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This study examines the role of principal 
leadership and community engagement in 
strengthening school–community partnerships. 
Grounded in Transformational Leadership Theory, 
Distributed Leadership Theory, Epstein’s 
Overlapping Spheres of Influence, and Social 
Capital Theory, it explores how leadership 
practices influence stakeholder participation and 
partnership effectiveness. Using a descriptive-
correlational design, data were collected from 
principals, teachers, parents, and community 
stakeholders through surveys, interviews, 
observations, and document analysis. Findings 
reveal that principal leadership significantly drives 
collaboration, while community engagement 
strategies, though effective, require strengthening 
for consistency. Results also highlight that trust, 
communication, capacity building, and 
institutional support are essential for sustaining 
partnerships. The study concludes that leadership 
and engagement are interconnected processes 
critical to achieving inclusive, effective, and 
sustainable school–community collaboration. 
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INTRODUCTION  
Education has always been regarded as one of the most powerful 

foundations for social progress, national development, and global advancement. 
Schools are more than institutions of academic learning; they are centers of 
socialization, citizenship formation, and community building. The success of 
schools in fulfilling these multiple functions depends heavily on the quality of 
leadership that guides them. Among school leaders, principals play a central role 
in setting the direction of the school, ensuring academic excellence, managing 
resources, and establishing strong linkages with the broader community. They 
do not simply perform managerial tasks but also embody the vision and mission 
of the school, serving as the bridge between internal academic activities and the 
external forces that influence education. In this sense, principal leadership is not 
confined to maintaining operations but extends to shaping the overall climate of 
collaboration, innovation, and shared responsibility. 

In the modern educational landscape, the role of the principal has become 
more complex and demanding. Principals today are expected to serve as 
instructional leaders, policy implementers, organizational managers, and agents 
of community engagement. The contemporary challenges that confront schools, 
such as increasing social inequality, cultural diversity, poverty, limited resources, 
and the rapid pace of educational reforms, require responses that no school can 
handle alone. This reality calls for a shift from isolated school practices toward 
broader collaborations that involve families, local organizations, government 
agencies, and community stakeholders. Consequently, the principal is expected 
to exercise leadership that not only ensures effective teaching and learning but 
also cultivates active and sustainable partnerships with the community. 

Research has consistently highlighted the central role of principal 
leadership in strengthening school-community partnerships. De Jesus (2025) 
demonstrated that the quality of principal leadership significantly affects the 
ability of schools to build partnerships with communities. To be effective, 
principals must demonstrate strong communication skills, organizational 
competence, decision-making ability, interpersonal sensitivity, and problem-
solving capacity. These leadership qualities directly influence student 
achievement and teacher engagement, underscoring the importance of principal 
leadership in advancing educational outcomes. Valli et al. (2018) further 
contributed to this discussion by identifying four partnership models, each 
requiring different leadership practices and presenting unique dilemmas for 
school leaders. These models illustrate that while partnerships can enhance the 
vitality of schools and support struggling neighborhoods, they demand adaptive 
leadership that is able to respond to diverse and sometimes conflicting 
stakeholder needs. 

Sanders and Harvey (2002) also stressed the importance of the principal’s 
vision and commitment in ensuring strong community connections. They 
identified four essential factors for building successful collaborations: a genuine 
commitment to student learning, the principal’s vision for community 
involvement, the school’s openness to community participation, and the 
willingness of both parties to engage in two-way communication. These factors 
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reinforce the idea that effective community engagement is built not only on 
formal agreements but also on trust, reciprocity, and mutual accountability. 
However, as Kladifko (2013) pointed out, principals often face pressures from 
budget constraints, accountability requirements, and administrative demands, 
which sometimes limit their ability to prioritize community engagement. In 
many schools, the development of partnerships remains a neglected yet essential 
area of leadership, with principals needing to extend their reach beyond 
traditional collaborations with parents and teachers to include businesses, civic 
groups, and other community entities. 

Principal leadership is significant not only because of its role in fostering 
partnerships but also because of its direct impact on student achievement. 
Hallinger and Murphy (1985) provided one of the earliest frameworks for 
evaluating principals’ instructional management behaviors, establishing 
foundational methods for assessing leadership effectiveness. Later studies 
confirmed and expanded upon this connection. Wahlstrom et al. (2010) showed 
that leadership exercised by principals and other key figures makes a substantial 
difference in educational outcomes, emphasizing that leadership is second only 
to classroom instruction in influencing student learning. Horng and Loeb (2010) 
supported this claim by noting that schools that show improvements in student 
achievement are often led by principals with strong organizational leadership 
capabilities. From the teachers’ perspective, Wahlstrom and Louis (2008) 
observed that when principals encourage shared leadership and cultivate 
professional communities, teachers are more likely to adopt effective 
instructional practices. Their study identified three major instructional 
behaviors—Standard Contemporary Practice, Focused Instruction, and Flexible 
Grouping Practices—that emerged under strong leadership conditions. 
Interestingly, their research revealed that when shared leadership and 
professional community are present, teachers’ reliance on trust in the principal 
becomes less critical, implying that distributed leadership models strengthen 
collaboration and promote sustainable instructional effectiveness. 

The significance of principal leadership becomes even clearer when 
viewed in relation to school-community partnerships as a comprehensive reform 
strategy. Valli et al. (2014; 2018) explained that these partnerships broaden the 
traditional mission of schools by incorporating social, health, and welfare 
services for children and families. In doing so, they address not only academic 
concerns but also the broader social determinants that affect learning. According 
to Kato Bukenya (2025), effective partnerships engage schools, families, local 
organizations, and businesses in collaborative efforts to improve educational 
outcomes, increase student engagement, and strengthen community ties. Casto 
(2016) added that such partnerships are particularly beneficial for rural 
communities, where schools often serve as central institutions for social support 
and community development. 

Partnerships operate through different models that vary in scope, 
purpose, and leadership implications (Valli et al., 2018). While they offer 
significant potential to enhance student learning and community well-being, 
they also face persistent challenges, including differences in priorities, resource 
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limitations, and communication barriers (Kato Bukenya, 2025). The principle of 
overlapping spheres of influence, as described by Casto (2016), explains how 
families, schools, and communities share supportive goals while operating 
within flexible and fluid boundaries. This principle emphasizes that 
collaboration is not a static arrangement but a dynamic process that requires 
ongoing negotiation and adaptation. 

The broader concept of community engagement, which is central to these 
partnerships, has been defined as the process of working collaboratively with 
groups of people who are connected by geographic proximity, shared interests, 
or similar circumstances in order to address issues that affect their well-being 
(Vitale et al., 2018). This approach has gained importance across multiple fields, 
especially in public health, where attention has shifted from treating disease to 
addressing the social determinants of health. In higher education, community 
engagement is increasingly characterized by group-oriented collaboration that 
values inclusiveness and diversity (Vanaja et al., 2024). Public health institutions, 
for instance, employ service-learning, participatory research, and collective 
impact strategies as means of engaging communities (Levin et al., 2020). While 
these examples highlight the versatility and value of engagement, they also point 
to persistent challenges such as community mistrust, unequal power relations, 
and disputes over recognition. Levin et al. (2020) argued that overcoming these 
challenges requires strong leadership, reliable institutional infrastructure, and a 
supportive culture that prioritizes equity and inclusiveness. 

Taken together, these studies establish that principal leadership is 
indispensable in shaping the success of school-community partnerships. 
However, they also reveal gaps that must be addressed. While the importance of 
leadership and engagement is widely recognized, many schools continue to 
struggle with translating educational policies into effective community-driven 
initiatives, sustaining stakeholder participation, and maintaining partnerships 
beyond financial contributions. There is a need to understand more deeply how 
principals create active community participation, how they overcome barriers to 
communication, how they interpret and implement national or local policies at 
the school level, and how they sustain long-term collaboration that emphasizes 
cultural, academic, and social support. Addressing these concerns is crucial for 
ensuring that schools do not operate in isolation but as part of a larger 
community network committed to the holistic development of learners. 

For these reasons, this dissertation focuses on principal leadership and 
community engagement with the aim of strengthening school-community 
partnerships. By examining the leadership approaches of principals, the 
challenges they encounter, the strategies they use to mobilize participation, and 
the ways they sustain relationships with stakeholders, this study intends to 
contribute to both academic scholarship and practical leadership. Ultimately, the 
goal is to provide insights that will guide educational leaders, policymakers, and 
community partners in building stronger, more inclusive, and more sustainable 
partnerships that support not only schools but also the communities they serve. 
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Theoretical Framework of the Study 
The theoretical framework of this study is grounded in multiple 

perspectives that collectively explain the dynamics of principal leadership and 
community engagement in strengthening school-community partnerships. 
Theories of leadership and collaboration have long established that school 
effectiveness is not solely dependent on instructional quality but also on the 
capacity of leaders to mobilize diverse stakeholders toward common educational 
goals. In order to capture the complexity of these dynamics, this study is 
anchored on four major theoretical foundations: Transformational Leadership 
Theory, Distributed Leadership Theory, Epstein’s Overlapping Spheres of 
Influence Theory, and Social Capital Theory. These theoretical perspectives 
provide both historical and contemporary insights into how schools and 
communities interact to support student success and collective well-being. 
 
Transformational Leadership Theory 

Transformational Leadership Theory, first introduced by James 
MacGregor Burns in 1978 and further developed by Bernard Bass in 1985, 
describes leadership as a process that elevates both leaders and followers to 
higher levels of motivation, commitment, and morality. Unlike transactional 
leadership, which relies on exchanges such as rewards for performance, 
transformational leadership emphasizes vision-building, inspiration, intellectual 
stimulation, and individualized consideration. This approach underscores the 
leader’s role in inspiring followers to transcend personal interests and work 
toward the greater good of the organization. 

Applied to schools, this theory highlights how principals serve not only as 
managers but also as change agents who articulate visions for school 
improvement and community collaboration. By practicing transformational 
leadership, principals can create a shared sense of purpose among teachers, 
parents, and community organizations, motivating them to actively participate 
in initiatives that benefit students. Through idealized influence, principals model 
integrity and vision; through inspirational motivation, they articulate compelling 
goals; through intellectual stimulation, they encourage innovation in solving 
school-community challenges; and through individualized consideration, they 
respond to the unique needs of diverse stakeholders. This theory provides an 
essential lens for understanding how leadership behaviors influence the depth 
and sustainability of school-community partnerships. 
 
Distributed Leadership Theory 

Distributed Leadership Theory, advanced by James Spillane in the early 
2000s, offers another dimension for understanding leadership in schools. This 
theory views leadership not as a set of actions performed by one individual but 
as a practice stretched across multiple actors, roles, and contexts. It emphasizes 
that leadership emerges through the interaction of leaders, followers, and their 
situations, rather than being confined to the authority of a single person. 

In educational settings, distributed leadership acknowledges that 
principals cannot single-handedly manage the complexities of schools. Instead, 
effective leadership is achieved when principals foster an environment where 



Francisco, Dumalig 

2168 
 

teachers, parents, and community members share responsibility in decision-
making and program implementation. This perspective highlights that 
leadership is collective and contextual, shaped by the capacities of individuals 
and the structures that enable them to act. In the context of school-community 
partnerships, distributed leadership underscores the importance of shared 
ownership, collaboration, and collective problem-solving. It reframes the 
principal’s role as one of empowerment and coordination, creating opportunities 
for others to contribute meaningfully to the school’s mission and goals. 
 
Epstein’s Overlapping Spheres of Influence Theory 

Joyce Epstein’s Overlapping Spheres of Influence Theory, formulated in 
the 1990s, provides a widely recognized framework for understanding the 
interdependence of families, schools, and communities. This theory suggests that 
student learning and development are influenced by the overlapping and 
interaction of three major spheres of influence: the school, the family, and the 
community. These spheres may function separately, but when they overlap and 
share goals, students benefit from more consistent expectations, support, and 
opportunities. 

For school leaders, this theory emphasizes the necessity of creating 
intentional overlap between the spheres by establishing communication 
channels, organizing joint activities, and fostering collaborative decision-making. 
Principals act as key facilitators in expanding these overlaps by encouraging 
family involvement, inviting community participation, and ensuring that the 
school remains receptive to external support. This perspective highlights that 
student success is not achieved in isolation but through the shared responsibility 
of schools, families, and communities working together. The theory further 
illustrates that effective partnerships emerge when boundaries between these 
spheres are made more permeable, creating conditions where diverse 
stakeholders can collaborate toward common goals. 
 
Social Capital Theory 

Social Capital Theory, advanced by James Coleman (1988) and later 
elaborated by Robert Putnam (2000), explains how networks of relationships, 
trust, norms, and reciprocity constitute valuable resources that can be mobilized 
for collective benefit. Social capital refers not only to the quantity of connections 
but also to their quality, particularly the trust and cooperation that allow 
individuals and groups to work together effectively. 

In the context of schools, social capital is reflected in the trust between 
principals, teachers, parents, and community stakeholders. High levels of social 
capital foster cooperation, encourage the sharing of resources, and strengthen the 
sense of mutual responsibility. When principals cultivate trust, build networks, 
and promote reciprocity, schools gain access to both tangible and intangible 
resources that enhance student learning and well-being. Social capital also 
extends beyond financial contributions, encompassing cultural, social, and 
intellectual assets that enrich the educational experience. At the same time, low 
levels of social capital may result in mistrust, communication barriers, and 
limited collaboration, thereby weakening partnerships. 
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Integration of Theories 
Taken together, these four theoretical perspectives provide a 

multidimensional foundation for understanding principal leadership and 
community engagement. Transformational Leadership Theory emphasizes how 
leaders inspire, motivate, and mobilize stakeholders toward shared visions. 
Distributed Leadership Theory highlights the importance of shared 
responsibility and the collective exercise of leadership across multiple actors. 
Epstein’s Overlapping Spheres of Influence Theory underscores the 
interdependence of families, schools, and communities in supporting student 
success. Social Capital Theory explains the trust-based networks and 
relationships that sustain long-term collaboration. 

The integration of these perspectives creates a robust theoretical 
foundation for examining school-community partnerships. Principals, as leaders, 
are positioned to inspire stakeholders, distribute responsibilities, foster 
overlapping collaborations, and cultivate trust-based networks. These 
interwoven theories recognize that the work of building and sustaining 
partnerships is not confined to the principal alone but involves collective action, 
intentional overlap of roles, and the continuous development of social capital. 

In sum, the theoretical framework acknowledges that principal leadership 
and community engagement are deeply interconnected processes shaped by 
inspiration, collaboration, shared responsibility, and trust. This framework 
provides a holistic lens for examining how schools and communities work 
together to strengthen partnerships that enhance student learning, support 
families, and contribute to community development. 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

Research consistently identifies principals as key drivers of school–
community collaboration, extending their role beyond administration to include 
stakeholder mobilization and partnership development. Effective leadership 
practices—such as articulating a clear vision, fostering trust, and promoting 
inclusive school cultures—enhance participation and accountability (De Jesus, 
2025; Willis et al., 2021). Studies also highlight that successful partnerships rely 
on commitment, openness, and two-way communication among stakeholders 
(Sanders & Harvey, 2002), positioning principal leadership as central to building 
sustainable and transformative school–community relationships. 
 
Challenges in Communication Between Principals and Community Stakeholders  

Communication is a critical yet complex aspect of school leadership, 
affected by practical constraints such as limited time, resources, and digital 
access, as well as relational and systemic issues like mistrust, socio-economic 
disparities, and organizational culture (Maquerme, 2025; Zahria, 2024; Wise, 
2015). Cultural differences further complicate interactions, leading to 
misunderstandings and varied interpretations of trust and engagement (Ajmal, 
2015; Brown, 2010). Although technology enhances communication 
opportunities, inequalities and privacy concerns limit its effectiveness 
(Patrikakou, 2016). Studies suggest that inclusive, participatory communication 
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strategies and supportive school environments can address these barriers and 
strengthen stakeholder engagement (Gokalp et al., 2021). 
 
Principal Leadership Approaches for Active Community Participation  
 Principal leadership significantly influences community participation, 
with community-centered approaches fostering trust, collaboration, and 
improved student outcomes (Khalifa, 2012). Effective leadership requires shared 
vision, inclusive practices, and continuous engagement (Sanders & Harvey, 2002; 
Fitzgerald & Quiñones, 2019). Transformational leadership promotes motivation 
and innovation, while distributed leadership expands participation and shared 
responsibility (Silins, 1994; McGuinness & Taysum, 2020). These approaches 
empower stakeholders and position schools as collaborative institutions 
integrated within their communities. 
 
Translation of National and Local Education Policies into Community-Driven 
Initiatives  
 Policy translation is a complex process influenced by teacher capacity, 
leadership interpretation, and socio-economic conditions (Amornpaisarnloet, 
2020; Mizrahi-Shtelman, 2019). Community involvement enhances educational 
outcomes, but implementation challenges arise from resource limitations, 
political instability, and inequities (Suhag & Khan, 2020). Principals act as 
intermediaries, while teachers and NGOs play key roles in adapting policies to 
local contexts (Shatkin & Gershberg, 2007). Effective implementation requires 
inclusive, context-sensitive approaches, continuous evaluation, and global 
knowledge exchange to ensure relevance and sustainability. 
 
Capacity-Building Strategies for Stakeholders’ Active Participation  

 Capacity building is essential for meaningful stakeholder participation, 
involving training, resource allocation, and institutional strengthening (Ondieki, 
2016). Effective strategies include partnerships, advocacy, and empowerment 
initiatives tailored to local contexts (Lee et al., 2022). Beyond individual training, 
systemic approaches address governance, inclusivity, and collaboration (Ajayi, 
2016). Collaborative decision-making, transparency, and accountability enhance 
engagement, while adaptability ensures that capacity-building efforts remain 
responsive to changing conditions (Beam et al., 2022). 
 
Techniques for Sustaining Long-Term School-Community Partnerships  

 Sustaining partnerships requires trust, communication, shared leadership, 
and systemic support. Effective communication fosters collaboration, while 
distributed leadership ensures continuity (Myende, 2013, 2018). District support, 
resource allocation, and holistic student services strengthen sustainability 
(Sanders, 2009; Beri et al., 2025). Trust, reciprocity, social capital, and inclusive 
practices are central to long-term success (Sloan & Oliver, 2013; Dhillon, 2009). 
Innovation, resilience, and equity further enhance sustainability by enabling 
partnerships to adapt to evolving challenges and community needs. 
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Synthesis of the Literature  
The literature identifies four key themes: leadership, communication, 

capacity building, and institutional support. Transformational and distributed 
leadership drive engagement and shared ownership (Khalifa, 2012; Spillane, 
2006), while effective communication fosters trust and reciprocity (Myende, 
2013). Capacity-building strategies empower stakeholders, and institutional 
support ensures sustainability (Ondieki, 2016; Sanders, 2009). Despite these 
findings, gaps remain in understanding the interaction of leadership styles, 
contextual applications, and long-term dynamics. The study addresses these 
gaps by focusing on process-oriented, context-sensitive analysis of leadership, 
policy translation, and stakeholder engagement, emphasizing trust, social 
capital, and sustainable collaboration. 
 
METHODOLOGY   

The chapter outlines a systematic methodology for examining the 
relationship between principal leadership and community engagement in 
strengthening school–community partnerships. It utilizes a descriptive-
correlational research design to both describe leadership practices and analyze 
their relationship with stakeholder participation and partnership effectiveness. 
The study will be conducted in selected public secondary schools with varying 
socio-economic contexts to capture diverse experiences. Participants will include 
principals, teachers, parents, and community stakeholders, selected through 
purposive sampling to ensure relevant insights. Data will be collected using 
multiple instruments such as structured questionnaires, semi-structured 
interviews, observation checklists, and document analysis, all of which will 
undergo validation and reliability testing to ensure accuracy and credibility.  

The data-gathering process will follow ethical and systematic procedures, 
including securing permissions, obtaining informed consent, and ensuring 
confidentiality. Quantitative data will be analyzed using descriptive statistics 
(frequency, percentage, mean, standard deviation) and inferential statistics, 
particularly Pearson’s correlation, to determine relationships between leadership 
practices and community engagement. Additional analyses such as cross-
tabulation will explore contextual factors influencing outcomes. Overall, the 
methodology ensures a comprehensive, reliable, and evidence-based approach 
to understanding how leadership strategies contribute to effective and 
sustainable school–community partnerships.  
 
RESEARCH RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
Demographic Profile of Respondents 

Demographic characteristics are essential in contextualizing the data 
because they influence how individuals perceive leadership, school practices, 
and community engagement. According to Creswell (2014), understanding 
participant characteristics improves the interpretive validity of descriptive 
research. 
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Table 1. Distribution of Respondents by Age Group 
Age Group Frequency Percentage 

25–30 10 10.0% 

31–40 30 30.0% 

41–50 35 35.0% 

51+ 25 25.0% 

Total 100 100% 

 
The majority of respondents (65%) are aged 31–50, indicating that most 

participants are middle-aged individuals with substantial life experience, 
professional involvement, and active engagement in school communities, 
aligning with typical stakeholder profiles (Epstein, 2018). This age group tends 
to have stable perspectives and strong participation in educational activities. 

A smaller portion (10%) consists of younger respondents, suggesting 
limited representation of early-career individuals, while 25% are aged 51 and 
above, contributing valuable historical perspectives. This diversity in age 
enhances the study, as older participants provide institutional memory and 
middle-aged respondents offer insights based on current practices (Patton, 2015). 

 
Table 2. Distribution of Respondents by Gender 

Gender Frequency Percentage 

Male 40 40.0% 

Female 60 60.0% 

Total 100 100% 

 
The sample is predominantly female (60%), reflecting global trends in 

education where women are more actively involved as teachers, parents, and 
school volunteers (UNESCO, 2021). This pattern is common in studies on 
parental involvement and school–community partnerships, as mothers often 
lead child-related engagement (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 2016). 

This female-leaning distribution strengthens the study, as research shows 
that women tend to exhibit higher relational engagement, greater awareness of 
school climate, and stronger sensitivity to leadership practices, contributing 
valuable insights into leadership and partnership effectiveness (Auerbach, 2012). 

 
Table 3. Distribution of Respondents by Stakeholder Role 

Role Frequency Percentage 

Principal 15 15.0% 

Teacher 40 40.0% 

Parent 30 30.0% 

Community Stakeholder 15 15.0% 

Total 100 100% 
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The sample includes strong representation from both internal (principals 
and teachers) and external stakeholders (parents and community leaders). 
Teachers comprise the largest group (40%), providing valuable insights as direct 
observers of leadership and school programs, while parents (30%) contribute 
perspectives based on home–school involvement. 

Principals and community stakeholders each account for 15%, offering 
important managerial and external viewpoints. This diverse distribution 
enhances the study’s credibility and allows for a more comprehensive and 
balanced interpretation of school–community initiatives (Patton, 2015). 

Table 4. Distribution of Respondents by Years of Experience 
Years of Experience Frequency Percentage 

1–5 years 30 30.0% 

6–10 years 30 30.0% 

11–20 years 25 25.0% 

21+ years 15 15.0% 
Total 100 100% 

 
Years of experience reveal that the majority of respondents (55%) have 6–

20 years of involvement in school or community settings. This suggests that 
perceptions are informed by strong familiarity with school dynamics. 
Individuals with more experience tend to possess more stable and evidence-
based assessments of leadership and partnership practices (Northouse, 2021). 

Respondents with 21+ years (15%) also contribute significantly, bringing 
long-term insights into school culture and community engagement trends. 
Meanwhile, those with 1–5 years (30%) provide fresh perspectives on recent 
initiatives. 

 
Descriptive Statistics of Major Variables 

To assess perceptions of leadership practices, community engagement 
strategies, and partnership effectiveness, composite means and standard 
deviations were calculated. 

Table 5. Overall Composite Descriptive Statistics 

 
The findings show consistently high agreement among respondents, with 

mean scores from 3.95 to 4.10, indicating that principals are viewed as effective 
leaders, community engagement is generally practiced, and school–community 
partnerships are successful. 

Principal Leadership Practices (M = 4.10) received the highest rating, 
showing strong agreement that principals demonstrate clear vision, 
collaboration, stakeholder involvement, and conflict resolution (Leithwood & 
Jantzi, 2008). Community Engagement Strategies (M = 3.95), while still positive, 

Composite Variable Mean SD 

Principal Leadership Practices 4.10 0.42 

Community Engagement Strategies 3.95 0.45 

Perceived Partnership Effectiveness 4.05 0.44 
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suggest areas for improvement in inclusivity, training, and feedback systems, 
reflecting common challenges in program consistency (Epstein, 2018). Perceived 
Partnership Effectiveness (M = 4.05) indicates that stakeholders recognize 
benefits such as improved learning, trust, and shared decision-making (Hoover-
Dempsey & Sandler, 2016). The low standard deviations (0.42–0.45) confirm 
strong consistency in responses. 
 
Grouped Analysis by Stakeholder Role 

Table 6. Group Descriptive Statistics by Role 
Role Principal 

Leadership (M, 
SD) 

Community 
Strategies (M, 
SD) 

Partnership 
Effectiveness (M, 
SD) 

n 

Principal 4.30, 0.35 4.10, 0.40 4.20, 0.38 15 

Teacher 4.00, 0.45 3.90, 0.48 4.00, 0.46 40 

Parent 3.95, 0.50 3.85, 0.47 4.00, 0.45 30 

Community 
Stakeholder 

4.00, 0.40 3.88, 0.44 4.02, 0.43 15 

 
Principals reported the highest mean scores across all areas—leadership 

(4.30), engagement strategies (4.10), and partnership effectiveness (4.20)—which 
aligns with research suggesting leaders tend to rate their own performance more 
positively due to awareness of their roles and efforts (Northouse, 2021; Yukl, 
2019). In contrast, teachers, parents, and community members showed consistent 
but slightly lower ratings (3.85–4.02), indicating shared and reliable perceptions 
of leadership and engagement practices across non-administrative stakeholders 
(Creswell, 2014). 

Although results reflect a strong and positive school–community 
dynamic, community engagement strategies scored slightly lower, suggesting 
the need for improvement in areas such as parent training, communication, and 
feedback systems (Auerbach, 2012). Three key themes emerge: leadership is the 
foundation of effective partnerships, as it fosters trust and collaboration 
(Leithwood & Louis, 2012); engagement strategies are adequate but need 
strengthening, requiring more consistent and inclusive programs (Epstein, 2018); 
and partnerships are effective and beneficial, contributing to improved learning, 
communication, and trust (Hoover-Dempsey, 2016). 
 
Thematic Analysis of the interview 

Table 7. Summary of themes 
Theme (main) Subthemes Frequency 

(n/30) 
Selected illustrative 
quote (participant 
code) 

A. Visionary & 
Collaborative 
Leadership 

A1. Clear mission & 
vision communication; 
A2. Distributed/shared 
leadership; A3. Leading 
by example 

24 (12 
Principals, 
12 CS) 

“I focus on making 
our vision tangible 
— not just words on 
a wall. We use 
weekly staff huddles 
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and community 
forums so everyone 
knows the ‘why’ 
behind programs.” 
— P4 

B. Inclusive 
Engagement 
Strategies 

B1. Structured 
programs/workshops; 
B2. Multiple 
communication 
channels; B3. Targeted 
outreach to 
marginalized groups 

22 (11 P, 11 
CS) 

“We offer evening 
workshops, social-
media updates, and 
neighborhood visits; 
that mix helps 
parents who can’t 
always come during 
the day.” — CS7 

C. Capacity-
building & 
Skills 
Development 

C1. Training for parents 
and volunteers; C2. 
Teacher–community 
co-training 

18 (10 P, 8 
CS) 

“We run literacy 
training for parents 
so they feel 
competent 
supporting 
homework — it 
changes home-
school interactions.” 
— P10 

D. Challenges 
in 
Communication 
& Coordination 

D1. Time constraints; 
D2. Resource 
limitations; D3. 
Inconsistent follow-
through 

26 (13 P, 13 
CS) 

“The biggest hurdle 
is time. Community 
reps and teachers 
are busy; sustaining 
regular contact is 
hard.” — CS2 

E. Sustaining 
Long-term 
Relationships 

E1. Regular feedback & 
accountability; E2. 
Shared events & 
recognition; E3. Formal 
MOUs 

16 (9 P, 7 
CS) 

“We formalized 
roles with MOUs 
and celebrate 
successes publicly 
— that keeps 
partners invested.” 
— P12 

F. Evidence of 
Successful 
Programs 

F1. Parent literacy 
nights; F2. Community 
learning hubs; F3. Joint 
teacher–community 
projects 

20 (12 P, 8 
CS) 

“Our reading nights 
brought twenty new 
parent volunteers 
last term; student 
engagement rose 
after that.” — CS14 

G. Policy & 
Structural 
Factors 

G1. Local education 
policy enabling or 
constraining 
partnerships; G2. 
Funding rules 

14 (6 P, 8 
CS) 

“Policy helps when 
it allows flexible use 
of small grants, but 
rigid funding rules 



Francisco, Dumalig 

2176 
 

hamper 
innovation.” — P2 

H. Suggestions 
for 
Strengthening 
Collaboration 

H1. Clear 
communication 
protocols; H2. 
Capacity-building 
funding; H3. 
Institutionalized 
partnership roles 

28 (14 P, 14 
CS) 

“Set clear contact 
persons, fund 
training, and build 
partnership roles 
into the school 
organogram.” — 
CS9 

 
The qualitative findings highlight several key themes explaining school–

community partnerships. First, principals demonstrate strong visionary and 
collaborative leadership, emphasizing clear communication, transparency, and 
active involvement, which builds trust and supports engagement (Leithwood & 
Jantzi, 2008; Northouse, 2021). Second, schools use inclusive engagement 
strategies such as workshops, multilingual communication, and flexible 
activities, though implementation remains inconsistent, explaining slightly lower 
engagement ratings. 

Capacity-building efforts, including parent training and community 
involvement, strengthen partnerships by increasing stakeholder confidence and 
participation (Hoover-Dempsey & Sandler, 2016). However, challenges persist in 
communication, coordination, and resources, leading to variability in 
engagement (Auerbach, 2012). Sustaining partnerships relies on formal 
structures, recognition, and accountability, while successful programs like 
literacy events and community initiatives contribute to positive outcomes. Policy 
factors also influence effectiveness, either enabling or limiting engagement 
efforts. Finally, respondents recommend stronger institutional support, clearer 
communication systems, and dedicated resources to improve and sustain 
partnerships. 

 
Observation Checklist 

Table 8.  Weighted Score Summary (0–2 Scale) 
Indicator Mean Score Interpretation 

I1 – Principal Communication 1.70 High Implementation 

I2 – Parent Involvement 1.30 Moderate 
Implementation 

I3 – Teacher Participation 1.75 High Implementation 

I4 – Community Contributions 1.60 High Implementation 

I5 – Stakeholder Participation 1.80 High Implementation 

I6 – Collaborative Problem-Solving 1.70 High Implementation 

I7 – Acknowledgment of Stakeholders 1.85 High Implementation 

I8 – Inclusivity and Respect 1.75 High Implementation 

 
The observational data show strong alignment with the quantitative 

results, indicating that school–community partnerships are generally well-
functioning, with most indicators rated as observed or partially observed. 
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Principals were highly visible in facilitating communication, reinforcing their 
strong leadership role (M = 4.10) and supporting trust and direction (Northouse, 
2021). Teacher involvement was also consistently high, contributing to effective 
collaboration, while community participation was present but sometimes 
affected by availability and external constraints (Auerbach, 2012). 

Parent engagement in decision-making emerged as the main area needing 
improvement, as participation was less consistent despite existing structures. 
Other strengths include active participation in school programs, recognition of 
community partners, and a culture of respect, all of which enhance partnership 
effectiveness (Epstein, 2018). Overall, the high weighted mean (1.67) confirms 
that partnerships are strongly implemented, with only moderate gaps in parent 
involvement, reinforcing findings from both survey and interview data. 
 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on the findings, the study reached the following conclusions: 
Principal leadership is the central driving force behind effective school–

community partnerships. Leadership that is transformational, inclusive, and 
community-centered significantly increases participation and promotes shared 
ownership in school programs. Effective communication remains both a 
challenge and a determining factor in partnership success. 

Without culturally responsive, accessible, and two-way communication, 
collaboration cannot be sustained. Trust is built or broken through 
communication practices.  

Policies alone do not guarantee community engagement; leadership 
interpretation and contextual relevance are essential. Policies must be translated 
into localized, culturally appropriate programs. Principals serve as policy 
mediators who determine whether reforms become meaningful initiatives. 

Capacity building is crucial for empowering stakeholders and ensuring 
meaningful—not symbolic—participation.  Stakeholders become active partners 
only when they possess the skills, confidence, and understanding needed to 
engage effectively. 

Sustainable partnerships depend on social capital, shared leadership, and 
institutional support. Financial contributions alone do not create lasting 
relationships. Instead, sustainable engagement requires continuous 
communication, reciprocity, trust, and shared purpose. 

Overall, principal leadership and community engagement are mutually 
reinforcing processes that, when effectively implemented, result in robust, 
inclusive, and enduring school–community partnerships capable of supporting 
holistic student development. 
 
ADVANCED RESEARCH 
 Based on the findings and conclusions of the study, several 
recommendations are proposed to strengthen principal leadership and 
community engagement in fostering sustainable school–community 
partnerships. First, school principals are encouraged to adopt leadership 
practices that are both transformational and distributed. This means articulating 
a clear vision for collaboration, modeling inclusive behaviors, and sharing 
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leadership responsibilities with teachers, parents, and community stakeholders. 
By doing so, principals can cultivate a sense of shared ownership and collective 
responsibility, which is essential for the long-term success of partnership 
initiatives. Furthermore, principals should ensure that communication within the 
school and with external stakeholders is two-way, culturally sensitive, and 
accessible. Creating open and welcoming channels of dialogue will help address 
misunderstandings, build trust, and increase stakeholder participation. 

Teachers and school staff also play a crucial role in strengthening 
partnerships. They are encouraged to actively engage in leadership activities, 
participate in collaborative planning, and continuously improve their 
professional skills related to community engagement and communication. 
Through ongoing training and professional development, teachers can better 
understand the diverse needs of families and community members, enabling 
them to contribute more effectively to partnership programs. By using 
approachable language and adopting a supportive attitude, teachers can help 
create a school environment where parents and community members feel valued 
and included. 

Parents and community stakeholders are likewise urged to take active 
roles in school initiatives. Their participation should not be limited to attendance 
in activities but should extend to involvement in planning, decision-making, and 
program monitoring. Organizing parent groups or community committees can 
help sustain engagement and ensure that programs remain relevant to local 
needs. Through collaboration with school leaders, stakeholders can contribute 
cultural, social, and academic support that enriches student learning and 
promotes holistic development. 

For policymakers, local government units, and education authorities, it is 
recommended that they provide stronger institutional support for school–
community partnerships. This includes offering clear guidelines for policy 
implementation, allocating adequate resources for capacity-building, supporting 
technology integration, and establishing monitoring systems that assess 
partnership quality and effectiveness. Policies should be designed with flexibility 
to allow schools to adapt them according to their unique contexts and community 
conditions. 

Finally, future researchers are encouraged to explore the dynamics of 
school–community partnerships through longitudinal studies, comparative 
analyses, and qualitative investigations. Such studies may examine how 
partnerships evolve over time, how power relations influence participation, and 
how digital tools can enhance or limit stakeholder engagement. These inquiries 
will contribute deeper insights to the existing body of knowledge and help refine 
strategies for sustaining effective and inclusive school–community 
collaborations. 

Overall, these recommendations emphasize the importance of leadership, 
communication, shared responsibility, and continuous support. By acting on 
these suggestions, schools, communities, and policymakers can work together to 
build strong, responsive, and enduring partnerships that significantly benefit 
learners and society. 
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