an
overall mean of 4.50, compared with 4.37 among school heads.

The results indicate that innovation is most visible in classroom strategies, assessment, professional interaction,
and learner engagement. The comparatively lower—but still high—means for technology integration and
curriculum/content innovation point to areas where structural conditions may matter more strongly. Digital
infrastructure, connectivity, availability of devices, curricular flexibility, and access to updated materials can
constrain innovation even when teachers are willing to adopt new practices. This finding reinforces the
theoretical position that innovation is not simply an individual teacher behavior; it is also an organizational
process requiring resources, professional learning, and leadership support.
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Relationship Between Rights-Based Education and Instructional Innovation

The correlation analysis revealed a differentiated rather than uniform relationship between RBE and instructional
innovation. Child-Centeredness was not significantly related to any of the six instructional innovation
dimensions: Innovative Teaching Strategies (r = —.058, p = .360), Technology Integration (r = .041, p = .514),
Curriculum and Content Innovation (r = .015, p = .815), Assessment Innovation (r = —.058, p = .362),
Professional Development and Collaboration (r = .111, p = .078), or Student Engagement and Outcomes (r =
.004, p = .945). This indicates that the high descriptive presence of child-centered practice and innovation did
not translate into a measurable linear association in this sample.

Equity and Inclusion showed significant but low positive correlations with Innovative Teaching Strategies (r =
238, p =.001) and Assessment Innovation (r = .247, p = .001), as well as a small negative relationship with
Professional Development and Collaboration (r = —.131, p = .037). It was not significantly associated with
Technology Integration, Curriculum and Content Innovation, or Student Engagement and Outcomes. These
results suggest that equity may be more directly expressed through pedagogical differentiation and assessment
practices than through broader technological or curricular systems.

Participation was reported as significantly related to selected forms of instructional innovation, particularly
innovative teaching strategies, assessment innovation, and professional development/collaboration, while
relationships with technology integration, curriculum/content innovation, and student engagement/outcomes
were not significant. Accountability likewise showed selective relationships, including Professional
Development and Collaboration (r =.135, p =.032) and Student Engagement and Outcomes (r =.198, p =.002).
These patterns support the view that rights-based practices connect with innovation through specific
organizational and pedagogical mechanisms rather than through a single generalized pathway.

Holistic Development displayed the strongest and most complex pattern. It was significantly associated with
Technology Integration (r = —.130, p = .039), Curriculum and Content Innovation (r = .914, p = .001),
Assessment Innovation (r =—.176, p =.005), Professional Development and Collaboration (r =—.137, p =.029),
and Student Engagement and Outcomes (r = —.157, p = .015), but not with Innovative Teaching Strategies (r =
—.049, p = .443). The very high positive association with curriculum and content innovation is particularly
notable and suggests that curricular responsiveness may be central to supporting multidimensional learner
development. The negative correlations are small and should not be interpreted causally; they may reflect
differences in respondent perceptions, implementation conditions, or measurement patterns that warrant further
investigation.

Challenges Encountered

Challenges related to Rights-Based Education obtained an overall composite mean of 2.93, interpreted as
Moderately Encountered. Department heads reported the highest overall challenge mean (M = 3.10), followed
by teachers (M = 2.94) and school heads (M = 2.73). The manuscript identifies learner participation, resource
limitations, learner voice, and teacher preparation among the recurring concerns. These challenges indicate that
the principal issue is not the absence of rights-based policy but the consistency and depth of implementation in
everyday school practice.

Challenges related to instructional innovation were likewise Moderately Encountered, with an overall composite
mean of 3.17. The most prominent item was limited opportunities for professional development aligned with
instructional needs (M = 3.57), followed by outdated curriculum materials that fail to connect with contemporary
issues (M = 3.55), limited use of alternative assessment because of time and resource constraints (M = 3.46),
and restricted flexibility in adapting lesson content because of rigid curriculum guidelines (M = 3.41). Poor
connectivity (M = 3.12) and lack of digital tools (M = 2.88) further demonstrate the importance of infrastructure
and resource support.

These challenges qualify the otherwise high descriptive assessments of innovation. High implementation and
moderate barriers can coexist when teachers compensate for structural constraints through individual effort and
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collaboration. From the perspective of Diffusion of Innovations, sustained adoption depends not only on
perceived value but also on compatibility, organizational support, opportunities for learning, and the capacity to
routinize new practices. The findings therefore support interventions that address both teacher competence and
enabling conditions.

Sustainable Equity-Driven Framework and Acceptability

The proposed Sustainable Equity-Driven Framework was designed to strengthen the integration of child-
centeredness, equity, inclusion, participation, accountability, and instructional innovation. The framework
emphasizes capacity building through seminars, workshops, Learning Action Cells, mentoring, consultation,
classroom observation, and feedback; stronger learner voice and leadership; differentiated and inclusive
instruction; technology integration; collaboration among school leaders, teachers, parents, learners, and
community stakeholders; and systematic monitoring and evaluation.

The framework obtained an overall acceptability mean of 4.30, interpreted as Highly Acceptable. Department
heads recorded M = 4.32, teachers M = 4.30, and school heads M = 4.28. The close ratings across respondent
groups indicate broad support for the proposed intervention and suggest that its priorities correspond to needs
recognized at leadership, supervisory, and classroom levels.

Respondent group Mean Interpretation

School Heads 4.28 Highly Acceptable

Department Heads 4.32 Highly Acceptable

Teachers 4.30 Highly Acceptable

Overall 4.30 Highly Acceptable
CONCLUSIONS

1. Rights-Based Education is highly evident in the participating public junior high schools, demonstrating
substantial institutional commitment to learner rights. Holistic development emerged as the strongest
dimension, followed by accountability and equity and inclusion, while child-centeredness and
participation, although also highly evident, represent comparatively greater opportunities for
strengthening learner voice and personalized participation.

2. Stakeholder position significantly shapes perceptions of RBE implementation. School heads, department
heads, and teachers differed significantly in their assessments of child-centeredness, equity and inclusion,
participation, and accountability, while their assessments of holistic development converged. These
differences indicate the importance of integrating policy-level, supervisory, and classroom evidence
when evaluating rights-based practice.

3. Instructional innovation is highly evident across the participating schools. Innovative teaching strategies,
assessment innovation, professional development and collaboration, and student engagement are
particular strengths. Technology integration and curriculum/content innovation remain positive but
comparatively less prominent areas, suggesting the need for stronger structural and resource support.

4. The relationship between RBE and instructional innovation is multidimensional and selective rather than
uniformly strong. Child-centeredness was not significantly associated with the measured innovation
dimensions, while equity and inclusion, participation, accountability, and holistic development were
related to selected aspects of innovation. The very strong positive relationship between holistic
development and curriculum/content innovation highlights the potential importance of responsive
curriculum in advancing whole-person development.

5. Implementation challenges are moderate but persistent. RBE challenges center on learner participation,
learner voice, resources, and teacher readiness, while instructional innovation challenges include limited
professional development opportunities, outdated curriculum materials, assessment constraints,
curriculum rigidity, connectivity, and access to digital tools.
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6. The proposed Sustainable Equity-Driven Framework is responsive to the empirical gaps identified in the
study because it combines rights-based principles with teacher capability building, learner participation,
inclusive pedagogy, technology and curriculum support, collaboration, and monitoring.

7. Finally, the high acceptability of the framework across school heads, department heads, and teachers
indicates its perceived relevance and feasibility as a guide for strengthening rights-based and innovative
educational practice in the Silang District.

Practical Implications

The findings have direct implications for school administrators, department heads, teachers, and education
policymakers. Schools should move beyond compliance-oriented implementation of rights-based policies by
using classroom-level evidence to determine whether learners genuinely experience participation, inclusion,
responsiveness, and protection. Professional development should prioritize differentiated instruction,
participatory pedagogy, alternative assessment, technology-supported learning, and the adaptation of curriculum
to contemporary and local contexts. The observed perceptual gaps among respondent groups also support
stronger feedback loops among administrators, instructional supervisors, teachers, and learners. At the system
level, resource allocation for connectivity, digital tools, updated learning materials, mentoring, and sustained
Learning Action Cells can help convert isolated innovations into institutionalized practice. The proposed
framework can therefore function as an implementation guide that links learner rights with instructional quality,
organizational learning, and shared accountability.

Limitations of the Study

The findings should be interpreted within several limitations. The study was confined to eight public junior high
schools in the Silang District of Cavite Province and used purposive sampling, which limits statistical
generalization beyond the participating schools. The cross-sectional, self-report design captures perceptions at
one period and cannot establish causal effects between RBE and instructional innovation. The unequal
respondent-group sizes, particularly the small number of school heads relative to teachers, should also be
considered when interpreting group comparisons. Moreover, the manuscript reports expert review of the
researcher-developed instrument but does not provide numerical content-validity indices, pilot-test statistics, or
internal-consistency coefficients; these should be reported if available to strengthen methodological
transparency. Finally, the study did not directly collect learner or parent assessments, classroom observations,
or objective school outcome measures, which could provide additional evidence regarding how rights-based and
innovative practices are experienced and translated into outcomes.

Recommendations and Future Research Directions

1. School heads and department heads should institutionalize the Sustainable Equity-Driven Framework
through school improvement planning, Learning Action Cells, mentoring, classroom observation, and
periodic monitoring of RBE and instructional innovation indicators.

2. Teacher development programs should prioritize differentiated and inclusive pedagogy, learner
participation, alternative and formative assessment, curriculum contextualization, and technology
integration. Training should be sustained through coaching and collaborative professional learning rather
than limited to one-time seminars.

3. Schools should establish stronger mechanisms for learner voice, including structured classroom
feedback, learner-led initiatives, participatory planning opportunities, and safe channels through which
students can express concerns without fear of judgment or exclusion.

4. DepEd offices and school administrators should address enabling conditions for innovation by improving
access to digital tools, connectivity, updated curriculum resources, and time for teacher collaboration and
professional development.

5. Monitoring systems should triangulate administrative reports with teacher feedback, learner experience,
classroom observation, and evidence of implementation to reduce perceptual gaps between policy-level
and classroom-level assessments.

Page 497
www.rsisinternational.org


http://www.rsisinternational.org/
https://rsisinternational.org/journals/ijrsi
https://rsisinternational.org/journals/ijrsi

INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF RESEARCH AND SCIENTIFIC INNOVATION (1JRSI)
ISSN No. 2321-2705 | DOI: 10.51244/1JRSI Volume XIII Issue VIII August 2026

Future researchers should replicate the study in other districts, divisions, and regions using larger samples
and probability sampling where feasible. Comparative research across urban, rural, integrated, and stand-
alone secondary schools would strengthen external validity.

Longitudinal and mixed-methods studies are recommended to examine how RBE and instructional
innovation change over time. Interviews, focus groups, classroom observations, and learner narratives
could explain why some rights-based dimensions are associated with particular innovations while others
are not.

Future studies should include learners, parents, guidance personnel, and community stakeholders and
may examine additional variables such as school culture, leadership style, teacher self-efficacy, digital
readiness, psychological safety, learner well-being, parental involvement, and objective learning
outcomes. Advanced analyses such as regression, multilevel modeling, or structural equation modeling
may also clarify direct, indirect, and contextual relationships.
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