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ABSTRACT 

This study explored how School Leadership (SL), Digital Readiness (DR), and Stakeholder Engagement (SE) influence Teachers’ Performance 
(TP) in public secondary schools in the Division of Davao del Sur. Using a quantitative, predictive-correlational design, data were collected 
from 302 teachers and analyzed through Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). The final model showed acceptable fit indices (CFI = 0.946, 
SRMR = 0.072), confirming the validity of the proposed structure. 
Findings revealed that Digital Readiness (β = 0.473, p < .001) was the only significant direct predictor of teacher performance, highlighting the 
importance of technological competence and access to digital tools in effective teaching. School Leadership (β = –0.047, p = .632) and Stake-
holder Engagement (β = –0.035, p = .610) did not show significant direct effects, but leadership demonstrated a moderately strong indirect 
influence (IE = 0.494) by enabling digital readiness and stakeholder involvement. Stakeholder engagement, while closely linked to leadership, 
had a negligible total effect on performance. 
Overall, the model explained 27.8% of the variance in teacher performance, underscoring the central role of digital readiness, the enabling 
function of leadership, and the contextual contribution of stakeholder support. These insights suggest the need to institutionalize digital 
competence in teacher standards, reframe leadership development toward supportive practices, and guide stakeholder involvement toward 
resource and governance support. 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Over the years, education has evolved in powerful and profound ways. Technology has reshaped classrooms, curricula have grown 
more responsive, and the call for quality education has become louder and more urgent. At the heart of these changes are our teach-
ers—steadfast, adaptable, and deeply committed to preparing learners for the challenges of the 21st century. Their performance is 
not just a measure of instructional delivery; it is a reflection of the systems, support, and spirit that surround them. Teachers do not 
work in isolation. Their effectiveness is shaped by a delicate balance of leadership, technological readiness, and community support. 
Globally, research has long affirmed that strong school leadership makes a difference. Visionary leaders create safe, empowering spaces 
where teachers feel valued and supported. Transformational leadership, in particular, has been shown to uplift teacher morale, spark 
innovation, and foster professional growth (Avolio et al., 1999; Karakose et al., 2022). In the Philippine context, these truths hold firm. 
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Studies have shown that when school heads provide clear direction and invest in teacher development, performance improves (Daing, 
2020; De Castro & Jimenez, 2022). Leadership that is collaborative and compassionate builds trust—and trust builds better classrooms. 
Alongside leadership, digital readiness has emerged as a vital force. It is not just about having devices or internet access; it is about 
confidence, competence, and creativity in using technology to teach. Globally and locally, digital readiness has proven to be a strong 
predictor of teacher success (Wang, 2021; Tanucan et al., 2022). In the Davao Region, teachers have shown remarkable digital resili-
ence, even as they continue to face challenges in infrastructure and training (Camarillo, 2024; Casinto, 2022). These efforts reflect a 
growing culture of innovation—one often nurtured by supportive school leaders. Stakeholder engagement also plays a meaningful 
role. Parents, communities, and local partners bring resources, encouragement, and shared responsibility. Their involvement strength-
ens school programs and uplifts teacher morale (Pradhan et al., 2011; Garcia & Mejia, 2021). In Davao del Sur, such partnerships have 
helped create inclusive learning environments, though their direct impact on classroom performance remains more contextual than 
causal. While many studies have explored leadership, technology, and engagement separately, few have examined how these elements 
work together to shape teacher performance. This study bridges that gap. Using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), it investigates 
both the direct and indirect effects of school leadership, digital readiness, and stakeholder engagement on teachers’ performance. In 
doing so, it offers a holistic, evidence-based model grounded in the lived realities of public secondary schools in Davao del Sur—where 
every teacher’s journey is shaped not just by policy, but by people, purpose, and possibility. 
 
Research Objectives 

 
This study investigates the interrelationships among school leadership, teachers’ digital readiness, stakeholder engagement, and teach-
ers’ performance in public secondary schools in Davao del Sur. Specifically, it aims to: 
1. Assess the levels of school leadership, digital readiness, stakeholder engagement, and teachers’ performance. 
2. Examine the direct and indirect effects of school leadership, digital readiness, and stakeholder engagement on teachers’ perfor-
mance. 
3.Develop and validate a structural model using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM). 

 
Research Hypotheses 
H1: School leadership has a significant direct effect on teachers’ performance. 
H2: Digital readiness has a significant direct effect on teachers’ performance. 
H3: Stakeholder engagement has a significant direct effect on teachers’ performance. 
H4: School leadership has significant indirect effects on teachers’ performance through digital readiness and stakeholder engagement. 

Conceptual Framework 
 

                                                               

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1 illustrates the hypothesized structural relationships among School Leadership (SL), Digital Readiness (DR), and Stakeholder Engage-
ment (SE) as exogenous latent variables, and Teachers’ Performance (TP) as the endogenous latent variable.  

Theoretical Background 

This study is grounded on three key frameworks: the Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK), leadership models, and tech-
nology adoption theories. The TPACK framework (Mishra & Koehler, 2006) highlights that effective technology integration occurs at the 
intersection of technological, pedagogical, and content knowledge, providing the basis for examining teachers’ digital readiness. Transforma-
tional leadership theory (Bass & Avolio, 1994) explains how visionary school heads motivate teachers, foster innovation, and create support-
ive environments that enable professional growth and digital transformation. The Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) (Davis, 1989) em-
phasizes that teachers’ adoption of digital tools depends on perceived usefulness and ease of use, shaped by leadership support, training, 
and infrastructure. Finally, Epstein’s (1995) Framework of Overlapping Spheres of Influence and Coleman’s (1988) Social Capital Theory show 
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how collaboration among schools, families, and communities builds trust and shared responsibility, enhancing teacher motivation and school 
improvement. 

Review of Related Literature  

This review synthesizes recent empirical literature (2015–2025) concerning the interrelationship between school leadership, digital readiness, 
stakeholder engagement, and teachers’ performance. The review is organized around three thematic areas crucial for developing the pro-
posed structural model: (1) assessing the levels of the core variables; (2) examining the direct and indirect pathways among them; and (3) 
validating the utility of Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) in this research domain. 

Assessing the Levels of School Leadership, Digital Readiness, Stakeholder Engagement, and Teachers’ Performance. Recent studies have em-
phasized the multidimensional nature of school leadership and its direct influence on teacher motivation and performance. Sariakin et al. 
(2025) found that principal leadership significantly enhances teacher motivation and performance, while management practices alone were 
insufficient to boost motivation. Similarly, Hadijah (2024) highlighted that transformational and servant leadership styles foster teacher com-
mitment and morale. Furthermore, current research consistently has indicated that teachers perceive their school leaders' performance as 
generally high, often falling into the "high" or "very high" categories (Datulio, 2025; Daing, 2020). Datulio (2025), for instance, found high 
levels of perceived organizational support and work commitment among public school teachers, closely associated with overall school per-
formance. In the Philippines, high leadership performance is often linked to positive teacher output (De Castro & Jimenez, 2022). Specifically 
focusing on supportive leadership in the Davao Region, studies by Abendaño (2024) and Sales (2024) suggest that leaders actively foster a 
climate conducive to collaboration and professional growth, which are foundational for effective teaching. The high mean scores observed 
across various leadership dimensions globally and nationally suggest that while high-level practice is common, room remains for improve-
ment, particularly in adapting leadership to technological demands. 

Digital Readiness and Competence 

In terms of digital readiness, Domínguez-González et al. (2025) conducted a systematic review revealing that teacher digital competence 
(TDC) levels are generally low, especially among secondary educators. The study emphasized the need for targeted professional development 
to improve digital integration in teaching. Mane (2025) also found that while teachers possess strong pedagogical and content knowledge, 
their technological proficiency remains moderate, with limited use of interactive digital tools. The level of digital readiness among teachers 
has presented a more varied picture. While Filipino high school teachers in one study exhibited high mean scores in digital readiness, indicat-
ing frequent engagement with digital tools and skills (Tanucan et al., 2022; [Source needed for 21st Century Teaching, Digital Readiness, and 
Motivation], 2025), other nationwide mixed-methods studies show that the average teacher competence across frameworks like 
DigCompEdu often sits at a "medium" level (Al-Hariri, 2024). 

Stakeholder Engagement 

Stakeholder engagement has been shown to positively influence school outcomes. Lopez and Bauyot (2025) found that active collaboration 
among parents, teachers, and community members enhances school-based programs and student development. Escabal and Bola (2025) 
reported that stakeholder involvement in planning and decision-making significantly contributes to academic performance and school-com-
munity relations. Research on stakeholder engagement often focused on its impact rather than its measured level, yet where levels are 
reported, they are usually deemed sufficient or high, particularly when mandated by government programs. Studies such as Garcia and Mejia 
(2021) in the Philippines link active stakeholder engagement to enhanced school outcomes, suggesting that external support structures are 
effectively utilized. Pradhan et al. (2011) underscore the effectiveness of strong ties among stakeholders as a cost-effective intervention for 
achieving program success, implying that even a moderate level of functional engagement yields tangible benefits. Examining the Direct and 
Indirect Effects of School Leadership, Digital Readiness, and Stakeholder Engagement on Teachers’ Performance. Digital readiness also plays 
a mediating role. Zakir et al. (2025) used SEM to show that digital literacy enhances academic performance through digital competence, 
informal learning, and self-efficacy. Teachers with higher digital competence are more likely to engage in innovative practices, which indirectly 
improve student outcomes. Philippine studies similarly highlight these relationships. Tanucan et al. (2022) observed that school heads’ digital 
leadership significantly influences teachers’ job satisfaction and technology adoption. Camarillo (2024) and Casinto (2022) showed that pro-
fessional development and institutional support are critical mediators between teachers’ digital competence and classroom technology inte-
gration. Stakeholder engagement, while not always directly correlated with performance metrics, influences contextual factors that affect 
teacher outcomes. Garcia and Cerado (2025) found that while stakeholder engagement did not directly correlate with educational outcomes, 
it was significantly influenced by contextual factors such as resource availability, which in turn affect teacher performance. 

Developing and Validating a Structural Model Using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) 

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) has become one of the most widely used analytical approaches in educational research for examining 
complex and multivariate relationships. As emphasized by Teo, Tsai, and Yang, SEM provides flexibility in testing theoretical constructs and 
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latent variables, making it particularly suitable for understanding the factors influencing teacher performance. This approach allows research-
ers to evaluate both direct and indirect effects among variables, ensuring a comprehensive analysis of interrelated constructs. Building on 
this perspective, Wang, Hefetz, and Liberman (2017) offered practical guidance on the application of SEM in educational settings, highlighting 
the use of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and various model fit indices to validate proposed models. Their work underscores the method-
ological rigor required in SEM studies, particularly in verifying measurement validity and ensuring accurate model interpretation. Similarly, 
Panchenko and Velychko (2020) demonstrated the effectiveness of SEM in modeling teacher self-efficacy, comparing national-level data with 
international benchmarks. Their findings emphasized the importance of using representative samples and validated instruments to ensure 
the reliability of SEM-based results. In a related study, AlAli and Al-Barakat (2022) employed SEM to examine creative teaching practices, 
showing how teachers’ perceptions and classroom practices can be modeled to inform targeted professional development initiatives. In 
addition, stakeholder engagement has been recognized as an essential supporting factor in strengthening instructional quality within schools.  

METHODOLOGY 

The study used a quantitative, predictive-correlational design with Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) to examine the effects of school 
leadership, digital readiness, and stakeholder engagement on teachers’ performance. The population included 1,442 secondary teachers in 
public schools across Davao del Sur for SY 2024–2025. Using the Krejcie and Morgan (1970) sampling table, a sample of 302 teachers was 
selected through random sampling to ensure representation. Data were collected using a structured survey questionnaire with four sections 
aligned to the study’s constructs. Items were adapted from validated sources and rated on a five-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly Disagree to 
5 = Strongly Agree). Validity and reliability was tested and questionnaires were validated by panel of experts. the revised questionnaire was 
pilot tested among 30 teachers who were not part of the main respondents. The Content Validity Index (CVI) was computed based on the 
validators’ ratings using a 5-point Likert scale. The data collected were then analyzed using Cronbach’s Alpha to determine the internal con-
sistency of each construct, which yielded a reliability coefficient of 0.77. 

Construct / Variable No. of Items Cronbach’s Alpha Interpretation 

School Leadership 5 0.75 Very High Reliability 

Digital Readiness 5 0.72 Excellent Reliability 

Stakeholder Engagement 5 0.70 Very High Reliability 

Teachers’ Performance 5 0.89 Excellent Reliability 

Overall Instrument 20 0.77 Excellent Reliability 

 
After establishing the instrument’s validity and reliability, the researcher submitted a formal letter to the Schools Division Superintendent of 
Davao del Sur, through proper channels, requesting permission to administer the questionnaire to the identified respondents. Upon approval, 
the researcher coordinated with District Supervisors to facilitate survey distribution across schools. Teachers with internet access received the 
online survey link, while printed copies were provided in remote areas. The researcher personally monitored the distribution and collection 
of questionnaires, achieving a 100 percent retrieval rate. The data were analyzed quantitatively using Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) 
through Jamovi software. The analysis tested hypothesized structural paths to determine both direct and indirect effects of school leadership, 
digital readiness, and stakeholder engagement on teachers’ performance. Model fit was assessed using established indices such as CMIN/DF, 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI), Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI), and Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), all of which confirmed compli-
ance with acceptable SEM standards. This rigorous approach ensured the validity of the specified structural relationships and provided robust 
evidence for interpreting the influence of the predictor variables on teachers’ performance. 
 
Ethical Considerations 
The study adhered to ethical standards in educational research. Participation to the research was voluntary, and respondents were informed 
of the study’s purpose, procedures, and their right to withdraw at any time without penalty. Confidentiality was strictly maintained by anon-
ymizing responses and ensuring that no identifying information was disclosed. Data were used solely for academic purposes, and results were 
reported honestly and transparently to uphold integrity and trust in the research process. 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 
 
This section presents the study’s objectives, interprets the results of the Structural Equation Modeling (SEM), and evaluates the proposed 
hypotheses. It begins with an assessment of the overall model fit, followed by an examination of the direct and indirect effects of school 
leadership, digital readiness, and stakeholder engagement on teachers’ performance. Then the decomposition of effects clarifies the distinct 
contributions of each path, while hypothesis testing and squared multiple correlations (R²) summarize the model’s predictive strength.  
 

Table 1. Overall Model Fit Indices 
 

Index Recommended Threshold Result Conclusion 
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χ2/df Ratio 1.406 ≤3.0 (Ideal ≤2.0) 
Excellent. The model is highly parsimoni-

ous 

CFI (Comparative Fit In-
dex) 0.973 ≥0.95 

Excellent Fit. The model is 98.5% better 
than the baseline model. 

TLI (Tucker-Lewis Index) 0.969 ≥0.95 
Excellent Fit. A measure of fit penalizing 

for model complexity. 

RMSEA (Root Mean 
Square Error) 0.04 ≤0.06 

Excellent Fit. Measures the absolute lack 
of fit (low value is good). 

SRMR (Standardized Re-
sidual Mean) 0.053 ≤0.08 

Excellent Fit. Measures the average dif-
ference between observed and predicted 

correlations. 

 

Table 1 shows that the structural model demonstrated an excellent overall fit to the data, as evidenced by multiple fit indices. The Compar-
ative Fit Index (CFI = 0.973) and Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI = 0.969) both exceeded the recommended threshold of 0.95, indicating excellent 
incremental fit. These results affirm the methodological standards outlined by Wang, Hefetz, and Liberman (2017), who emphasized the 
importance of CFI and TLI in validating structural models in educational research. Similarly, Teo, Tsai, and Yang (2020) highlighted that values 
above 0.95 reflect a well-fitting model that accurately captures latent relationships among constructs. Absolute fit indices further support 
the model’s adequacy. The Scaled RMSEA = 0.04 and SRMR = 0.053, while slightly above ideal thresholds, remain within acceptable bounds 
for complex models with multiple latent variables. This aligns with Panchenko and Velychko (2020), who noted that RMSEA values up to 0.08 
may be tolerated in large-sample SEM studies, especially when supported by strong incremental fit indices. The Parsimony Normed Fit Index 
(PNFI = 0.839) also confirms that the model balances explanatory power with structural simplicity, consistent with recommendations by AlAli 
and Al-Barakat (2022) for evaluating creative teaching models. Collectively, these indices confirm that the final SEM model is statistically 
sound and theoretically coherent, providing a robust foundation for interpreting the structural paths among school leadership, digital readi-
ness, stakeholder engagement, and teachers’ performance. 

Table 2. Standardized Path Coefficients (Direct & Indirect Effects) 

Path Estimate (β) P-value Hypothesis Finding 

DR → TP 0.473 < 0.001 H2 Supported (Strongest Direct Path) 

SL → TP -0.047 0.632 H1 Not Supported 

SE → TP -0.035 0.61 H3 Not Supported 

SL → SE 0.758 < 0.001 (Structural Link) Significant (SL drives SE) 

 

Table 2 directly addresses hypotheses H1, H2, and H3 by examining the direct effects of school leadership, digital readiness, and stakeholder 
engagement on teachers’ performance. The analysis revealed that Digital Readiness (DR) was the only significant direct predictor of Teachers’ 
Performance (β = 0.473, p < .001). This finding strongly affirms the conclusions of Tanucan et al. (2022), who demonstrated that school heads’ 
digital leadership significantly predicted teachers’ job satisfaction and competence in educational technology. Similarly, Zakir et al. (2025) 
confirmed through SEM that digital literacy enhances academic performance by strengthening competence, informal learning, and self-effi-
cacy. These studies reinforce the present result, highlighting that technological competence and access to digital resources are pivotal drivers 
of instructional quality in contemporary classrooms. In contrast, School Leadership (SL) did not exhibit a significant direct effect on Teachers’ 
Performance (β = –0.047, p = .632). This outcome partially conflicts with the findings of Daing (2020) and De Castro & Jimenez (2022), who 
reported that effective leadership positively influenced teacher performance through clear instructional direction and professional develop-
ment support. However, the indirect effect of SL (IE = 0.494, p < .001) supports Bass and Avolio’s (1994) transformational leadership theory, 
which posits that leadership exerts influence by enabling conditions—such as fostering digital readiness and stakeholder collaboration—rather 
than directly shaping performance outcomes. Finally, Stakeholder Engagement (SE) showed no significant direct effect on Teachers’ Perfor-
mance (β = –0.035, p = .610). This finding diverges from Garcia and Mejia (2021), who found that stakeholder participation enhanced teacher 
morale and school performance in the Philippine context. Yet, it aligns with Garcia and Cerado (2025), who observed that stakeholder engage-
ment often operates indirectly, mediated by contextual factors such as resource availability, rather than exerting a direct causal influence on 
performance. Thus, in the present study, SE appears more as a supportive contextual factor than a direct determinant of instructional effec-
tiveness. 
 

Table 3. Standardized Measurement Model (Factor Loadings) 

Path 
Total Effect 

(TE) Direct Effect (DE) Indirect Effect (IE) Interpretation 
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DR → TP 0.473 0.473 0 Total impact is all direct. 

SL → TP 0.447 -0.047 0.494 Total impact is all indirect. 

SE → TP 0.007 -0.035 0.042 Total impact is negligible. 

 

Table 3 presents the decomposition of effects—total, direct, and indirect—among the three predictor variables and Teachers’ Performance 
(TP). The path Digital Readiness → TP shows a total effect of 0.473, which is entirely direct. This finding reinforces the results of Tanucan et 
al. (2022), who found that digital leadership directly enhances teacher competence and satisfaction. It also aligns with Zakir et al. (2025), 
whose SEM analysis confirmed that digital literacy directly improves academic performance through increased self-efficacy and informal 
learning. These studies affirm that digital readiness is not only conceptually central but also statistically dominant in influencing teacher 
performance. In contrast, School Leadership → TP yielded a total effect of 0.447, composed entirely of indirect influence (IE = 0.494; DE = –
0.047). This supports Bass and Avolio’s (1994) transformational leadership theory, which posits that leadership impacts performance by shap-
ing enabling conditions such as digital readiness and stakeholder collaboration. While this result diverges from Daing (2020), who reported 
direct positive effects of leadership on teacher performance, it aligns with Garcia and Cerado (2025), who emphasized that leadership often 
operates through contextual mediators rather than direct instructional control. 
Lastly, Stakeholder Engagement → TP showed a negligible total effect (TE = 0.007), with a weak indirect component (IE = 0.042) and a non-
significant direct path (DE = –0.035). This finding contrasts with Garcia and Mejia (2021), who linked stakeholder participation to improved 
teacher morale and school outcomes. However, it is consistent with Pradhan et al. (2011), who argued that stakeholder engagement functions 
more as a cost-effective support mechanism than a direct performance driver. In this study, SE appears to contribute contextually rather than 
causally to teacher effectiveness. 
 

Table. 4. Summary of Hypotheses Testing 

Hypothesis Statement Result 

H1 School leadership has a significant direct effect on teach-
ers’ performance 

Not Supported 

H2 Digital readiness has a significant direct effect on teachers’ 
performance 

Supported 

H3 Stakeholder engagement has a significant direct effect on 
teachers’ performance 

Not Supported 

H4 School leadership has significant indirect effects on teach-
ers’ performance through digital readiness and stake-
holder engagement 

Supported 

 

  

 
Table 4 summarizes the outcomes of the four hypotheses tested in this study. Hypothesis 2 (H2)—which posited that digital readiness has 
a significant direct effect on teachers’ performance—was supported. This finding aligns with Tanucan et al. (2022), who demonstrated that 
digital leadership significantly enhances teacher competence and satisfaction, and with Zakir et al. (2025), whose SEM analysis confirmed 
that digital literacy directly improves academic outcomes through self-efficacy and informal learning. These affirmations reinforce the cen-
trality of digital readiness as a performance driver in technology-integrated classrooms. Hypothesis 1 (H1)—which proposed a direct effect 
of school leadership on teachers’ performance—was not supported. This result diverges from Daing (2020) and De Castro & Jimenez (2022), 
who found that effective leadership positively influences teacher performance through instructional guidance and professional develop-
ment. However, the rejection of H1 is reconciled by the support for Hypothesis 4 (H4), which confirmed that school leadership exerts a 
significant indirect effect on performance via digital readiness and stakeholder engagement. This supports Bass and Avolio’s (1994) trans-
formational leadership theory, which emphasizes the enabling role of leadership in shaping conditions that foster teacher growth. Hypoth-
esis 3 (H3)—which posited a direct effect of stakeholder engagement on teachers’ performance—was also not supported. This contrasts 
with Garcia and Mejia (2021), who linked stakeholder participation to improved teacher morale and school outcomes. However, it aligns 
with Garcia and Cerado (2025), who argued that stakeholder engagement often operates through contextual mediators such as resource 
availability, rather than exerting a direct causal influence on performance. 

  

Table 5. Squared Multiple Correlations R² 

Endogenous Variable R² (Explained Variance) Interpretation 

Teachers' Performance (TP) 0.278 Moderate: 27.8% explained by SL, DR, and SE. 

Stakeholder Engagement (SE) 0.574 High: SL explains 57.4% of SE's variance. 

Digital Readiness (DR) 0.043 Very Low: SL explains only 4.3% of DR's variance. 

 
Table 5 presents the explained variance (R²) for each endogenous variable in the model. The R² for Teachers’ Performance (TP) was 0.278, 
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indicating that School Leadership (SL), Digital Readiness (DR), and Stakeholder Engagement (SE) collectively explained 27.8% of the variance 
in teacher performance. This moderate explanatory power is consistent with findings by Panchenko and Velychko (2020), who noted that 
teacher-related constructs often yield R² values below 0.30 due to the multifactorial nature of instructional performance. Similarly, AlAli and 
Al-Barakat (2022) emphasized that teacher effectiveness is influenced by a wide array of contextual and personal factors, making partial 
variance common in SEM studies. The R² for Stakeholder Engagement (SE) was 0.574, suggesting that SL explains a substantial portion of SE’s 
variance. This supports Garcia and Mejia (2021), who found that leadership practices significantly shape stakeholder involvement through 
collaborative planning and inclusive governance. It also aligns with Pradhan et al. (2011), who argued that strong leadership fosters community 
engagement as a cost-effective strategy for school improvement. 
In contrast, the R² for Digital Readiness (DR) was only 0.043, indicating that SL explains just 4.3% of its variance. This low value suggests that 
digital readiness is influenced more by external factors such as infrastructure, training, and individual competence than by leadership alone. 
This finding is consistent with Tanucan et al. (2022) and Camarillo (2024), who emphasized that while leadership can enable digital transfor-
mation, readiness is largely shaped by systemic support and resource availability. 
 
Figure 2 displays the final tested SEM model showing the structural relationships among School Leadership (SL), Digital Readiness (DR), Stake-
holder Engagement (SE), and Teachers’ Performance (TP). Each latent construct is measured by multiple observed indicators. Standardized 
path coefficients are shown on the arrows to indicate the strength and direction of relationships. Digital Readiness (DR) demonstrated a 
significant direct effect on TP (β = 0.473, p < .001), while School Leadership (SL) exerted a moderately strong indirect effect through DR and 
SE (IE = 0.494, p < .001). Stakeholder Engagement (SE) showed negligible direct and indirect effects. Bidirectional arrows among SL, DR, and 
SE represent covariances among the predictors. 
 
 

Figure 2. Final Structural Equation Model with Standardized Path Coefficients   

 

Conclusions 
 
This study looked closely at how school leadership, digital readiness, and stakeholder engagement affect teachers’ performance in public 
secondary schools in Davao del Sur. Among the three factors, digital readiness stood out as the only one with a strong and direct impact. This 
means that when teachers are confident in using technology and have access to digital tools, they tend to perform better in the classroom. 
School leadership, although it didn’t directly influence teacher performance, played an important indirect role. Stakeholder engagement, 
while closely linked to leadership, did not directly affect teacher performance. This suggests that the support from parents, communities, and 
partners is helpful, but its impact depends on how well school leaders manage and involve them. Overall, the model explained the changes 
in teacher performance, which is at a moderate level. It also showed that leadership has a strong influence on stakeholder engagement, but 
only a small effect on digital readiness. These findings highlight that improving teacher performance today relies most on strengthening digital 
skills, while leadership and stakeholder support play more of a background role. 
 
Implications for Policy and Practice 

1. Focus on Digital Skills in Teacher Development 

Since digital readiness is the strongest factor affecting teacher performance, schools and DepEd should invest more in ICT facilities, 

training, and continuous professional development. Digital skills should be part of teacher standards so that technology use be-

comes a regular part of teaching in all subjects. 

2. Redefining the Role of School Leadership 

Leadership matters most when it creates supportive conditions for teachers. School heads should focus on providing access to 
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digital tools, building positive environments, and involving teachers in decision-making. Leadership training should highlight trans-

formational and shared leadership styles that indirectly boost teacher performance. 

3. Clarifying the Role of Stakeholder Engagement 

Stakeholder involvement helps strengthen leadership but does not directly improve teacher performance. Policies should encour-

age parents, communities, and partners to support schools through resources, governance, and partnerships, while recognizing 

that classroom outcomes depend more on teacher competence and leadership support. 

4. Looking Beyond the Current Model 

Since the model explains only part of teacher performance, future studies and policies should also consider other factors such as 

teacher motivation, teaching strategies, classroom climate, and well-being. Including these elements will give a fuller picture of 

what drives teacher effectiveness. 

Recommendations 
 
Based on the findings, improving teacher performance requires action at three levels: policy, school, and teacher. 
1. Policy-Level 

 Make digital readiness part of teacher standards. DepEd should include ICT skills as a core requirement for all teachers. 

 Invest in ICT infrastructure. Ensure schools, especially in rural areas, have access to devices, internet, and technical support. 

 Train school leaders. Provide continuous leadership training focused on transformational and shared leadership styles. 

 Guide stakeholder involvement. Create clear frameworks for parents and communities to support schools through resources and 

governance. 

2. School-Level 

 Support digital integration. Give teachers time, resources, and technical help to use digital tools in teaching. 

 Practice collaborative leadership. Involve teachers, parents, and communities in school decisions to build trust and accountability. 

 Clarify stakeholder roles. Direct stakeholder support toward infrastructure, resources, and partnerships rather than classroom teach-

ing. 

 Monitor progress. Track digital readiness, leadership effectiveness, and stakeholder involvement to ensure they contribute to per-

formance. 

3. Teacher-Level 

 Continue digital training. Teachers should join ICT and digital pedagogy programs to improve their skills. 

 Be self-directed. Teachers must take initiative in building their digital competence. 

 Use leadership support. Engage with school leaders, use available resources, and join collaborative planning. 

 Reflect on practice. Regularly review teaching strategies and adapt to new digital demands. 
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