




Academic Deans’ Digital Leadership and Faculty Members’ Digital Literacy in A State University in The Philippines


ABSTRACT

This study explored the digital leadership of academic deans within the University of Eastern Philippines (UEP) System and its relationship to the digital literacy of faculty members. Recognizing the increasing integration of digital technologies in higher education, the research aimed to assess whether the digital competencies and leadership practices of academic deans influenced the digital capabilities of their faculty. A descriptive-correlational research design was employed to systematically evaluate both digital leadership among deans and digital literacy among faculty members.

The study population included 10 academic deans from the UEP Main Campus and 9 academic deans from the Laoang and Catubig external campuses, for a total of 19 deans. Additionally, 214 regular faculty members across the UEP System participated in the study. Data collection instruments were used to measure digital leadership attributes—such as vision-setting, resource allocation, and support for digital innovation—and faculty digital literacy, which encompassed technical skills, information literacy, and digital pedagogical practices.

Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to examine the relationship between the digital leadership of academic deans and the digital literacy of faculty members. The findings indicated 0.612 significance level, this means that there is no statistically significant relationship between these variables. This suggests that faculty members’ digital literacy may be influenced more by personal motivation, professional development opportunities, and peer networks rather than by top-down leadership from academic deans. The study highlights the need for more collaborative and systemic approaches to enhancing digital literacy in higher education settings, beyond relying solely on formal leadership structures.
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INTRODUCTION

Technology has permeated every aspect of modern society, fundamentally transforming the way people think, communicate, and act. Its profound influence is evident across various domains such as discoveries and innovations, everyday lifestyles, and most significantly, the educational system. The onset of the COVID-19 pandemic in early 2020 accelerated this transformation within education, forcing institutions worldwide to adopt new methods of delivering instruction. Confronted with unprecedented challenges, educational systems urgently sought to leverage technology to maintain continuity of learning while ensuring the safety of teachers and students. The pandemic thus underscored the centrality of digital education, especially within higher education institutions (Bejinaru, 2019).

Initially, many governments and educational institutions anticipated that pandemic-related disruptions would be short-lived. However, as the crisis persisted, stringent public health measures such as lockdowns and social distancing prolonged the shift to online learning (Mahmadov, 2025). Educators rapidly transformed their pedagogical approaches, assuming dual roles as both learners and facilitators of digital instruction. This experience highlighted a critical need for strong and adaptive leadership capable of guiding institutions through digital transformation. Indeed, the COVID-19 crisis illuminated the indispensable role of educational leaders—from academic deans to university administrators—in fostering resilience and innovation amid disruption.

The process of digitization is now recognized as a pivotal trend reshaping higher education (Bejinaru, 2019). Beyond teaching and learning, digitization extends to administration, assessment, research, and institutional management. In this context, the role of leadership becomes paramount. Effective digital leadership can cultivate an institutional culture that supports continuous technological advancement and fosters digital literacy among faculty (Antonopoulou et al., 2021). Conversely, the absence of visionary leadership can hinder the successful integration of technology, regardless of individual faculty members’ willingness or training. Faculty members’ capacity to leverage technology in their classrooms is largely contingent upon institutional support and leadership commitment.

Despite the evident importance of digital leadership, several challenges persist in its implementation within higher education. Many college educators face a digital divide, marked by unequal access to devices and reliable internet connectivity, as well as limited institutional support. Moreover, skill gaps in using advanced digital tools and platforms further complicate effective technology integration. Administrative leaders, too, encounter difficulties due to insufficient training in digital management tools and the complexity of institutional systems. As the Commission on Higher Education (CHED) promotes policies encouraging digital integration across teaching and management (CHED, 2020), it becomes imperative to examine how these efforts translate at the institutional level.

Notably, there remains a dearth of research focusing on the specific dynamics of digital leadership among academic deans and the digital literacy of college faculty in Region VIII and Northern Samar. Existing studies often emphasize broader national or global trends, leaving a gap in understanding the localized experiences and challenges faced by institutions such as the University of Eastern Philippines (UEP) System. This study sought to address this gap by examining the current state of digital leadership and faculty digital literacy within UEP. By exploring the relationship between digital leadership practices and faculty digital competencies. Hence, this study.

OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

This study aimed to examine the relationship between academic deans' digital leadership and faculty members' digital literacy in a state university in the Philippines. Specifically, it sought to determine the level of digital leadership demonstrated by academic deans and assess the level of digital literacy among faculty members. Furthermore, the study aimed to explore whether a significant relationship exists between the digital leadership of academic deans and the digital literacy of faculty members, thereby providing insights into how leadership practices may influence the digital competencies of teaching personnel.

METHODOLOGY

The study was conducted within the University of Eastern Philippines (UEP) System, encompassing its three campuses: the UEP Main Campus in Catarman, Northern Samar; UEP Laoang Campus in Laoang, Northern Samar; and UEP PRM Campus in Catubig, Northern Samar. A descriptive-correlational research design was employed. The descriptive component aimed to provide a comprehensive digital leadership levels of the academic deans and the faculty members’ digital literacy, thereby establishing a foundational understanding of digital competencies across the university. The correlational aspect sought to examine the relationship between the digital leadership of academic deans and the digital literacy of faculty members. The study population included both academic deans and faculty members across all campuses. Complete enumeration was used for the academic deans, while proportional sampling—calculated using Slovin’s formula—was applied to selected faculty respondents.

The respondents of the study included 10 academic deans from the UEP Main Campus, 4 from UEP Laoang Campus, and 5 from UEP PRM Campus. For the faculty members, a total of 214 respondents participated: 176 regular faculty members from the UEP Main Campus, 23 from UEP Laoang Campus, and 15 from UEP PRM Campus. Two sets of research instruments were utilized—one for academic deans and one for faculty members. The academic deans’ instrument was a quantitative survey based on the International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) Standards for Education Leaders to document digital leadership practices. 

Similarly, the faculty members’ instrument included a quantitative assessment of digital literacy based on the ISTE Standards for Educators. The quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statistics, such as, means, to summarize the results. For inferential analysis, Pearson's correlation coefficient (r) was utilized to assess the relationships between the levels of digital leadership of academic deans and the digital literacy of faculty members. This methodological approach enabled the study to capture both the breadth and depth of digital competencies across the UEP System.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Table 1 presented the digital leadership practices of academic deans in the University of Eastern Philippines System, as measured by the International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) Standards. The results indicated an overall Grand Mean of 4.18, interpreted as Good, suggesting that while the academic deans demonstrate generally effective digital leadership, there remains room for growth, especially in strategic planning, assessment, and scaling of digital innovations. The highest-rated leadership practices, with Very Good interpretations, include supporting educators in using technology to address diverse student needs (4.63), ensuring access to inclusive digital resources (4.58), and using technology for reflective personal and professional growth (4.58). These findings align with Sheninger (2014), who emphasized that strong digital leaders foster inclusive and adaptive learning environments and model continuous professional development.

Conversely, lower mean scores were observed in areas related to strategic planning and scalability, such as measuring the impact of technology initiatives (3.79), evaluating strategic plans (3.63), and scaling effective approaches (3.84). This reflects a common challenge in higher education leadership, where the focus often remains on immediate instructional needs rather than long-term strategic integration (Trust & Whalen, 2020). Additionally, while academic deans show competence in inspiring innovation (4.32) and empowering educators (4.42), engagement in broader professional learning networks (4.00) and establishing digital partnerships (3.95) are areas that require further development. Howard et al. (2021) assert that expanding leadership networks and fostering collaboration are essential for sustaining institutional digital transformation.

Moreover, the relatively moderate scores in areas such as building a strategic vision (4.00) and guiding equitable policies (3.95) suggest that academic deans may benefit from targeted training in systems leadership and digital equity. Tondeur et al. (2016) stress that sustainable digital leadership requires not only technical competence but also a strong commitment to inclusive policy-making and stakeholder engagement. The observed pattern in this study indicates that UEP’s academic deans excel in personal and instructional leadership aspects but must strengthen their capacity for strategic, systemic change. Moving forward, professional development initiatives aligned with recent ISTE leadership frameworks (ISTE, 2024) and leadership mentoring could enhance the university’s digital leadership maturity, ensuring that technology integration translates into long-term institutional impact.

Table 1. Digital Leadership of Academic Deans

	Digital Leadership
	Weighted Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Interpretation

	I support educators in using technology to advance learning that meets the diverse learning, cultural, and social emotional needs of individual students.
	4.63
	0.50
	Very Good

	I ensure access to technology, connectivity, inclusive digital content and learning materials that meet the needs of all students.
	4.58
	0.51
	Very Good

	I use technology to regularly engage in reflective practices that support personal and professional growth.
	4.58
	0.51
	Very Good

	I ensure all students learn from educators who are skilled in using technology to create authentic and engaging learning experiences.
	4.53
	0.70
	Very Good

	I protect privacy protection and security by ensuring that students and staff observe effective privacy and data management policies in the digital world.
	4.47
	0.77
	Very Good

	I empower educators to exercise professional agency, build teacher leadership skills and pursue personalized professional learning in the field of technology.
	4.42
	0.69
	Very Good

	I build the confidence and competency of educators to put the International Society for Technology Education (ISTE) Standards for Students and Educators into practice.
	4.32
	0.82
	Very Good

	I inspire a culture of innovation, creative problem-solving, and collaboration that allows the time to explore and develop teaching practices using digital tools.
	4.32
	0.67
	Very Good

	I actively share my experiences, including lessons learned, best practices, challenges, and the impact of using technology, with fellow education leaders who are eager to grow and learn.
	4.26
	0.65
	Very Good

	I develop the skills needed to lead and navigate change, advance systems and promote a mindset of continuous improvement for how technology can improve learning.
	4.26
	0.93
	Very Good

	I model the safe, ethical, and legal use of technology and the critical examination of digital content.
	4.16
	0.83
	Good

	I communicate effectively using technology tools with stakeholders to gather input on the plan, celebrate successes and engage in a continuous improvement cycle.
	4.11
	0.74
	Good

	I develop technological learning assessments that provide a personalized, actionable view of student progress in real time.
	4.11
	1.05
	Good

	I set goals to remain current on emerging technologies for learning, innovations in pedagogy and advancements in the learning sciences.
	4.11
	0.74
	Good

	I ensure that resources and infrastructure for supporting effective use of technology for learning are sufficient and scalable to meet future demand.
	4.05
	0.97
	Good

	I include a wide range of perspectives from the community to develop and sustain a vision for using technology to advance student learning and success.
	4.00
	0.88
	Good

	I build on the shared vision by collaboratively creating a strategic plan that articulates how technology will be used to enhance learning.
	4.00
	0.75
	Good

	I participate regularly in online professional learning networks to collaboratively learn with and mentor other professionals.
	4.00
	0.88
	Good

	I guide teams in an equitable policies to support technology for effective learning.
	3.95
	0.78
	Good

	I establish digital partnerships that support the strategic vision, achieve learning priorities and improve operations.
	3.95
	1.27
	Good

	I scale effective approaches that successfully integrate technology into the learning process.
	3.84
	0.76
	Good

	I measure the impact of our initiatives in using technology to transform learning.
	3.79
	0.98
	Good

	I evaluate progress on the strategic plan and make necessary course corrections.
	3.63
	1.01
	Good

	Overall Mean
	4.18
	0.56
	Good




Table 2 presented the digital literacy of faculty members in the University of Eastern Philippines (UEP) System, measured through indicators aligned with the ISTE Standards for Educators. The results shown an overall Grand Mean of 3.90, interpreted as Proficient, indicating that faculty members generally demonstrate competence in integrating technology into their teaching practices. Notably, the highest-rated competencies include collaborating and co-learning with students to use digital resources (4.14), providing timely feedback (4.12), and fostering digital literacy through critical evaluation of digital resources (4.09). These results reflected current global trends where collaborative learning and formative assessment are emphasized as key components of digital pedagogy (Tondeur et al., 2016). Faculty members’ proficiency in these areas suggests an active commitment to promoting meaningful and student-centered learning experiences through technology.

However, certain areas revealed opportunities for growth. The lowest-rated item, diagnosing and troubleshooting technology issues (3.22, Developing), indicates a persistent gap in technical self-efficacy, a challenge echoed in the literature (Howard et al., 2021). Teachers often face difficulties in independently resolving technical problems, which can hinder the smooth integration of digital tools (Olofsson et al., 2019). Similarly, competencies related to designing innovative learning activities, fostering computational thinking, and leveraging global collaboration tools received relatively lower ratings (3.66–3.75), consistent with findings from Moradi (2025), who reported that many educators still struggle with applying advanced pedagogical uses of technology. This pattern suggests that while basic and intermediate digital competencies are well established, more complex and innovative uses of technology require further professional development.

The overall findings align with broader research indicating that faculty digital literacy is dynamic and evolving, driven by individual motivation, institutional support, and leadership practices (Trust & Whalen, 2020; Tondeur et al., 2016). The Proficient level achieved by UEP faculty suggests a solid foundation upon which more advanced competencies can be built. To sustain and deepen this progress, the literature emphasizes the importance of continuous professional development, collaborative learning networks, and supportive leadership structures (Howard et al., 2021; Starkey, 2019). In particular, targeted training in areas such as troubleshooting, computational thinking, and global collaboration can help bridge existing gaps. As Khan et al. (2022) highlight, fostering advanced digital literacy is essential for preparing students for the 21st-century workforce, making it imperative for institutions like UEP to strategically enhance faculty digital competencies in alignment with emerging educational demands.

Table 2. Digital Literacy of Faculty Members

	Digital Literacy
	Weighted Mean
	Standard Deviation
	Interpretation

	I can collaborate and co-learn with students to discover and use new digital resources.
	4.14
	0.68
	Proficient

	I can provide timely feedback to students and inform instruction.
	4.12
	0.72
	Proficient

	I can foster digital literacy by encouraging curiosity, reflection, and the critical evaluation of digital resources.
	4.09
	0.68
	Proficient

	I can set professional learning goals to apply teaching practices made possible by technology.
	4.06
	0.66
	Proficient

	I can create experiences for learners to make positive, socially responsible contributions and build inclusive communities online.
	4.06
	0.72
	Proficient

	I can advocate for equitable access to technology, high-quality digital content, and learning opportunities to meet the diverse needs of all students.
	4.06
	0.72
	Proficient

	I can mentor students in safe, legal, and ethical practices with digital tools and content.
	4.03
	0.84
	Proficient

	I can manage the use of technology and student learning strategies in digital platforms and virtual environments.
	4.01
	0.74
	Proficient

	I can stay current with researches that support improved student learning outcomes, including findings from the learning sciences.
	3.98
	0.75
	Proficient

	I can dedicate planning time to collaborate with colleagues to create authentic learning experiences that leverage technology.
	3.98
	0.74
	Proficient

	I can model and promote management of personal data, digital identity, and protection of student data.
	3.96
	0.82
	Proficient

	I can use technology to create, adapt and personalize learning experiences that foster independent learning and accommodate learner differences and needs.
	3.93
	0.74
	Proficient

	I can shape, advance and accelerate a shared vision for empowered learning with technology by engaging with education stakeholders.
	3.93
	0.72
	Proficient

	I can pursue professional interests by creating and actively participating in local and global learning networks.
	3.93
	0.87
	Proficient

	I can explore promising innovations, and reflect on their effectiveness.
	3.92
	0.75
	Proficient

	I can use technology to analyze assessment data, guide progress, personalize learning, and communicate feedback to education stakeholders, supporting students in reaching their learning goals.
	3.91
	0.83
	Proficient

	I can provide alternative ways for students to demonstrate competency and reflect on their learning using technology.
	3.90
	0.86
	Proficient

	I can foster a technology-rich culture where students take ownership of their learning goals and outcomes in both independent and group settings.
	3.89
	0.81
	Proficient

	I can use technology to design and implement a variety of formative and summative assessments that accommodate learner needs.
	3.88
	0.85
	Proficient

	I can demonstrate technological competency when communicating with students, parents and colleagues and interact with them as co-collaborators in student learning.
	3.85
	0.87
	Proficient

	I can model and nurture creativity and creative expression through the use of technology to communicate ideas, knowledge, or connections.
	3.81
	0.83
	Proficient

	I can design authentic learning activities that align with educational standards and use digital tools and resources to maximize learning.
	3.78
	0.91
	Proficient

	I can apply evidence-based instructional design principles to create innovative and equitable digital learning environments that support learning.
	3.75
	0.85
	Proficient

	I can use collaborative tools to expand students’ authentic, real-world learning experiences by engaging virtually with experts, teams and students, locally and globally.
	3.69
	0.93
	Proficient

	I can create technology-enhanced learning opportunities that challenge students to use a design process and/or computational thinking to innovate and solve problems.
	3.67
	0.94
	Proficient

	I can model for colleagues the identification, experimentation, evaluation, curation and adoption of new digital resources and tools for learning.
	3.66
	0.88
	Proficient

	I can diagnose and troubleshoot technology issues.
	3.22
	1.05
	Developing

	Overall Mean
	3.90
	0.61
	Proficient




Table 3 presented the relationship between the level of digital leadership of academic deans and the level of digital literacy among faculty members. The analysis revealed a Pearson correlation coefficient of 0.035 and a p-value of 0.612, indicating a very weak and statistically non-significant relationship. This suggested that the digital leadership exhibited by academic deans does not significantly influence faculty members' digital literacy. This result aligns with the findings of Ertmer and Ottenbreit-Leftwich (2015) emphasized that digital literacy development among educators is shaped largely by personal beliefs, technological confidence, and access to contextual support, rather than solely by leadership behavior. As such, while academic deans may serve as institutional figures of influence, their impact on digital literacy may be indirect or mediated by other variables such as institutional culture or faculty development programs.

[bookmark: _GoBack]Table 3. Relationship between the Level of Digital Leadership of Academic Deans and the Level of Digital Literacy of Faculty Members

	Variable
	Pearson Correlation
	Sig. (2-tailed)
	Interpretation

	Digital Leadership
	.035
	.612
	Not Significant


Dependent variable: digital literacy


CONCLUSIONS

Academic deans demonstrated very good digital leadership in areas related to supporting educators in addressing diverse student needs, ensuring access to inclusive digital resources, and using technology for reflective personal and professional growth. These strengths suggest that the academic deans are fostering a positive, adaptive, and inclusive digital culture within their respective campuses. 

Faculty members demonstrated a Proficient level of digital literacy with strengths in collaborating and co-learning with students, providing timely feedback and fostering digital literacy through critical evaluation of resources. This suggests that UEP faculty are effectively using technology to create interactive, student-centered learning environments, consistent with global trends in digital pedagogy.

The lowest-rated competency, diagnosing and troubleshooting technology issues, revealed a significant skills gap. Faculty members face challenges in independently resolving technical issues. Additionally, lower scores in designing innovative learning activities and fostering computational thinking suggest that advanced digital pedagogy is an area needing growth.

The test of relationship of academic deans’ digital leadership and faculty members’ digital literacy indicated a very weak and statistically non-significant relationship. This suggests that digital leadership alone does not have a direct, measurable influence on faculty members’ digital literacy within the UEP System. Faculty members’ digital literacy is often shaped more by individual initiative and peer collaboration than by hierarchical leadership.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Academic deans should continue leveraging their strengths in promoting inclusive digital learning and modeling reflective practices. It is recommended that these leadership behaviors be systematically shared through peer mentoring, both within UEP and across external academic networks, to promote a university-wide culture of digital excellence.

The university should continue to nurture these strengths by promoting peer-sharing of best practices in collaborative learning and digital pedagogy. It is recommended that UEP formalize professional learning communities where faculty members can exchange successful strategies and mentor colleagues in applying these practices across different disciplines.

The university should provide targeted capacity-building workshops focused on basic troubleshooting skills, computational thinking, and innovative lesson design. Incorporating hands-on, scenario-based training will help improve faculty confidence and capability in managing technology challenges and designing advanced digital learning experiences. Establishing an on-demand tech support system for faculty could also mitigate this gap.

While academic deans should continue to promote a supportive digital environment, UEP should broaden its strategy for enhancing faculty digital literacy by investing more in peer mentoring, collaborative learning networks, and individualized professional development. Faculty development programs should prioritize building personal confidence, facilitating peer exchange, and fostering an institutional culture where digital competence is encouraged organically. Leadership training for academic deans should also focus on indirect support strategies, such as creating enabling environments, providing resources, and recognizing faculty innovation in digital teaching.
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