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Abstract: This study explored the management styles of school heads in the secondary schools of Bacacay East 

District, Bacacay South District and Bacacay West District, School year 2023-2024. It answered the following sub-

problems: 1. What are the management styles of school heads in Bacacay Districts? 2. What is the level of usage of 

the management styles along decentralized, collaborative, transformational, data-driven and participatory? 3. What is 

the extent of effectiveness of the management styles? 4. What are the issues in the management styles of school 

heads?; and 5. What management action plan may be proposed to address the issues? The research study utilized the 

quantitative research design. Specifically, it employed the descriptive survey method. The data was gathered from a 

total of 283 respondents composed of 276 secondary teachers and seven (7) school heads using a validated 

questionnaire. The statistical measures used were frequency count, percentage, weighted mean and ranking. Results 

of the study revealed that there are were 234 respondents or 82.10 % who answer decentralized as the management 

style of school heads in the secondary schools of Bacacay Districts; followed by participatory with 223 or 78.80 %; 

collaborative with 205 or 72.44 %; transformational with 186 or 65.72 %; and data-driven with 181 or 63.96 %. The 

combined averages of the two (2) groups of respondents on the level of usage of the management style indicated that 

the highest weighted average is obtained in participatory with 4.42 with an adjectival description of always. Likewise, 

management style which is transformational has a combined average of 4.27 with an adjectival description of always. 

The rest of the management styles have an adjectival description of often. These are collaborative with 4.11, 

decentralized with 4.01 and data-driven with 3.92. The combined averages on the extent of effectiveness of the 

management styles as rated by the secondary teachers and the school heads manifested that there are three (3) areas 

with adjectival description of very effective. These areas are participatory with 4.39; transformational with 4.24 and 

collaborative with 4.23. The last two (2) indicators with effective adjectival description are decentralized with 4.00 

and data-driven with 3.51. The top issues in each of the management style of school heads explored in the study are: 

in decentralized, it is unclear school objective; in collaborative, it is lack of training on new pedagogical approaches 

and in transformational, it is conflicting standards in observation. The top issue in data-driven management style is 

weak technological skills of school heads and in participatory, it is weak leadership skills. A management action plan 

was developed by the researcher to address the issues on management styles of school heads. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Educational institutions throughout the world are managed differently. This is because schools 

follow different systems and procedures as well as the context in which they are situated. The 

effective management of schools also depends on government agenda and national policies that 

determine the direction of educational programs. Likewise, the diverse nature of learners and 

teachers influence the dynamics in the teaching and learning process in the classroom. All 

educational reforms and initiatives can never come into fruition without the significant role of 

school heads. As agents of change in the school system, they contribute a major role on the 

educational milieu since they are responsible in the operation and management of their own 
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schools be it academic, administrative and both. They are involved in sharing information, creating 

supportive social connections, participating in mentoring programs and fostering school progress. 

Productive and successful schools have school heads who dedicate a significant amount of their 

time to commit to their management functions. Sustainable governance of schools largely depends 

on school heads who are passionate and committed in serving the society by providing quality 

education. The way school heads perform requires certain skills and style. There are many 

classifications of management styles of school heads. These are decentralized, collaborative, 

transformational, data-driven and participatory. These management styles are based on the focus 

and purpose of management of the school heads. This study fills the need to provide recent data 

on the management styles of school heads in secondary schools. More so, knowing the great 

importance of the responsibilities of school heads, this study generates new perspectives in school 

management of secondary schools in particular in Bacacay Districts.  

Research Objectives 

The objectives of the study are: 

1. Identify the management styles of school heads in secondary schools of Bacacay 

Districts? 

2. Determine the level of usage of the management styles along decentralized, 

collaborative, transformational, data-driven and participatory? 

3. Assess the extent of effectiveness of the management styles; 

4. Ascertain the issues in the management styles of the school heads; and  

5. Propose a management action plan that address the issues. 

METHODOLOGY 

Research Design 

This study employed the quantitative research design. Specifically, it followed the descriptive-

survey method wherein a questionnaire was the main research tool.  

Respondents and Locale of the Study 

The respondents of the study were 276 secondary teachers and seven (7) school heads of Bacacay 

Districts. Baris Integrated School has two (2) secondary teachers; Bonga National High School 

has forty-five (45) teacher-respondents; Cabasan National High School with forty-two (42) 

teachers; Cawayan National High School with thirty-eight (38) teachers; Namantao Integrated 

School with two (2) teachers; Pili National High School with forty-one (41) teachers; San Pablo 

National High School and Sogod National High School with the same number of teachers which 

is twenty (20) and lastly, Vinisitahan National High School with sixty-six (66) teachers.  

Research Instrument 

A validated questionnaire served as the research instrument. The first part of the tool determined 

the management styles of the school heads. The respondents were provided with options which 
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are the pre-identified management styles. The management styles covered in this study were 

decentralized, collaborative, transformational, data-driven and participatory. Multiple responses 

were allowed. 

The second part of the tool explored the level of usage of the management styles. The 

respondents were guided by a five-point Likert scale. The third part of the questionnaire explored 

the extent of effectiveness of the management style. The respondents were also guided by a five-

point Likert scale. The last part of the questionnaire identified the issues in management styles. 

The respondents checked if the issues in the management styles are met in their respective schools.  

Data Analysis 

Descriptive statistics were utilized to quantify the data. Frequency count and weighted mean were 

used to identify the management styles of the school heads in secondary schools of Bacacay 

Districts. Frequency count and weighted mean were employed to determine the level of usage of 

the management styles along decentralized, collaborative, transformational, data-driven and 

participatory. Likewise, the writer the extent of effectiveness of the management styles was 

assessed using frequency count and weighted mean. The issues in the management styles of the 

school heads were ascertained using frequency count and ranking.  

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION  

The management styles of school heads of secondary schools in Bacacay districts 

 

There were 276 secondary teachers and seven (7) school heads in Bacacay Districts who responded 

to the research instrument with a total of 285 respondents. The highest number of secondary 

teachers who answered decentralized as the management style has a value of 225 or 81.52 %; 

followed by participatory with 216 or 78.26 %; collaborative (199) or 72.10 %; transformational 

with 180 or 65.22 % and lastly, data-driven with 175 or 63.41%. There were seven (7) school 

heads who opted for two (2) management styles which are decentralized and participatory with 

100.00 %. The rest of the management styles which are collaborative, transformational and data-

driven have a frequency of six (6) or 85.71 %. 

 

The level of usage of the management styles of the school heads 

 

The management styles of the school heads in Bacacay Districts covered in this study were 

decentralized, collaborative, transformational, data-driven and participatory. The level of usage of 

the management styles was determined using five (5) indicators.  

 

Along decentralized management style 

 

The combined averages of the two (2) groups of respondents who were secondary teachers and 

school heads revealed the following results: the indicator that obtained the highest weighted mean 

with a value of 4.32 is allows some degree of autonomy to staff and teachers to handle and 

implement program, projects and activities; followed by distributes minor decision making to 

master teachers and in charge of activities with 4. 29. These numerical ratings have an adjectival 

description of always. The indicator ensures clarity of responsibilities among teachers obtained a 
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weighed mean of 4.15 which is immediately followed by encourages teachers to attend 

professional development to achieve school goals with 4.10. These numerical ratings have an 

adjectival description of often. Lastly, the indicator delegates responsibilities whenever necessary 

with a weighted mean of 3.19 with an adjectival description of sometimes. The over-all average 

has a value of 4.01 with an adjectival description of often. 

 

Along collaborative management style 

 

The ratings of the secondary teachers and school heads were as follows: works with a variety of 

people to brainstorm new ideas and work on projects together with 4.39; followed by shares school 

information to stakeholders (4.31); seeks strategies and best practices from all members of the 

school community with 4.24. These have an adjectival description of always. The last two (2) 

indicators with an adjectival description of often are creates inclusive environment for everybody 

with 4.07 and solicits diversity of opinions and ideas among teachers with 3.57. The over-all 

average has a value of 4.11 and an adjectival description of often. 

 

Along transformational management style 

 

The ratings of the secondary teachers and school heads were combined and the averages were 

computed. The following were the results: understands individual teachers and helps them focus 

on the mission and vision of the school with the highest weighted mean of 4.34; encourages teacher 

to innovate in the performing their duties and responsibilities (4.29); offers support to teachers on 

new teaching approaches (4.27); trusts teachers the independence to make decisions in the 

classrooms with 4.26 and lastly, inspires stakeholders to develop new ways of providing quality 

education to learners with 4.21. These numerical ratings have an adjectival description of always. 

The over-all average has a value of 4.27 which is always. 

 

Along data driven management style 

 

The combined weighted averages of the two (2) groups of respondents showed that there were two 

(2) indicators with adjectival description of always. These are employs technology either 

mechanical tools or innovative process in school management with 4.23; and provides necessary 

funds for the application of technology in schools with 4.20.  The rest of the indicators have an 

adjectival description of often. These are: involves people with expertise and technological 

appreciation as well as skills in school administration with 4:00; connects teachers, students and 

stakeholders with facts and data-based process knowledge to implement decisions with 3.73; and 

uses documents and available data in planning and in management of schools with 3.28. The over-

all rating has a value of 3.92 with an adjectival description of often. 

 

Along participatory management style 

 

The computed averages of the indicators based from the responses of the two (2) groups of 

respondents indicated the following: acknowledges individual performance with the highest 

weighted mean of 4.66; provides constant group dynamics and activities for building strong and 

resilient schools (4.52); develops initiatives from within and outside the school system with 4.46; 

and strengthens team work by constantly involving others with 4.29. These ratings have an 
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adjectival description of always. Lastly, the indicator with the lowest combined weighted mean is 

in builds commitment among school stakeholders by involving them in the process with 4.19 with 

an adjectival description of often. The over-all average has a value of 4.42 with a description of 

always. 

 

The extent of effectiveness of the management styles 

 

The management style with the highest average weighted mean on the extent of effectiveness as 

rated by the secondary teachers is participatory with 4.38 with an adjectival description of 

extremely effective. Three (3) management styles which are collaborative with 4.19 average 

weighed mean, transformational (4.14); and decentralized with 4.04 have an adjectival description 

of highly effective and lastly, data-driven with 3.22 with an adjectival description of moderately 

effective. The school heads, on the other hand, three (3) indicators with extremely effective. These 

are participatory with 4.39; transformational with 4.33 and collaborative with 4.27. Two (2) of the 

areas have the adjectival description of highly effective. These are decentralized with 3.97 and 

data-driven with 3.81. The combined averages showed that there are three (3) areas with adjectival 

description of extremely effective. These areas are participatory with 4.39; transformational with 

4.24 and collaborative with 4.23. The last two (2) indicators with effective adjectival description 

are decentralized with 4.00 and data-driven with 3.51. The over-all average has a value of 4.07 

which is highly effective. 

 

The issues on the management styles of the school heads 

 

Along the decentralized management style, the sum of ranks indicated the following: unclear 

school objective with two (2) thus, with a final rank of first; unaware of the over-all goals of the 

school with four (4) with a final rank of second; and biased selection of teachers for professional 

development with five (5) and a final rank of third. Along collaborative management style, the 

sum of ranks manifested the following: lack of training on new pedagogical approaches with a 

sum of rank of two (2) and final rank of first; followed by favors traditional approaches in 

pedagogy with a sum of ranks of four (4) and final rank of second; lastly, weak support to 

instruction with a sum of rank of six (6) and a final rank third. In transformational management 

style, the issue which is conflicting standards in observation had a sum of ranks of two (2) with a 

final rank of first; inconsiderate superior with 4 and a final rank of second; and lastly, irregular 

supervision to classroom activities with 6 and a final rank of third. Along data-driven management 

style, the sum of ranks reflected the following: weak technological skills of school heads (2.5) with 

a final rank of first; high cost of technology (4.5) with second in final rank and negative attitude 

towards technology with 5 and a final rank of third. The last management style is participatory 

management style. The sum of ranks indicated the following: weak leadership skills with two (2) 

and final rank of first; very strict personality of school heads with four (4) and final rank of second; 

and I don’t care attitude of school heads with a sum of rank of six (6) and 3rd in final rank. 

 

Management action plan 

 

The researcher developed a management action plan to address the top issues of the management 

style covered in this study. The format of the plan is lifted from the Management Action Plan of 

the Department of Education. The plan consists of seven (7) columns or sub-parts. These are 
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objectives, activities, performance indicators, time frame, budget, persons involved/in charge, and 

success indicators. To address unclear school objective, the researcher proposed discussion of 

school objective in meeting every semester.  

This also include posting of school objective in conspicuous places in the school which 

could be done after the planning session. The school heads and the teachers as well as school utility 

as the persons involved. At least 90 to 95 % of the invited participants should attend the school 

meetings and are informed of the school objective. The researcher also proposed a training on 

collaborative management and teaching to both school heads and teachers. This will enhance their 

skills and understanding on how to apply collaborative management style in school. This maybe a 

one-time training but can be included in the in-service training in the secondary schools. 

Management session as well evaluation of standards in classroom observation may answer the 

issue on conflicting standards in observation. Since there are different standard used. The school 

heads may agree to harmonize the standards used by school heads into a unified document. Since 

agreement must be made as well as thorough evaluation of the current standards, at least three (3) 

management sessions may be conducted. The conduct of the training on technology may be 

incorporated with the training on collaborative management style. This will provide the 

participants with the use of cloud technology in school administration and in teaching. Lastly, a 

leadership camp is proposed to improve the leadership skills of the school heads in the use of 

participatory management. The training camp, training on technology and collaborative 

management style may be incorporated in one schedule.  

 

CONCLUSION 

Based from the gathered findings, the following are the conclusions drawn: 

 1. There are a lot of school heads and secondary teachers in Bacacay Districts that indicate 

decentralized as the management style of most secondary school heads and few respondents in 

data-driven management style.  

 2. Transformational and participatory styles are always used while the collaborative, 

decentralized and data-driven are often used management styles of school heads in Bacacay 

Districts. 

 3. Participatory, transformational and collaborative are very effective while decentralized 

and data-driven are effective management styles of school heads in Bacacay District. 

 4. The top issues in each of the management style of school heads explored in the study 

are: in decentralized, it is unclear school objective; in collaborative, it is lack of training on new 

pedagogical approaches and in transformational, it is conflicting standards in observation. The top 

issue in data-driven management style is weak technological skills of school heads and in 

participatory, it is weak leadership skills. 

 5. The management action plan may address the issues of the management styles of school 

heads. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The researcher offers the following recommendations: 
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 1. Schools Division Office of Albay may provide available technology and modern gadgets 

to encourage school heads in the use of data-driven management style. 

 2. The Publics Schools District Supervisors of Bacacay Albay may conduct semestral 

inventory of information technology resources that include software and hardware as well as needs 

assessment in terms of technology appreciation and use. 

 3. The school heads may request from the Schools Division Office of technical support and 

additional professional development trainings for school heads on the use of data-driven and 

decentralized management styles. 

 4. The researcher may provide the list of the issues identified in this paper to the Public 

Schools District Supervisor for possible discussion in the management committee meeting. 

 5. The researcher may solicit the assistance from the School District Supervisors and the 

Schools Division Office to actualize this management action plan. 
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