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Abstract 

The study investigated the impact of school heads’ leadership styles and communication strategies on 

the teaching performance of secondary school teachers in the Division of Naga City during the 2024–

2025 school year. Employing a descriptive-comparative-correlational design, the research involved 108 

respondents comprising school heads and teachers. Data were analyzed using Mean, Standard Deviation, 

ANOVA, Tukey’s HSD, Pearson Product-Moment Correlation, and Coefficient of Determination. 

Results revealed that contingent and democratic leadership styles were most frequently practiced, while 

authoritarian leadership was least exhibited. Non-verbal communication ranked as the most utilized 

communication strategy, followed by clear and direct communication. Teachers rated themselves highest 

in instructional delivery and student engagement. ANOVA results indicated significant differences 

across leadership and communication dimensions (p < 0.05). Correlational analysis showed a weak but 

significant relationship between leadership style and teaching performance (r = 0.24, p = 0.015) and a 

stronger correlation between communication strategy and teaching performance (r = 0.38, p = 0.000). 

Determination coefficients indicated that leadership and communication collectively exert limited but 

meaningful influence on teacher performance. The study concludes that school heads predominantly 

apply adaptive and participatory leadership and emphasize non-verbal communication to enhance 

rapport. However, leadership styles exert only a minimal impact on teaching performance, whereas 

communication strategies demonstrate a relatively greater, though still weak, influence. An intervention 

program is recommended to strengthen leadership and communication practices for improved 

instructional outcomes. 

 

Keywords: Educational Leadership, Communication Strategies, Teaching Performance, Descriptive-

Correlational Design 

 

Introduction 

The quality of education systems worldwide is strongly linked to the effectiveness of school leadership 

and teachers’ professional performance. Over the past decades, research in educational leadership has 

consistently emphasized the central role of school leaders in shaping school culture, guiding 

instructional practices, and fostering professional collaboration. Empirical evidence demonstrates that 

leadership practices significantly influence teachers’ motivation, instructional effectiveness, and 
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commitment to school improvement initiatives (Leithwood et al., 2020). Effective leadership cultivates 

supportive and empowering environments that enhance teaching quality and, consequently, student 

learning outcomes. 

Globally, education systems are undergoing rapid transformation driven by technological advancements, 

evolving pedagogies, and increasing accountability demands. These changes underscore the need for 

competent school leaders capable of managing institutional complexities and facilitating continuous 

teacher development. The importance of leadership in achieving quality education is reflected in 

Sustainable Development Goal 4 and reinforced by reports from UNESCO and the OECD, which 

identify school leadership as a key determinant of teaching quality and student achievement, second only 

to classroom instruction. 

Leadership style is a critical factor influencing teacher performance and organizational effectiveness. 

Prominent models include transformational, instructional, democratic, and transactional leadership. 

Transformational leadership promotes innovation, empowerment, and professional growth; instructional 

leadership prioritizes teaching quality and student outcomes; democratic leadership emphasizes 

participatory decision-making; and transactional leadership focuses on structured supervision and 

performance monitoring (Bush et al., 2022; Hallinger, 2019). However, evidence suggests that 

leadership effectiveness is context-dependent and often mediated by factors such as organizational 

culture, professional development opportunities, and collaboration (Fan & Nuruly, 2024). 

In the Philippine context, improving educational quality remains a national priority. Policy frameworks 

such as the Philippine Professional Standards for School Heads (DepEd Order No. 24, s. 2020) highlight 

the critical role of leadership in supporting teacher development and ensuring quality learning. 

Complementary reforms, including the establishment of the National Educators Academy of the 

Philippines and legislative measures such as Republic Act No. 7784 and Republic Act No. 10533, 

further reinforce the need to strengthen leadership capacity and teacher competence (DepEd, 2020; 

Sagun, 2025). Despite these initiatives, challenges persist, including the multifaceted roles of school 

heads and variability in leadership and communication practices, which affect teacher support and 

performance. 

Empirical studies consistently affirm the positive relationship between leadership and teacher outcomes. 

Transformational leadership, for instance, enhances motivation, job satisfaction, and instructional quality 

by fostering collaboration and professional growth (Kaya, 2024; Badato, 2020). Similarly, leadership 

practices that emphasize support and open communication significantly improve teacher commitment 

and productivity (Utami et al., 2024; Irwanto & Maria, 2025). Contemporary scholarship further 

highlights a shift from administrative to instructional leadership, emphasizing teaching and learning 

improvement as the core function of school leaders (Moafia Nader et al., 2019; Suh, 2024). 

Educational leadership has evolved from hierarchical, control-oriented models to more participatory and 

adaptive approaches. Transformational leadership emphasizes vision, motivation, and capacity-building 

(Asbari et al., 2020; Daramola, 2025), while instructional leadership focuses on pedagogical guidance, 

mentoring, and data-driven decision-making (Avidov-Ungar et al., 2022; Zhao et al., 2019). Contingent 

leadership underscores the need for adaptability based on contextual demands (Ocampo & Chua, 2023; 

Tansiongco & Ibarra, 2020), whereas authoritarian and transactional styles, though sometimes effective 

in structured or crisis situations, may limit teacher autonomy and innovation when overused (Gandolfi & 

Stone, 2017; Renita et al., 2026). In contrast, democratic leadership promotes shared governance, 

teacher empowerment, and organizational commitment (Hoque & Raya, 2023; Celestino, 2021). 
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Collectively, these perspectives suggest that effective leadership requires an integrative and context-

responsive approach rather than reliance on a single style. 

Complementing leadership, communication is a fundamental mechanism through which leadership 

influence is enacted. Effective communication—characterized by clarity, transparency, and empathy—

strengthens trust, collaboration, and engagement among teachers (Ounis, 2016; Rave et al., 2023). 

Communication competence includes not only clear articulation but also active listening, emotional 

intelligence, and responsiveness to contextual and cultural dynamics (Manafa, 2018; Lin, 2023). 

Empathetic communication, in particular, enhances relational trust, teacher well-being, and 

organizational commitment (Holley, 2020; Jin & Ikeda, 2024; Nakamura & Milner, 2023). 

Moreover, open and transparent communication practices foster shared understanding, reduce 

ambiguity, and strengthen organizational trust and teacher engagement (Neiroukh et al., 2024; Ahmed & 

Basu, 2020). Positive reinforcement strategies, including recognition and constructive feedback, further 

enhance teacher motivation and performance (Morales, 2022; Voelkel et al., 2024). Non-verbal 

communication also plays a critical role, reinforcing message clarity and leader credibility (Bambaeeroo 

& Shokrpour, 2017; Norris & Walker, 2020). Together, these communication strategies shape school 

climate and significantly influence teachers’ professional practices. 

Teacher performance, as a central determinant of student outcomes, encompasses instructional delivery, 

classroom management, student engagement, assessment, and professional reflection (Christie & 

Lingard, 2020; Elpisah et al., 2019). Effective instructional delivery depends on pedagogical competence 

and subject mastery, enabling teachers to design engaging and meaningful learning experiences (Zhang 

& Li, 2025; Anorue et al., 2023). Classroom management, student engagement strategies, and inclusive 

teaching practices further contribute to improved learning outcomes (Alsaiari et al., 2024; Cambay & 

Paglinawan, 2024). Additionally, assessment literacy and reflective practice support continuous 

professional growth and instructional improvement (Yan & Pastore, 2022; Cirocki et al., 2024). 

However, the relationship between leadership, communication, and teacher performance is influenced by 

contextual factors such as organizational culture, school size, and resource availability. Positive 

organizational cultures enhance collaboration and trust, strengthening leadership impact (Şenol & 

Lesinger, 2018; Rivai et al., 2024). School size affects communication patterns and leadership 

accessibility, while resource availability determines the extent to which leaders can support instructional 

practices (Esogon & Gumban, 2024; Aguinaldo & Tagadiad, 2024). These factors highlight the need for 

context-sensitive leadership strategies. 

Despite extensive research on leadership, communication, and teacher performance as separate domains, 

limited studies have examined their integrated effects, particularly within the Philippine context. 

Existing literature has largely focused on leadership typologies (Park & Seo, 2019; Kotamena et al., 

2020) or communication competencies (Akinwale & Okotoni, 2018; Holley, 2020), with insufficient 

attention to how these dimensions interact to influence teacher performance. This gap underscores the 

need for more comprehensive investigations that examine the combined impact of leadership styles and 

communication strategies on teacher outcomes. 

Although numerous studies have examined leadership styles and teacher performance, there remains 

limited empirical research that explores the combined influence of leadership styles and communication 

strategies on teacher performance within local contexts such as Naga City and the Bicol Region. Most 

existing studies focus on leadership styles or communication practices independently, leaving a gap in 

understanding how these variables interact to influence teaching performance. 
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Therefore, this study seeks to examine the leadership styles and communication strategies of school 

heads and their influence on the performance of teachers in secondary schools in Naga City. The 

findings of this study are expected to contribute to the body of knowledge in educational leadership and 

provide evidence-based insights for improving leadership practices, communication strategies, and 

teacher performance within the Philippine education system. 

 

Research Objectives 

The study determined the influence of school heads’ leadership styles and communication strategies on 

the teaching performance of secondary school teachers in the Division of Naga City. More specifically, 

this study attained the following objectives: (1) Leadership style of the School Heads in the Division of 

Naga City, along Instructional Leadership, Transformational Leadership, Contingent Leadership, 

Authoritarian Leadership, Democratic Leadership, and Transactional Leadership; (2) the level of 

communication strategy of school heads in the Division of Naga City in terms of Empathetic 

Communication, Clear and Direct Communication, Positive Reinforcement, Open and Transparent 

Communication, and Non-verbal Communication; (3) the level of teaching performance of secondary 

school teachers along Instructional Delivery, Classroom Management, Student Engagement and 

Support, Assessment and Evaluation, and Professionalism and Reflection; (4) the significant difference 

between leadership styles, communication strategies, and teaching performance of teachers among 

schools and among aspects; (5) the significant relationship between school heads’ leadership styles and 

the teaching performance of teachers, as well as their communication strategies and teaching 

effectiveness; (6) the extent of influence of school head leadership styles on the teaching performance of 

teachers, communication strategies, and teaching performance; (7) intervention program to be crafted to 

improve the leadership styles, communication strategies, and teaching performance of teachers. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

The study utilized a descriptive-correlational design. The descriptive method was applied because it 

allowed for a detailed and systematic description of the characteristics and conditions of the population 

without manipulating variables, providing a clear snapshot of the phenomena being studied (Cabigao, 

2019). The descriptive method was utilized to identify the leadership styles and communication 

strategies of school heads, as well as the performance of the teachers. 

The correlational method was employed because it enabled the identification and quantification of 

relationships among variables, indicating how changes in one variable corresponded to changes in 

another without implying causation (Alimahan & Ubayubay, 2025). The correlational design was used 

to determine the relationship between school heads’ leadership styles and teaching performance of 

teachers, communication strategies, and teaching performance of teachers. In addition, a correlational 

design is also used to determine the extent to which school head leadership style influences the teaching 

performance of teachers, communication strategies, and teaching performance of teachers. Using the 

coefficient of determination (r²), which was derived from the computed correlation values, to show how 

much the teaching performance of teachers was influenced by the variables. The r² value provided a 

statistical representation of the proportion of variance in teaching performance of teachers explained by 

the independent variables, thereby illustrating the strength of their combined predictive power (Mey et 

al., 2021). 
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Leadership Styles of the Secondary School Heads 

Table 1 shows that among the leadership styles of the secondary school heads, contingent leadership has 

the highest average weighted mean of 3.42 or Always, followed by Democratic Leadership with an 

average weighted mean of 3.41 or Always,  Instructional Leadership with an average weighted mean of 

3.38 or Always, Transformational Leadership with an average weighted mean of 3.34 or Always, 

Transactional Leadership with an average weighted mean of 3.15 or occasionally, and Authoritarian 

Leadership with an average weighted mean of 2.17 or Rarely. The leadership style of secondary school 

heads has an overall weighted mean of 3.145, or occasionally 

The findings indicate that school heads predominantly practice adaptive and participatory leadership 

styles, with contingent and democratic leadership emerging as the most prevalent. The dominance of 

contingent leadership underscores the significance of situational adaptability, as leadership effectiveness 

depends on aligning strategies with contextual demands, teacher readiness, and task requirements, 

thereby enabling school heads to respond effectively to dynamic school environments. The high ranking 

of democratic leadership further emphasizes collaboration and shared decision-making, which enhance 

teacher engagement, organizational commitment, and a positive school climate (Knight, 2024; Park & 

 

Table 1 

Summary of Leadership Style of the School Heads 

Aspects AWM Int. 

Instructional Leadership 3.38 Always 

Transformational Leadership 3.34 Always 

Contingent Leadership 3.42 Always 

Authoritarian Leadership 2.17 Rarely 

Democratic Leadership 3.41 Always 

Transactional Leadership 3.15 Occasionally 

Overall AWM: 3.15 Occasionally 

 

Seo, 2019). Instructional leadership, ranked third, reflects a continued focus on curriculum 

implementation, teaching quality, and professional development, consistent with studies linking it to 

improved teaching effectiveness and student outcomes. Transformational leadership, although present, 

ranked fourth, suggesting that while inspirational and visionary practices contribute to motivation and 

professional growth, they are less dominant compared to adaptive and participatory approaches 

(Daramola, 2025; Asbari et al., 2020). Transactional leadership, ranked fifth, plays a supplementary role 

through structured supervision and accountability mechanisms, indicating that extrinsic rewards are not 

the primary drivers of teacher performance (Cheng & Zhu, 2025). Authoritarian leadership ranked 

lowest, reflecting minimal reliance on rigid, hierarchical control and aligning with contemporary 

perspectives that associate such approaches with reduced teacher autonomy and engagement (Ahmad et 

al., 2022). Overall, the results depict a leadership profile characterized by flexibility, collaboration, and 

instructional focus, strongly supporting Contingency Theory while partially aligning with 

Transformational Leadership Theory, and diverging from studies emphasizing transactional and 

authoritarian approaches, thereby reinforcing the shift toward context-responsive, empowering, and 

collaborative leadership practices in modern educational settings. 

http://www.ijfmr.com/
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Communication Strategies of Secondary School Heads 

Table 2 shows the communication strategies of the secondary school heads. Non-Verbal Communication 

has the highest average weighted mean of 3.46 or Always, followed by Clear and Direct Communication 

with an average weighted mean of 3.43 or Always, Open and Transparent Communication with an 

average weighted mean of 3.39 or Always, Empathetic Communication with an average weighted mean 

of 3.326 or Always, and Positive Reinforcement with an average weighted mean of 3.317 or 

occasionally. The communication strategy of secondary school heads has an overall weighted mean of 

3.385, or always. 

 

Table 2 

Summary of the Communication Strategy of School Heads 

Aspects AWM Int. Rank 

Empathetic Communication 3.33 Always 4 

Clear and Direct Communication 3.43 Always 2 

Positive Reinforcement 3.32 Always 5 

Open and Transparent Communication 3.39 Always 3 

Non-Verbal Communication 3.46 Always 1 

Overall AWM: 3.39 Always  

 

The findings reveal that school heads employ a multidimensional set of communication strategies, with 

non-verbal communication emerging as the most prominent, followed by clear and direct 

communication and open and transparent communication. The dominance of non-verbal cues—such as 

gestures, eye contact, tone, and body language—highlights their critical role in reinforcing verbal 

messages and building relational trust, consistent with Communication Accommodation Theory, which 

posits that effective communication depends on adapting behaviors to meet the informational and 

emotional needs of others. The high ranking of clarity further indicates that teachers value structured, 

explicit communication that minimizes ambiguity and enhances role understanding, while transparency 

strengthens trust and accountability within the school (Bucata & Rizescu, 2017; Sofia et al., 2023; 

Ahmed, 2025). Although empathetic communication and positive reinforcement ranked relatively lower, 

their consistent application underscores their continued importance in fostering emotional support and 

motivation; from the perspective of Thorndike’s Stimulus–Response Bond Theory, recognition and 

encouragement function as reinforcing stimuli that sustain desirable professional behaviors. Collectively, 

these results suggest that communication effectiveness in educational leadership is achieved through the 

integration of complementary strategies rather than reliance on a single approach, with non-verbal 

communication enhancing relational trust, clarity promoting organizational efficiency, transparency 

ensuring accountability, empathy supporting teacher well-being, and reinforcement sustaining 

performance. While the findings strongly support Communication Accommodation Theory and align 

with empirical evidence on adaptive leadership communication (Bucata & Rizescu, 2017; Sofia et al., 

2023; Ahmed, 2025), they also diverge from studies that prioritize empathetic communication or 

reward-based strategies as dominant influences, and from concerns regarding potential misinterpretation 

of non-verbal cues in diverse contexts. Nonetheless, the results indicate that school heads are generally 

effective in cultivating a communication environment that supports teacher engagement, collaboration, 

and professional performance. 
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Performance of Teachers 

Table 3 shows that among the aspects of performance of teacher, most of the secondary school teachers 

claims that they are well versed on Instructional Delivery with a weighted mean of 3.69 or always, 

followed by Student Engagement and Support with a mean of 3.67 or always; Classroom Management 

Support with a mean of 3.65 or always; Assessment and Evaluation with a mean of 3.64 or always; 

Professionalism and Reflection with a mean of 3.59 or always. It has an overall weighted mean of 3.65 

or Always. 

 

Table 3 

Summary of Teaching Performance of Secondary School Teachers 

Aspects AWM Int. Rank 

Instructional Delivery 3.69 Always 1 

Classroom Management 3.65 Always 3 

Student Engagement and Support 3.67 Always 2 

Assessment and Evaluation 3.64 Always 4 

Professionalism and Reflection 3.59 Always 5 

Overall AWM: 3.65 Always  

 

The findings indicate that secondary school teachers demonstrate a high level of self-efficacy, reflected 

in consistently positive self-assessments across core domains of professional practice, particularly in 

instructional delivery, which emerged as the highest-rated area. This suggests strong confidence in 

pedagogical competence and content mastery, indicating alignment between teaching practices and 

institutional expectations. Similarly, high ratings in classroom management and student engagement 

imply that teachers effectively sustain structured and supportive learning environments. However, the 

comparatively lower—though still high—ratings in assessment, evaluation, and especially 

professionalism and reflection suggest potential areas for further development, particularly in reflective 

practice, continuous professional learning, and adherence to broader professional standards. From the 

perspective of Performance Management Theory of Action, these results indicate that while 

organizational goals, performance expectations, and instructional practices are well aligned—ensuring 

consistency and accountability—the developmental dimension of performance management may be less 

fully institutionalized. Specifically, the findings imply that although systems effectively support 

instructional delivery and classroom practices, they may provide limited opportunities for reflective 

practice and data-informed instructional improvement. Overall, the results portray a confident and 

competent teaching workforce operating within a supportive environment; however, they also highlight 

the need to strengthen feedback mechanisms, reflective processes, and professional development 

pathways to ensure continuous improvement and responsiveness to evolving educational demands. 

 

Differences between Leadership Styles, Communication Strategies and the Teaching Performance 

of Teachers among Schools and among the Aspects 

Leadership Style of School Heads. Differences among aspects of School Heads’ leadership style were 

indicated by an F-value and a P-value. The table shows that Instructional Leadership with F-value = 

9.797 and p-value =0.000; Transformational Leadership with F-value = 16.882 and p-value =0.000; 

Contingent Leadership with F-value = 20.063 and p-value =0.000; Authoritarian Leadership with F-
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value = 8.808 and p-value =0.000; Democratic Leadership with F-value = 5.879 and p-value =0.000; and 

Transactional Leadership with F- value = 7.977 and p-value =0.000. It all showed that there were 

significant differences among the schools and aspects of school heads’ Leadership Styles. 

The findings indicate that leadership and communication practices are not uniform across schools, as 

significant variations reflect the influence of contextual factors, organizational culture, and 

administrative competence on how leadership is enacted. Notably, differences in contingent and 

transformational leadership underscore the importance of adaptive and visionary approaches in shaping 

teaching environments and overall school effectiveness, consistent with prior studies emphasizing 

variability in how leaders motivate and guide teachers (Park & Seo, 2019; Malechwanzi, 2019; Asbari et 

al., 2020). Transformational leadership was associated with higher teacher engagement and professional 

growth, whereas transactional approaches tended to promote compliance rather than intrinsic motivation 

(Bowers, 2020; Ahmad et al., 2022; Takeuchi et al., 2022). 

Similarly, significant differences across all communication dimensions—empathetic, clear and direct, 

positive reinforcement, open and transparent, and non-verbal communication (p < 0.05)—indicate that 

communication strategies vary substantially among schools, influencing how effectively information, 

feedback, and motivation are conveyed. The highest variation in empathetic communication highlights 

its critical role in fostering trust and professional relationships, while differences in clarity and 

transparency affect collaboration and instructional alignment, supporting claims that communication 

bridges administrative intent and teacher understanding (Sidiropoulou, 2021; Ramos, 2022; Holley, 

2020). In contrast, teacher performance showed significant variation only in instructional delivery (p = 

0.038), suggesting that while most performance domains remain consistent across schools, differences in 

pedagogy, content delivery, and instructional practices are influenced by leadership, resources, and 

professional development opportunities. This aligns with literature recognizing teacher performance as 

multidimensional and shaped by leadership and communicative contexts (Korpershoek et al., 2016; 

Christie & Lingard, 2020; Quansah, 2020), with evidence that supportive and communicative leadership 

enhances instructional innovation and adaptability (Freeman et al., 2020; Morin et al., 2020). Overall, 

the results reflect varying levels of organizational maturity and adaptability within schools, emphasizing 

the critical role of context-responsive leadership and communication in influencing instructional quality 

and school effectiveness. 

 

Table 4 

Difference Between Leadership Styles, Communication Strategies, and Teaching Performance 

Among Schools and Aspects 

Leadership Style df1 df2 F p-value Int. 

Instructional Leadership 7 100 9.797 0.000 S 

Transformational Leadership 7 100 16.882 0.000 S 

Contingent Leadership 7 100 20.063 0.000 S 

Authoritarian Leadership 7 100 8.808 0.000 S 

Democratic Leadership 7 100 5.879 0.000 S 

Transactional Leadership 7 100 7.977 0.000 S 

 

Communication Strategy df1 df2 F p-value Int. 

Empathetic Communication 7 100 15.031 0.000 S 
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Clear and Direct Communication 7 100 13.223 0.000 S 

Positive Reinforcement 7 100 12.908 0.000 S 

Open and Transparent Communication 7 100 12.498 0.000 S 

Non-Verbal Communication 7 100 9.641 0.000 S 

 

Teaching Performance df1 df2 F p-value Int. 

Instructional Delivery 7 92 2.234 0.038 S 

Classroom Management 7 92 0.872 0.532 NS 

Student Engagement and Support 7 92 0.897 0.513 NS 

Assessment and Evaluation 7 92 0.724 0.652 NS 

Professionalism and Reflection 7 92 0.505 0.829 NS 

 

Significant Relationship Between School Heads Leadership Styles And Teaching Performance of 

Teachers 

Table 5 shows the correlation coefficient r of all pairwise comparisons between the School Heads’ 

leadership style and the teaching performance of teachers. The relation of Instructional Leadership 

which are areas of School Heads Leadership style with the different domains of teachers’ Teaching 

performance obtained the following: the r-value for Instructional Delivery is 0.352 with a p-value of 

0.000, the r-value for Classroom Management is 0.254 with a p-value of 0.011, the r-value for Student 

Engagement and Support is 0.287 with a p-value of 0.004, r-value for Assessment and Evaluation is 

0.209 with the p-value of 0.037, and r-value for Professionalism and Reflection is 0.231 with a p-value 

of 0.021. The findings showed that School Heads’ Instructional Leadership Style has a significant 

relationship with the aspects of teaching performance, namely: Instructional Delivery; Classroom 

Management; Student Engagement and Support; Assessment and Evaluation; and Professionalism and 

Reflection. 

 

Table 5 

Relationship Between School Heads’ Leadership Style and Teaching Performance 

Leadership Style Teaching Performance r-value p-value Int. 

Instructional 

Leadership 

Instructional Delivery .352 .000 S 

Classroom Management .254 .011 S 

Student Engagement and Support .287 .004 S 

Assessment and Evaluation .209 .037 S 

Professionalism and Reflection .231 .021 S 

Transformational 

Leadership 

Instructional Delivery .341 .001 S 

Classroom Management .246 .014 S 

Student Engagement and Support .333 .001 S 

Assessment and Evaluation .103 .309 NS 

Professionalism and Reflection .178 .077 NS 

Contingent Leadership 

Instructional Delivery .421 .000 S 

Classroom Management .217 .030 S 

Student Engagement and Support .328 .001 S 
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Assessment and Evaluation .088 .384 NS 

Professionalism and Reflection .104 .304 NS 

Authoritarian 

Leadership 

Instructional Delivery -.165 .102 NS 

Classroom Management -.109 .281 NS 

Student Engagement and Support -.075 .459 NS 

Assessment and Evaluation -.116 .252 NS 

Professionalism and Reflection -.183 .068 NS 

Democratic 

Leadership 

Instructional Delivery .340 .001 S 

Classroom Management .252 .011 S 

Student Engagement and Support .342 .001 S 

Assessment and Evaluation .153 .127 NS 

Professionalism and Reflection .154 .126 NS 

Transactional 

Leadership 

Instructional Delivery .221 .027 S 

Classroom Management .091 .366 NS 

Student Engagement and Support .218 .029 S 

Assessment and Evaluation -.023 .821 NS 

Professionalism and Reflection -.026 .795 NS 

 

The relationship of Transformational Leadership of school heads to the aspects of the teaching 

performance of teachers revealed the following results: Instructional Delivery, r= 0.341, p-value=0.001; 

Classroom Management, r= 0.246, p-value=0.014; Student Engagement and Support, r= 0.333, p-

value=0.001; Assessment and Evaluation, r= 0.103, p-value=0.309; Professionalism and Reflection, r= 

0.178, p-value=0.077; The r and p-values of Instructional Delivery, Classroom Management, and 

Student Engagement and Support towards Transformational Leadership has significant relationship 

while it has no significant relationship in the aspects of Assessment and Evaluation together with 

Professionalism and Reflection. 

The findings reveal important insights into the influence of transformational leadership on the teaching 

performance of teachers. Results indicate that transformational leadership of school heads has a 

moderate and statistically significant relationship with instructional delivery, suggesting that teachers 

tend to demonstrate more effective instructional practices when guided by leaders who exhibit 

transformational qualities. Similarly, a significant but weaker relationship was observed in classroom 

management, indicating that leadership practices characterized by vision, inspiration, and support 

contribute, albeit modestly, to teachers’ ability to maintain discipline and order within the classroom. In 

addition, a moderately significant relationship was found with student engagement and support, 

implying that transformational leaders foster environments in which teachers are more inclined to adopt 

strategies that encourage active student participation and provide greater support to learners. 

In contrast, the results show no significant relationship between transformational leadership and 

assessment and evaluation, as well as professionalism and reflection. These findings suggest that while 

leadership style can positively shape classroom-related practices, its influence on assessment approaches 

and reflective professionalism may be limited. These latter domains may be more strongly shaped by 

institutional policies, curricular demands, or teachers’ intrinsic professional values rather than by the 

leadership behaviors of school heads. 
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The results underscore that transformational leadership plays a critical role in enhancing observable and 

interactive aspects of teaching performance—namely, instructional delivery, classroom management, 

and student engagement and support. However, its effect appears less pronounced in domains that 

require technical expertise or internalized professional reflection. This highlights the need for 

complementary interventions such as targeted professional development programs, capacity-building in 

assessment literacy, and reflective practice training to further strengthen these areas of teaching 

performance alongside effective leadership. 

On the school heads’ contingent leadership, correlated with the teaching performance of the teachers, got 

the following results: Instructional Delivery, r= 0.421, p-value=0.000; Classroom Management, r= 

0.217, p-value=0.030; Student Engagement and Support, r= 0.328, p-value=0.001; Assessment and 

Evaluation, r= 0.088, p-value=0.384; Professionalism and Reflection, r= 0.104, p-value=0.304; The r 

and p-values of Instructional Delivery, Classroom Management and Student Engagement and Support 

revealed a significant relationship with contingent leadership while Assessment and Evaluation together 

with Professionalism and Reflection has no significant relationship on the latter. 

The correlation analysis revealed that contingent leadership of school heads demonstrated a moderate 

and statistically significant relationship with instructional delivery. This indicates that the more school 

heads employ contingent leadership practices—where rewards and corrective actions are based on 

teachers’ performance—the more likely teachers are to deliver instruction effectively. This finding 

suggests that contingent leadership mechanisms, such as recognition and accountability, may serve as 

motivating factors that enhance teachers’ classroom delivery. 

A weak but significant relationship was also observed with classroom management. Although the 

correlation is lower in magnitude, the result implies that contingent leadership can still contribute to 

teachers’ ability to manage classroom environments. The significance of this relationship suggests that 

when teachers are provided with clear expectations, structured monitoring, and performance-based 

reinforcement, they are more likely to adopt effective classroom management practices. 

Likewise, a moderate and significant correlation was found between contingent leadership and student 

engagement and support. This result highlights that leadership practices emphasizing contingent rewards 

and monitoring can influence teachers’ approaches to student-centered practices. It implies that teachers 

who perceive strong accountability and reward structures may exert greater effort in engaging students 

and providing necessary support to ensure academic success. 

In contrast, no significant relationships were found between contingent leadership and assessment and 

evaluation or professionalism and reflection. These results suggest that such leadership practices may 

not substantially shape teachers’ assessment strategies or their capacity for reflective practice. 

Assessment and reflective professionalism may be more closely influenced by institutional policies, 

professional training, or intrinsic motivation, rather than by leadership styles based on rewards and 

corrective measures. 

Overall, the findings demonstrate that contingent leadership is significantly associated with observable 

aspects of teaching performance, such as instructional delivery, classroom management, and student 

engagement and support. However, its influence appears limited in domains requiring higher-order 

judgment, technical expertise, and self-reflective practice. This underscores the need for leadership 

approaches that combine contingent mechanisms with developmental and supportive strategies to 

address the broader spectrum of teaching performance. 
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On the school heads’ authoritarian leadership, correlated with the teaching performance of the teachers, 

got the following results: Instructional Delivery, r= -0.165, p-value=0.102; Classroom Management, r= -

0.109, p-value=0.281; Student Engagement and Support, r= -0.075, p-value=0.459; Assessment and 

Evaluation, r= -0.116, p-value=0.252; Professionalism and Reflection, r= 0.183, p-value=0.068; The r 

and p-values of all aspects of teaching performance of the teachers revealed no significant relationship 

with authoritarian leadership. 

The result implies that an authoritarian leadership style, characterized by a leader who exerts strong 

control, makes decisions unilaterally, and demands obedience, does not have a substantial impact on 

how teachers perform in the classroom. Teachers may have a degree of autonomy in their classroom 

practices, regardless of the school head's authoritarian style. This could mean that even in schools with 

authoritarian leaders, teachers still make their own decisions about how they deliver instruction, engage 

students, assess learning, and approach their professional responsibilities. The lack of a significant 

relationship implies that authoritarian leadership does not directly determine how well teachers perform 

in the classroom. Instead, other factors may play a more significant role in influencing teaching 

effectiveness. 

Moreover, the relationship between the school heads transactional leadership style correlated with the 

aspects of teaching performance of teachers yielded the following results: Instructional Delivery, r= 

0.221, p-value=0.027; Classroom Management, r= 0.091, p-value=0.366; Student Engagement and 

Support, r= 0.218, p-value=0.029; Assessment and Evaluation, r= -0.023, p-value=0.821; 

Professionalism and Reflection, r= -0.026, p-value=0.795; The r and p-values of Instructional Delivery 

and Student Engagement and Support revealed a significant relationship with Transactional Leadership 

while Classroom Management, Assessment and Evaluation together with Professionalism and Reflection 

has no significant relationship on the latter. 

The findings indicate that the transactional leadership style of school heads bears a weak yet statistically 

significant relationship with instructional delivery. Although the magnitude of the correlation is small, 

the significance suggests that transactional leadership—characterized by reward systems and corrective 

actions—can exert some influence on how teachers deliver instruction. This implies that clear 

expectations and performance-based reinforcement from school heads may motivate teachers to 

demonstrate better classroom delivery, albeit to a limited extent. 

A similar pattern is observed in the domain of student engagement and support, where a weak but 

significant relationship was found. This result suggests that transactional leadership can contribute to 

improving teachers’ ability to engage students and provide necessary support. The presence of structured 

accountability and contingent rewards may encourage teachers to invest effort in sustaining student 

participation and addressing learner needs. 

In contrast, the results reveal no significant relationships between transactional leadership and classroom 

management, assessment and evaluation, and professionalism and reflection. Notably, the negative but 

non-significant correlations with assessment and evaluation, as well as professionalism and reflection, 

suggest that transactional leadership may have little to no beneficial impact on these more complex and 

intrinsic aspects of teaching performance. These domains are likely shaped by internal professional 

values, reflective practice, or systemic guidelines, rather than by leadership styles centered primarily on 

compliance and extrinsic reinforcement. 

Taken together, these findings indicate that transactional leadership exerts some influence on observable 

and performance-driven aspects of teaching, such as instructional delivery and student engagement, but 
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its impact is limited and not as far-reaching in areas requiring higher-order judgment, self-regulation, 

and professional reflection. This suggests that while transactional leadership may provide structure and 

short-term motivation, it may be insufficient in fostering deeper professional growth and innovation 

among teachers. A more balanced leadership approach—integrating both transactional mechanisms and 

transformational elements—may therefore be necessary to comprehensively enhance teacher 

performance across all domains. 

The overall school heads’ leadership style in relation to the performance of teachers revealed an r=0.242, 

p=0.015. This revealed a significant relationship between school heads’ leadership styles and the 

Performance of teachers. This finding confirms that school heads play a crucial role in shaping teacher 

performance. Their leadership style is not just a matter of personal preference but has a real impact on 

how effectively teachers do their jobs. This result is consistent with the work of Park and Seo (2019) and 

Avidov-Ungar et al. (2022), who emphasized that instructional leadership is inherently oriented toward 

improving teaching and learning by placing pedagogy at the center of leadership practices. Bowers 

(2020) further supports this claim, arguing that when school heads prioritize instructional guidance, they 

empower teachers to explore new pedagogical approaches and foster collaborative professional growth. 

Likewise, Berg et al. (2019) highlighted that instructional leaders build teacher trust and respect, leading 

to meaningful student learning. The current study, therefore, reinforces prior scholarship by providing 

empirical evidence that instructional leadership directly enhances not only the observable aspects of 

teaching, such as instructional delivery, but also more reflective domains, including assessment practices 

and professional development. These findings address a noted gap in the literature, where previous 

studies often highlighted the conceptual importance of instructional leadership but provided less 

empirical data linking it explicitly to multiple aspects of teacher performance. 

In contrast, Transformational Leadership showed significant associations only with instructional 

delivery and student engagement, but not with assessment and evaluation or professionalism and 

reflection. This pattern aligns with Kotamena et al. (2020) and Asbari et al. (2020), who described 

transformational leadership as inspiring and motivating teachers toward innovation and collaboration. 

By encouraging creativity and building supportive environments, transformational leaders appear to 

positively shape teachers’ capacity to deliver instruction effectively and foster student engagement, 

echoing the findings of Jaafar et al. (2021) on teamwork and tolerance in academic settings. 

However, the absence of significant relationships with evaluative and reflective domains suggests 

limitations to transformational leadership in strengthening technical competencies, such as assessment 

literacy (Schildkamp et al., 2020) or reflective practice (Molloy et al., 2020). This gap highlights the 

need for further inquiry into whether transformational leadership requires complementary support 

structures, such as professional development programs, to enhance its influence on more complex 

aspects of teacher practice. Similarly, Contingent Leadership was found to be highly influential in 

observable performance areas, yielding the strongest correlation overall with instructional delivery and a 

significant relationship with student engagement. This finding supports Takeuchi et al. (2022) and Ong 

(2020), who argued that contingent leadership adapts to situational demands and emphasizes 

accountability through monitoring, rewards, and sanctions. The fact that it was less effective in 

influencing assessment and reflection aligns with Ahmad et al. (2022), who noted that intrinsic 

motivation and professional values, rather than external reinforcement, are critical drivers of reflective 

practice and evaluative judgment. This finding underscores an important distinction: while contingent 
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leadership ensures short-term compliance in teaching practices, it may not cultivate the deeper, self-

regulatory dimensions of teacher performance that are essential for long-term professional growth. 

The results for Transactional Leadership followed a similar trend, showing modest but significant 

correlations with instructional delivery and student engagement while exhibiting no significant effect on 

assessment and reflection. This is consistent with Nazim and Mahmood (2016) and Jekelle (2021), who 

emphasized that transactional leadership motivates through clear expectations, rewards, and corrective 

measures. Teachers may therefore align their practices with externally set standards to meet 

expectations, but such an approach does not necessarily foster reflective practice or promote advanced 

assessment strategies. This reflects the critique of Malechwanzi (2019), who noted that transactional 

leadership limits leaders’ ability to adjust to outcomes, thereby constraining its impact on higher-order 

teacher competencies. 

In contrast, Authoritarian Leadership was found to have no significant correlation with any domain of 

teacher performance. This finding reinforces the critiques of Al Rahbi et al. (2017) and Wiesenthal et al. 

(2015), who argued that authoritarian leadership, while sometimes effective in urgent or time-critical 

contexts, is inherently detrimental to creativity and teacher autonomy. The lack of measurable influence 

in the present study indicates that even under authoritarian leadership, teachers maintain a degree of 

autonomy in the classroom, making decisions about instruction, student engagement, and reflection 

independently of rigid hierarchical control. This result also suggests that authoritarian leadership does 

not contribute to sustainable teacher performance improvements, reinforcing the argument that modern 

educational contexts demand more participative and collaborative approaches to leadership. 

Taken collectively, these findings revealed a statistically significant overall relationship between school 

heads’ leadership styles and teaching performance (r = 0.242, p = .015). This supports the claims of 

Elpisah et al. (2019) and Christie and Lingard (2020), who emphasized the centrality of leadership in 

shaping educational outcomes. However, the study contributes to the literature by specifying which 

leadership styles influence particular domains of teacher performance. Instructional leadership is 

confirmed as the most comprehensive and effective style, while transformational leadership is 

particularly influential in motivating teachers and enhancing student engagement. Contingent and 

transactional leadership, though effective in ensuring compliance and observable performance, is limited 

in its capacity to foster reflection and assessment literacy. Finally, authoritarian leadership appears 

misaligned with the demands of contemporary educational practice. 

These findings have important implications for both policy and practice. From a policy perspective, the 

results highlight the need for leadership development and training programs for school heads to 

emphasize instructional and transformational leadership approaches, as these styles are most effective in 

enhancing teacher performance across multiple domains. From a practical standpoint, school heads 

should be cautious in relying heavily on contingent or transactional leadership, as their effects may be 

confined to compliance and short-term outcomes. Moreover, the lack of influence of authoritarian 

leadership highlights its limited value in modern schools, pointing to the need for more flexible, 

participative approaches. Finally, the study identifies a gap for future research: while the current findings 

establish clear links between leadership styles and teacher performance, further studies should examine 

moderating variables such as teacher motivation, school culture, or professional development 

opportunities that may strengthen or weaken these relationships. 

 

 

http://www.ijfmr.com/


 

International Journal for Multidisciplinary Research (IJFMR) 
 

E-ISSN: 2582-2160   ●   Website: www.ijfmr.com       ●   Email: editor@ijfmr.com 

 

IJFMR260273052 Volume 8, Issue 2, March-April 2026 15 

 

Significant Relationship Between Communication Strategies And Teaching Performance Of 

Teachers 

Table 6 shows the correlation coefficient r of all pairwise comparisons between the School Heads’ 

communication strategy and the teaching performance of teachers. The relation of Empathetic 

Communication, which is an aspect of School Heads' communication strategy with the different domains 

of teachers’ Teaching performance, obtained the following: the r-value for Instructional Delivery is 

0.457 with a p-value of 0.000, the r-value for Classroom Management is 0.296 with a p-value of 0.003, 

the r-value for Student Engagement and Support is 0.451 with a p-value of 0.000, r-value for 

Assessment and Evaluation is 0.203 with the p-value of 0.043, and r-value for Professionalism and 

Reflection is 0.245 with a p-value of 0.014. 

 

Table 6 

Relationship Between School Heads’ Communication Strategies and Teaching Performance 

Communication 

Strategies 

Teaching Performance r-value p-value Int. 

Empathetic 

Communication 

Instructional Delivery .457 .000 S 

Classroom Management .296 .003 S 

Student Engagement and 

Support 

.451 .000 S 

Assessment and Evaluation .203 .043 S 

Professionalism and Reflection .245 .014 S 

Clear and Direct 

Communication 

Instructional Delivery .490 .000 S 

Classroom Management .315 .001 S 

Student Engagement and 

Support 

.387 .000 S 

Assessment and Evaluation .097 .336 NS 

Professionalism and Reflection .155 .124 NS 

Positive 

Reinforcement 

Instructional Delivery .452 .000 S 

Classroom Management .262 .008 S 

Student Engagement and 

Support 

.387 .000 S 

Assessment and Evaluation .108 .284 NS 

Professionalism and Reflection .157 .118 NS 

Open and 

Transparent 

Communication 

Instructional Delivery .442 .000 S 

Classroom Management .290 .003 S 

Student Engagement and 

Support 

.383 .000 S 

Assessment and Evaluation .136 .179 NS 

Professionalism and Reflection .107 .291 NS 

Non-verbal 

Communication 

Instructional Delivery .504 .000 S 

Classroom Management .336 .001 S 

Student Engagement and .529 .000 S 
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Support 

Assessment and Evaluation .205 .041 S 

Professionalism and Reflection .277 .005 S 

 

The relationship of Clear and Direct Communication Strategy of school heads to the aspects of the 

teaching performance of teachers revealed the following results: Instructional Delivery, r= 0.490, p-

value=0.000; Classroom Management, r= 0.315, p-value=0.001; Student Engagement and Support, r= 

0.387, p-value=0.000; Assessment and Evaluation, r= 0.097, p-value=0.336; Professionalism and 

Reflection, r= 0.155, p-value=0.124; The r and p-values of Instructional Delivery, Classroom 

Management, and Student Engagement and Support towards Clear and Direct Communication has 

significant relationship while it has no significant relationship in the aspects of Assessment and 

Evaluation together with Professionalism and Reflection. 

The analysis revealed that the school heads’ clear and direct communication strategy is significantly 

associated with several aspects of teaching performance. A moderate and statistically significant 

relationship was observed with instructional delivery. This relatively strong coefficient, compared to 

other leadership-related variables, suggests that when school heads communicate expectations, goals, 

and feedback with clarity and precision, teachers are better able to translate these into effective 

instructional practices. Clear communication appears to reduce ambiguity, enabling teachers to focus on 

delivering content with confidence and coherence. 

Similarly, a moderate positive and significant relationship was found with student engagement and 

support. This finding implies that teachers who receive unambiguous guidance and consistent feedback 

from their school heads are more likely to adopt practices that foster student involvement and provide 

appropriate academic and emotional support. The role of communication here may lie in setting clear 

standards for student-centered teaching practices, which teachers can readily implement. 

A weaker but still significant positive correlation was found with classroom management. This result 

suggests that clarity in leadership communication helps teachers manage their classrooms more 

effectively, likely because clear policies, consistent expectations, and unambiguous feedback promote 

consistency in maintaining order and discipline. Although weaker than the correlation with instructional 

delivery, the significance highlights the important role of communication in shaping teacher practices 

within the classroom environment. 

In contrast, no significant relationships were found between clear and direct communication and 

assessment and evaluation, nor with professionalism and reflection. These results indicate that while 

communication clarity is crucial in guiding externally observable aspects of teaching performance, it has 

a limited influence on more internalized and individualized domains. Assessment practices are often 

governed by institutional policies, curriculum standards, and technical expertise, while professionalism 

and reflection are largely driven by personal dispositions and intrinsic motivation. As such, these areas 

may not be substantially shaped by leadership communication strategies alone. 

Taken together, the findings emphasize that clear and direct communication from school heads 

significantly enhances teacher performance in instructional delivery, classroom management, and 

student engagement and support—domains where practical guidance and explicit expectations are 

critical. However, its influence does not extend to assessment practices or reflective professionalism, 

which may require additional supports such as professional development, training, and personal growth 
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initiatives. These results underscore the necessity of coupling clear communication strategies with other 

leadership practices that target deeper, internalized aspects of teaching performance. 

On the school heads’ Positive Reinforcement strategy, correlated with the teaching performance of the 

teachers, got the following results: Instructional Delivery, r= 0.452, p-value=0.000; Classroom 

Management, r= 0.262, p-value=0.008; Student Engagement and Support, r= 0.387, p-value=0.000; 

Assessment and Evaluation, r= 0.108, p-value=0.284; Professionalism and Reflection, r= 0.157, p-

value=0.118; The r and p-values of Instructional Delivery, Classroom Management, and Student 

Engagement and Support revealed a significant relationship with Positive Reinforcement while 

Assessment and Evaluation together with Professionalism and Reflection has no significant relationship 

on the latter. 

The findings of the correlation analysis indicate that the school heads’ use of positive reinforcement 

demonstrates significant associations with several aspects of teaching performance. A moderate and 

statistically significant relationship was found with instructional delivery. This suggests that when 

school heads acknowledge and reward teachers’ effective practices, it fosters greater motivation and 

confidence, which in turn enhances the quality of teachers’ instructional delivery. Positive reinforcement 

appears to serve as an encouraging mechanism that supports teachers in sustaining effective teaching 

strategies. 

A moderately significant correlation was also observed with student engagement and support. This 

indicates that teachers who experience recognition and affirmation from their leaders are more likely to 

create supportive learning environments and actively engage students. Such reinforcement may reinforce 

teachers’ willingness to go beyond routine instruction, thereby promoting practices that prioritize learner 

involvement and holistic support. 

In addition, the results revealed a weak but significant positive relationship with classroom management. 

This finding suggests that school heads’ use of positive reinforcement contributes, though modestly, to 

teachers’ ability to maintain order and establish productive learning environments. Recognition and 

encouragement likely enhance teachers’ consistency in applying classroom management strategies, as 

they feel valued and supported by their leaders. 

By contrast, no significant relationships were found with assessment and evaluation, professionalism, 

and reflection. These results imply that positive reinforcement may be less influential in domains 

requiring technical expertise, judgment, and self-regulated professional growth. Teachers’ assessment 

practices are often shaped by standardized policies and training, while professionalism and reflective 

practice are more intrinsic qualities influenced by individual values and professional ethos, rather than 

by external reinforcement. 

Overall, the results suggest that positive reinforcement is most effective in enhancing externally 

observable and practice-oriented aspects of teaching performance—namely instructional delivery, 

classroom management, and student engagement and support. However, its impact is limited in domains 

requiring deeper internalization, such as assessment practices and reflective professionalism. These 

findings underscore the importance of combining positive reinforcement with other leadership 

strategies—such as capacity-building programs and reflective practice initiatives—in order to foster 

holistic improvements in teacher performance. 

On the school heads’ Open and Transparent Communication strategy, correlated with the teaching 

performance of the teachers, got the following results: Instructional Delivery, r= 0.442, p-value=0.000; 

Classroom Management, r= 0.290, p-value=0.003; Student Engagement and Support, r= 0.383, p-
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value=0.000; Assessment and Evaluation, r= 0.136, p-value=0.179; Professionalism and Reflection, r= 

0.107, p-value=0.291; The r and p-values of Instructional Delivery, Classroom Management, and 

Student Engagement and Support revealed a significant relationship with Open and Transparent 

Communication while Assessment and Evaluation together with Professionalism and Reflection has no 

significant relationship on the latter. 

The correlation analysis revealed that the school heads’ open and transparent communication strategy is 

significantly associated with several aspects of teaching performance. A moderate and statistically 

significant relationship was observed with instructional delivery. This suggests that when school heads 

communicate openly, share relevant information, and establish transparency in decision-making, 

teachers are better able to align their instructional practices with institutional expectations, thereby 

enhancing the effectiveness and clarity of lesson delivery. Transparency appears to reduce uncertainty, 

providing teachers with the confidence and direction needed to implement instructional strategies more 

effectively. 

A weaker but still significant positive correlation was found with classroom management. This indicates 

that transparent communication from school heads—such as clarifying policies, setting consistent 

expectations, and addressing issues openly—contributes to teachers’ ability to maintain order and 

manage classroom dynamics. Although the strength of the correlation is modest, the significance 

underscores that transparency in leadership communication fosters consistency and fairness in teacher 

practices that support classroom discipline. 

The results further showed a moderately significant correlation with student engagement and support. 

This implies that when leaders communicate openly and cultivate trust through transparency, teachers 

are encouraged to adopt more student-centered approaches, prioritizing active engagement and providing 

both academic and emotional support. Open communication may foster a school culture where teachers 

feel empowered to innovate and invest in practices that strengthen student-teacher relationships. 

In contrast, no significant relationships were found between open and transparent communication and 

assessment and evaluation, or professionalism and reflection. These findings suggest that while open 

communication is instrumental in shaping externally observable aspects of teaching performance, it 

exerts limited influence on areas that are largely internalized and self-regulated. Teachers’ assessment 

practices are often dictated by curriculum standards and institutional policies, while professionalism and 

reflection stem more from intrinsic values and self-directed professional growth, which may not be 

directly influenced by communication transparency alone. 

Taken together, the findings indicate that open and transparent communication by school heads enhances 

teaching performance primarily in domains that benefit from clarity, consistency, and trust—specifically 

instructional delivery, classroom management, and student engagement and support. However, its effect 

on assessment practices and reflective professionalism appears minimal, suggesting the need for 

complementary strategies such as professional development programs and reflective practice initiatives. 

These results highlight the importance of combining transparency with targeted developmental support 

to comprehensively improve teacher performance. 

On the school heads’ Non-Verbal Communication strategy, correlated with the teaching performance of 

the teachers, got the following results: Instructional Delivery, r= 0.504, p-value=0.000; Classroom 

Management, r= 0.336, p-value=0.001; Student Engagement and Support, r= 0.529, p-value=0.000; 

Assessment and Evaluation, r= 0.205, p-value=0.041; Professionalism and Reflection, r= 0.277, p-

value=0.005; The r and p-values of Instructional Delivery, Classroom Management, Student 
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Engagement and Support, and Assessment and Evaluation revealed a significant relationship with Non–

verbal Communication together with Professionalism and reflection. 

The analysis of correlations revealed that the school heads’ non-verbal communication strategy is 

significantly associated with multiple dimensions of teaching performance, suggesting its broad 

influence as a leadership practice. A moderate and statistically significant relationship was observed 

with instructional delivery. This relatively strong correlation indicates that non-verbal cues from school 

heads—such as gestures, facial expressions, tone, and body language—play a vital role in reinforcing 

expectations and motivating teachers to enhance the clarity, effectiveness, and quality of their 

instructional practices. 

Similarly, the strongest correlation emerged with student engagement and support, indicating a moderate 

to strong and highly significant relationship. This suggests that teachers are especially responsive to the 

non-verbal affirmations and signals of their school heads. Positive non-verbal communication, such as 

supportive gestures, attentive listening, and encouraging expressions, likely cultivates a sense of trust 

and motivation among teachers, which translates into more engaging and supportive approaches toward 

students. A weaker but still significant positive relationship was found with classroom management. 

This implies that non-verbal leadership behaviors, such as consistent presence, firm yet respectful 

gestures, and visible attentiveness, may contribute to teachers’ confidence in managing classroom 

dynamics. Although the strength of the correlation is less than that for instructional delivery and student 

engagement, the significance highlights that leadership’s non-verbal signals reinforce discipline and 

order indirectly. 

Interestingly, unlike other communication-related strategies, non-verbal communication also showed 

significant relationships with assessment and evaluation, professionalism, and reflection. These findings 

imply that subtle cues of approval, encouragement, or concern conveyed non-verbally by school heads 

can influence teachers’ attitudes toward evaluation practices and their commitment to reflective 

professionalism. Such results underscore the importance of implicit leadership communication in 

shaping behaviors that are typically more internalized and self-driven, suggesting that teachers may 

interpret leaders’ non-verbal signals as indicators of standards, expectations, and trust. 

Overall, the results highlight that non-verbal communication has a widespread and significant influence 

across all aspects of teaching performance, from observable practices like instructional delivery, 

classroom management, and student engagement, to more intrinsic domains such as assessment and 

evaluation, and reflective professionalism. These findings suggest that leadership effectiveness is not 

only contingent upon verbal clarity and structured strategies but also deeply rooted in the subtle, implicit 

messages conveyed through non-verbal behavior. As such, the study underscores the need for school 

heads to be mindful of their non-verbal expressions, as these significantly shape teacher motivation, 

performance, and professional growth. 

The overall school heads’ communication strategy concerning teachers' performance revealed an 

r=0.378, p=0.000, indicating a significant relationship between communication strategy and teachers' 

performance. The positive correlation coefficient (r = 0.378) indicates a positive relationship between 

the school heads' communication strategy and teachers' performance. This result means that as the 

effectiveness or quality of the communication strategy improves, teachers' performance also tends to 

improve. Conversely, less effective communication strategies may be associated with lower teacher 

performance. 
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These results strongly suggest that how school heads communicate has a real and measurable impact on 

how well teachers perform. It implies that investing in and refining the communication strategies 

employed by school heads could be a valuable approach to enhancing teacher performance within the 

school. When school heads communicate effectively, teachers tend to perform better, and this is not 

likely due to mere coincidence. 

The results support the theoretical stance of Contingency Theory by showing that no single leadership or 

communication strategy uniformly influenced all dimensions of teaching performance. For instance, 

strategies such as transformational leadership, clear and direct communication, and non-verbal 

communication had stronger associations with instructional delivery, classroom management, and 

student engagement, while assessment and reflection were less responsive. This aligns with contingency 

theory’s proposition that leadership effectiveness is situationally dependent; strategies that are highly 

effective in enhancing observable, practice-oriented tasks may not be equally effective in influencing 

technical or reflective domains. Thus, school heads may need to adaptively shift leadership approaches 

depending on whether the goal is to improve observable classroom practices or to nurture deeper 

professional reflection. 

Cognitive Dissonance Theory provides additional insight into why leadership and communication 

strategies have stronger impacts on certain performance dimensions. Teachers who perceive consistency 

between their leaders’ expectations (conveyed clearly, transparently, and even non-verbally) and their 

own classroom practices are less likely to experience dissonance, thereby maintaining higher 

performance in instructional delivery and student engagement. Conversely, in domains like assessment 

and reflection, where leadership influence is less direct, teachers may rely more on their internal 

standards or professional training. The weaker correlations in these areas may reflect an attempt to 

reduce cognitive dissonance by adhering to institutional norms and personal values rather than to 

leadership signals. 

The results also resonate with Thorndike’s Stimulus–Response (S–R) Bond Theory, particularly through 

the significant impact of positive reinforcement and non-verbal communication. According to the S–R 

framework, behaviors followed by satisfying outcomes are more likely to be repeated. In this study, 

teachers’ instructional delivery, classroom management, and student engagement improved significantly 

when school heads employed reinforcement strategies—whether verbal, non-verbal, or reward-based. 

For example, teachers who receive encouraging gestures or recognition from their leaders are likely to 

repeat effective teaching behaviors, thereby reinforcing a cycle of performance improvement. This 

reflects the "law of effect" within Thorndike’s theory, wherein reinforcement strengthens the bond 

between stimulus (leadership action) and response (teaching performance). 

Finally, the findings may also be situated within the Performance Management Theory of Action, which 

emphasizes the alignment of organizational systems, communication, and feedback with performance 

outcomes. The significant role of clear communication, open and transparent communication, and 

positive reinforcement demonstrates the importance of feedback loops in guiding teacher behavior. 

Performance management theory underscores that for performance to improve, leaders must provide 

unambiguous signals, reinforce desired behaviors, and establish mechanisms for accountability. The 

weak correlations with assessment and reflection suggest that in these domains, feedback loops are 

either insufficient or overshadowed by systemic policies and personal professional standards. Thus, 

applying performance management principles would require school heads not only to provide 
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reinforcement and communication but also to integrate structured developmental feedback and reflective 

opportunities to address these less externally influenced aspects of teacher performance. 

 

Extent of Influence of School Heads’ Leadership Style to the Performance of Teachers and School 

Heads’ Communication Strategies for PerformanceOf Teachers 

Tables 7.1 and 7.2 show the extent to which School Heads’ leadership styles and Communication 

Strategies influence teachers' performance. 

Table 8A shows the extent of influence of School Heads’ Leadership styles in terms of Instructional, 

Transformational, Contingent, Authoritarian, and Transactional on Teachers’ performance along the 

Instructional Delivery, Student Engagement and Support, Assessment and Evaluation, and 

Professionalism and Reflection domains. 

The influence of Instructional Leadership on the aspects of Teaching Performance is determined by the 

coefficient of determination, r2 value. It revealed the following results: Instructional Delivery r2 value = 

0.124; Classroom Management r2 value = 0.065; Student Engagement and Support r2 value = 0.082; 

Assessment and Evaluation r2 value = 0.044; and Professionalism and Reflection r2 value = 0.053. 

Instructional Leadership has a very weak influence on the aspects of Teaching Performance. 

In statistical terms, this means that only 4.4% to 12.4% of the variability in teachers’ performance across 

these areas can be attributed to differences in their leaders’ instructional leadership practices, while the 

remaining 87.6% to 95.6% of the variation is explained by other factors not captured by leadership style, 

such as teacher motivation, institutional resources, organizational culture, workload, and professional 

development opportunities. The influence of Transformational Leadership on the aspects of Teaching 

Performance revealed the following results: Instructional Delivery r2 value = 0.116; Classroom 

Management r2 value = 0.061; Student Engagement and Support r2 value = 0.111. Instructional 

Leadership has a very weak influence on the aforementioned aspects of Teaching Performance. The 

influence of Contingent Leadership on the aspects of Teaching Performance revealed the following 

results: Instructional Delivery r2 value = 0.177; Classroom Management r2 value = 0.047; Student 

Engagement and Support r2 value = 0.108. Contingent Leadership has a very weak influence on the 

aforementioned aspects of Teaching Performance. In addition, the influence of Democratic Leadership 

on the aspects of Teaching Performance revealed the following results: Instructional Delivery r2 value = 

0.116; Classroom Management r2 value = 0.064; Student Engagement and Support r2 value = 0.117. 

Democratic Leadership has a very weak influence on the aforementioned aspects of Teaching 

Performance. While the influence of Transactional Leadership on the aspects of Teaching Performance 

 

Table 7.1 

Influence of School Head Leadership Styles on the Teaching Performance of Teachers 

Leadership Style Teaching Performance r2 Int. 

Instructional Leadership 

Instructional Delivery 0.124 Very Weak 

Classroom Management 0.065 Very Weak 

Student Engagement and Support 0.082 Very Weak 

Assessment and Evaluation 0.044 Very Weak 

Professionalism and Reflection 0.053 Very Weak 

Transformational 

Leadership 

Instructional Delivery 0.116 Very Weak 

Classroom Management 0.061 Very Weak 
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Student Engagement and Support 0.111 Very Weak 

Contingent Leadership 

Instructional Delivery 0.177 Very Weak 

Classroom Management 0.047 Very Weak 

Student Engagement and Support 0.108 Very Weak 

Democratic Leadership 

Instructional Delivery 0.116 Very Weak 

Classroom Management 0.064 Very Weak 

Student Engagement and Support 0.117 Very Weak 

Transactional Leadership 
Instructional Delivery 0.049 Very Weak 

Student Engagement and Support 0.048 Very Weak 

 

revealed the following results: Instructional Delivery r2 value = 0.049; Student Engagement and Support 

r2 value = 0.048. Transactional Leadership has a very weak influence on the aforementioned aspects of 

Teaching Performance. 

The weak coefficients suggest that while Leadership Style plays a role in shaping teacher performance, it 

is not a dominant determinant. The influence is more contextual and indirect, possibly mediated by other 

organizational or personal factors. This finding aligns with several theoretical and empirical assertions in 

the reviewed literature. The studies of Park and Seo (2019), Malechwanzi (2019), and Asbari et al. 

(2020) emphasize that leadership effectiveness is not uniform but contingent upon situational variables, 

organizational climate, and follower readiness. The relatively low values suggest that while school heads 

may employ instructional leadership strategies, their practical impact depends on how teachers 

internalize and translate such leadership into classroom practices. 

In the context of the Division of Naga City, this could imply that school leaders’ instructional initiatives 

are not sufficiently strong or consistent to produce measurable effects on teaching behaviors, or that 

teachers rely more heavily on their own professional judgment and experience rather than direct 

supervision or modeling from administrators. While Instructional Leadership contributes modestly to 

variations in Teaching Performance, its overall influence is weak, suggesting that leadership alone does 

not strongly determine how teachers perform across instructional, managerial, and reflective dimensions. 

This statistical reality aligns with the reviewed literature, asserting that leadership effectiveness is 

mediated by communication quality, shaped by contextual and organizational factors, and bounded by 

teacher autonomy. 

Therefore, for leadership to translate into measurable teaching improvements, it must go beyond 

supervision—embracing transformational communication, empathy, and participatory decision-making, 

as consistently advocated in the literature from Ali & Sherman (2017) to Chin & Rosario (2024). 

Moreover, the results support the perspective of Bovill et al. (2021) and Salas-Pilco et al. (2022), who 

highlight that organizational infrastructure, institutional policies, and resource availability are equally—

if not more—critical in determining teaching performance. Hence, weak values suggest that the impact 

of leadership might be diluted by systemic constraints, such as workload imbalance, limited support 

structures, or inadequate professional development systems. 
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Table 7.2 

Influence of School Head Communication Strategies on the Teaching Performance of Teachers 

Communication 

Strategies 

Teaching Performance r2 Int. 

Empathetic 

Communication 

Instructional Delivery 0.209 Weak 

Classroom Management 0.088 Very Weak 

Student Engagement and Support 0.203 Weak 

Assessment and Evaluation 0.041 Very Weak 

Professionalism and Reflection 0.060 Very Weak 

Clear and Direct 

Communication 

Instructional Delivery 0.240 Weak 

Classroom Management 0.099 Very Weak 

Student Engagement and Support 0.150 Very Weak 

Positive Reinforcement 

Instructional Delivery 0.204 Weak 

Classroom Management 0.069 Very Weak 

Student Engagement and Support 0.150 Very Weak 

Open and Transparent 

Communication 

Instructional Delivery 0.195 Very Weak 

Classroom Management 0.084 Very Weak 

Student Engagement and Support 0.147 Very Weak 

Non-verbal 

Communication 

Instructional Delivery 0.254 Weak 

Classroom Management 0.113 Very Weak 

Student Engagement and Support 0.280 Weak 

Assessment and Evaluation 0.042 Very Weak 

Professionalism and Reflection 0.077 Very Weak 

 

Table 7.2 shows the extent of influence of School Heads’ Communication Strategy in terms of 

Empathetic Communication, Clear and Direct Communication, Positive Reinforcement, Open and 

Transparent Communication, and Non–verbal Communication on Teachers’ performance aspects along 

Instructional Delivery, Classroom Management, Student Engagement and Support, Assessment and 

Evaluation, and Professionalism and Reflection. 

The influence of Empathetic Communication on the aspects of Teaching Performance is determined by 

the coefficient of determination, r2 value. It revealed the following results: Instructional Delivery r2 

value = 0.209 (weak); Classroom Management r2 value = 0.088 (very weak); Student Engagement and 

Support r2 value = 0.203 (weak); Assessment and Evaluation r2 value = 0.041 (very weak); and 

Professionalism and Reflection r2 value = 0.060 (very weak). 

The influence of Clear and Direct Communication on the aspects of Teaching Performance revealed the 

following results: Instructional Delivery r2 value = 0.240 (weak); Classroom Management r2 value = 

0.099 (very weak); Student Engagement and Support r2 value = 0.150 (very weak). 

The influence of Positive Reinforcement on the aspects of Teaching Performance revealed the following 

results: Instructional Delivery r2 value = 0.204 (weak); Classroom Management r2 value = 0.069 (very 

weak); Student Engagement and Support r2 value = 0.150 (very weak). 

The influence of Open and Transparent Communication on the aspects of Teaching Performance 

revealed the following results: Instructional Delivery r2 value = 0.195 (very weak); Classroom 
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Management r2 value = 0.084 (very weak); Student Engagement and Support r2 value = 0.147 (very 

weak). 

The influence of Non-verbal Communication on the aspects of Teaching Performance revealed the 

following results: Instructional Delivery r2 value = 0.254 (weak); Classroom Management r2 value = 

0.113 (very weak); Student Engagement and Support r2 value = 0.280 (weak); Assessment and 

Evaluation r2 value = 0.042 (very weak); and Professionalism and Reflection r2 value = 0.077 (very 

weak). 

Across all dimensions, communication strategies exhibit weak to very weak explanatory power, 

implying that while communication is a necessary leadership function, it alone does not strongly predict 

teaching performance. This aligns with the findings of Korpershoek et al. (2016), Christie & Lingard 

(2020), and Quansah (2020), who noted that teacher performance results from multifactorial 

influences—combining leadership, motivation, context, and teacher self-efficacy. Moreover, the weak 

coefficients suggest that communication serves primarily as a mediating variable between leadership 

style and teacher performance rather than a direct causal determinant. Effective communication 

enhances the relational climate and trust but must operate alongside instructional guidance, professional 

development, and supportive supervision to yield substantive performance gains. 

This is consistent with Park & Seo (2019, 2021), Asbari et al. (2020), and Takeuchi et al. (2022), who 

emphasize that leadership effectiveness emerges when instructional and communicative competencies 

interact synergistically—where communication amplifies the leader’s instructional intent and aligns 

teacher actions with organizational goals. Statistically, the weak to very weak values signify that School 

Heads’ Communication Strategies contribute only modestly to the variance in Teaching Performance, 

explaining less than one-third of its variability at best. Conceptually, this indicates that 

communication—though vital for trust and motivation—must be embedded within a broader leadership 

framework that includes instructional supervision, feedback systems, and teacher empowerment. 

Practically, the findings suggest that school heads in the Division of Naga City may benefit from 

strengthening not only the content but also the consistency, responsiveness, and relational depth of their 

communication. Integrating empathetic, clear, and non-verbal cues with active coaching and feedback 

mechanisms can enhance the translation of leadership communication into tangible instructional 

improvements. 

 

Intervention Program for Leadership Styles, Communication Strategies, and Teaching 

Performance of Teachers 

The LEAD-HS Program provides a structured, research-based intervention for school heads aimed at 

improving leadership styles, communication strategies, and supervisory practices. By equipping school 

leaders with the necessary skills and tools, the program seeks to directly influence teacher performance 

and foster an environment conducive to professional growth and high-quality education. Implementing 

this program ensures that school heads are not only managers but transformational leaders who inspire, 

guide, and support their teachers toward sustained educational excellence. 

 

CONCLUSION 

1. Secondary school heads predominantly adopt leadership approaches that are adaptive, inclusive, and 

supportive of both teachers and students. The highest ratings for contingent and democratic 
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leadership imply that school heads value participatory decision-making and situational 

responsiveness, adjusting their leadership strategies according to the needs of their schools. 

2. The findings indicate that among the communication strategies employed by secondary school heads, 

non-verbal communication emerged as the most frequently utilized, as reflected in its highest 

weighted mean. This underscores the significance of gestures, expressions, and other non-verbal cues 

in reinforcing messages and establishing rapport within the school environment. 

3. Secondary school teachers perceive themselves to be most proficient in instructional delivery, as 

evidenced by their highest weighted mean, followed closely by student engagement and support, and 

classroom management support. This suggests that teachers place considerable emphasis on 

effectively transmitting knowledge, actively involving learners, and maintaining a conducive learning 

environment. 

4. The findings underscore that significant variability exists in both leadership and communication 

practices, and these differences contribute, though modestly, to disparities in teacher performance. 

The results reveal that leadership and communication are interdependent mechanisms: leadership 

style determines how school heads guide and motivate teachers, while communication strategy 

operationalizes these leadership intentions through empathy, clarity, and feedback. Thus, leadership 

effectiveness within the Division of Naga City is not solely determined by authority or structure but 

by how school heads communicate, connect, and respond to the needs of teachers. 

5. There was a significant relationship between school heads’ leadership style and communication 

strategy towards teachers' performance. School heads’ leadership styles have a very weak influence 

on the performance of teachers, while school heads’ communication strategies have a weak influence 

on the performance of teachers. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

1. Since contingent, democratic, instructional, and transformational leadership styles are consistently 

practiced, training and professional development programs for secondary school heads should 

reinforce these approaches. Emphasis may be placed on deepening skills in participatory decision-

making, instructional supervision, and motivational strategies that inspire teachers and learners alike. 

2. Empathetic communication and positive reinforcement obtained comparatively lower weighted 

means; it is advisable to design leadership development programs that specifically cultivate these 

areas. Training may include workshops on active listening, emotional intelligence, and constructive 

feedback, which can enhance the leaders’ ability to foster supportive teacher-student relationships and 

sustain a motivating school climate. 

3. It is recommended that schools and educational leaders continue to strengthen and sustain 

professional development initiatives in these domains. Such reinforcement will ensure that teachers’ 

instructional practices remain dynamic, student-centered, and responsive to the evolving needs of 

learners. It is imperative to design targeted capacity-building programs that will enhance teachers’ 

competencies in these critical areas. Workshops, peer-learning sessions, and mentoring activities 

should be implemented to promote a deeper understanding of authentic assessment strategies, 

effective use of feedback, and reflective practices that foster continuous professional growth. 

4. Strengthen Transformational and Instructional Leadership Practices. Training programs for school 

heads should emphasize transformational and instructional leadership competencies—particularly 

those that inspire, motivate, and empower teachers to innovate and self-reflect. Mentoring systems 
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and leadership workshops should be established to promote adaptive and context-sensitive leadership. 

School heads should cultivate empathy-driven communication, involving active listening, genuine 

feedback, and understanding of teachers’ professional and personal contexts. 

5. Communication training modules should focus on clarity, consistency, and relational communication 

to ensure that instructions, expectations, and feedback are well-understood and positively received. 

Leadership development programs should integrate positive reinforcement strategies that recognize 

teacher achievements and encourage reflective practices. Regular feedback sessions and peer 

communication channels should be institutionalized to maintain open and transparent professional 

dialogue. 

6. It is recommended that school systems and governing bodies prioritize leadership development 

programs that emphasize both adaptive leadership practices and strategic communication 

competencies. Specifically, school heads should be provided with structured training on 

transformational and participative leadership approaches, as these styles are often associated with 

higher levels of teacher motivation, commitment, and performance. Equally important is the 

cultivation of communication strategies that are transparent, two-way, and supportive, ensuring that 

information flows efficiently while also fostering trust, collaboration, and shared accountability 

among teachers. 

7. It is recommended that capacity-building efforts for school leaders should place greater emphasis on 

the refinement of effective communication practices. Clear, consistent, and supportive 

communication between school heads and teachers can foster collegiality, strengthen professional 

relationships, and enhance the overall teaching–learning environment. While leadership style 

demonstrated minimal impact, professional development programs should not disregard their role. 

Instead, such programs should encourage school heads to adopt more adaptive, participatory, and 

transformational leadership approaches that may yield stronger effects when combined with effective 

communication. Leadership development initiatives should thus integrate modules that link 

leadership practices with communication strategies, enabling school heads to exercise influence not 

only through managerial authority but also through collaborative engagement. 
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